I
INTRODUCTORY

THE subject of this Essay is not the so-called Liberty of the
Will, so unfortunately opposed to the misnamed doctrine of
Philosophical Necessity;* but Civil, or Social Liberty: the
nature and limits of the power which can bé legitimately
exercised by society over the individual, A question seldom
stated, and hardly ever discussed, in general terms, but
which profoundly influences the practical controversies of
the age by its latent presence, and is likely soon to make itself
recognized as the vital question of the future. It is so far from
being new, that, in a certain sense, it has divided mankind,
almost from the remotest ages; but in the stage of progress
into which the more civilized portions of the species have
now entered, it presents itself under new conditions, and
requires a different and more fundamental treatment.

The struggle between Liberty and Authority is the most
conspicuous feature in the portions of history with which we
are earliest familiar, particularly in that of Greece, Rome,
and England. But in old times this contest was between
subjects, or some classes of subjects, and the Government.

- By liberty, was meant protection against the tyranny of the
political rulers. The rulers were conceived (except in some of
the popular governments of Greece) as in a necessarily ant-
agonistic position to the people whom they ruled. They
consisted of a governing One, or a governing tribe or caste,
who derived their authority from inheritance or conquest,
who, at all events, did not hold it at the pleasure of the
governed, and whose supremacy men did not venture, per-
haps did not desire, to contest, whatever precautions might
be taken against its oppressive exercise. Their power was
regarded as necessary, but also as highly dangerous; as a
weapon which they would attempt to use against their sub-
jects, no less than against external enemies. To prevent the
weaker members of the community from being preyed upon
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by innumerable vultures, it was needful that there should be
an animal of prey stronger than the rest, commissioned to
keep them down. But as the king of the vultures would be no
less bent upon preying on the flock than any of the minor
harpies, it was indispensable to be in a perpetual attitude of
defence against his beak and claws. The aim, therefore, of
patriots was to set limits to the power which the ruler should
be suffered to exercise over the community; and this limita-
tion was what they meant by liberty. It was attempted in two
ways. First, by obtaining a recognition of certain immunities,
called political liberties or rights, which it was to be regarded
as a breach of duty in the ruler to infringe, and which, if he
did infringe, specific resistance, or general rebellion, was
held to be justifiable. A second, and generally a later expedi-
ent, was the establishment of constitutional checks, by which
the consent of the community, or of a body of some sort,
supposed to represent its interests, was made a necessary
condition to some of the more important acts of the govern-
ing power. To the first of these modes of limitation, the ruling
power, in most European countries, was compelled, more or
less, to submit. It was not so with the second; and, to attain
this, or when already in some degree possessed, to attain it
more completely, became everywhere the principal object of
the lovers of liberty. And so long as mankind were content to
combat one enemy by another, and to be ruled by a master,
on condition of being guaranteed more or less efficaciously
against his tyranny, they did not carry their aspirations
beyond this point.

A time, however, came, in the progress of human affairs,
when men ceased to think it a necessity of nature that their
governors should be an independent power, opposed in in=
terest to themselves. It appeared to them much better that
the various magistrates of the State should be their tenants or
delegates, revocable at their pleasure. In that way alone, it
seemed, could they have complete security that the powers of
government would never be abused to their disadvantage.
By degrees this new demand for elective and temporary rulers
became the prominent object of the exertions of the popular
party, wherever any such party existed; and superseded, to a
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and made itself felt as one of the most powerful mcmber.s of
the community of nations; and elective and re.sponmble
government became subject to the . observations and
criticisms which wait upon a great existing fact. I,t was now
perceived that such phrases as ‘self-government’, and ‘the
power of the people over themselves’, do not express the true
state of the case. The ‘people’ who exercise the power are not
always the same people with those over whom itis exercised;
and the ‘self-government’ spoken of'is not the government of
each by himself, but of each by all the rest. The will of the
people, moreover, practically means the will of the. m'ost;
numerous or the most active part of the people; the majority,
or those who succeed in making themselves ‘acceptcdasthe
majority; the people, consequently., may desire to oppress a
part of their number; and precautions are as much n_eec_ied
against this as against any other abuse of power. The limita-
tion, therefore, of the power of government over individuals
loses none of its importance when the hf)lders of power are
regularly accountable to the community, that is, to Fhe
strongest party therein. This view of things, recommending
itself equally to the intelligence of t.hmkers and to t'he in-
clination of those important classes in European society to
whose real or supposed interests democracy is adverse, has
had no difficulty in establishing itself; ar'ld in political specu-
lations ‘the tyranny of the majorit.y’* is now generally in-
cluded among the evils against which society requires to'be
on its guard. o
Like other tyrannies, the tyranny of thq majority was at
first, and is still vulgarly, held in dre?.q, chiefly as operating
through the acts of the public autl‘lo.ntles. But reflecting per-
sons perceived that when society is lt'SC.If the tyrant—society
collectively, over the separate 1nd1v1dual.s who compose
it—its means of tyrannizing are not restricted to .the acts
which it may do by the hands of its political functlonar_leg.
Society can and does execute its own mandates: and if it
issues wrong mandates instead of right, or any .manda‘tes at
all in things with which it ought not to meddl'c, it practises a
social tyranny more formidable than many kinds of political
oppression, since, though not usually upheld by such
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extreme penalties, it leaves fewer means of escape, penetrat-
ing much more deeply into the details of life, and enslaving
the soul itself. Protection, therefore, against the tyranny of
the magistrate is not enough: there needs protection also
against the tyranny of the prevailing opinion and feeling;
against the tendency of soclety to impose, by other means
than civil penalties, its own ideas and practices as rules of
conduct on those who dissent from them; to fetter the de-
velopment, and, if possible, prevent the formation, of any
individuality not in harmony with its ways, and compel all
characters to fashion themselves upon the model of its own.
There is a limit to the legitimate interference of collective
opinion with individual independence: and to find that limit,
and maintain it against encroachment, is as indispensable to
a good condition of human affairs, as protection against
political despotism.

But though this proposition is not likely to be contested in
general terms, the practical question, where to place the
limit—how to make the fitting adjustment between in-
dividual independence and social control—is a subject on
which nearly everything remains to be done. All that makes
existence valuable to any one, depends on the enforcement of
restraints upon the actions of other people. Some rules of
conduct, therefore, must be imposed, by law in the first
place, and by opinion on many things which are not fit sub-
Jects for the operation of law. What these rules should be, is
the principal question in human affairs; but if we except a few
of the most obvious cases, it is one of those which least pro-
gress has been made in resolving. No two ages, and scarcely
any two countries, have decided it alike; and the decision of
one age or country is a wonder to another. Yet the people of
any given age and country no more suspectany difficultyinit,

than if it were a subject on which mankind had always been
agreed. The rules which obtain among themselves appear to
them self-evident and self-justifying. This all but universal
illusion is one of the examples of the magical influence of
custom, which is not only, as the proverb says, a second
nature, but is continually mistaken for the first. The effect of
custom, in preventing any misgiving respecting the rules of
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conduct which mankind }impos'e otn oneeaszt‘}vlﬁli"é ;Sitaili Itllcl):
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either by one person to others, or by each to himse e.d < Fhe
are accustomed to believe, and have been encou}rl;}lg n th
belief by some who aspire to the character of p 1; otstop hers,
that their feelings, on subjects of this nature, _a{‘; e er_ctical
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tion of human conduct, is the fe.elmg in each f;lerson ; mind
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not supported by reasons, can only count as one Ea ne
preference; and if the reasons, when given, are amer % 1p§n1
to a similar preference felt by other people, 1td1.s sr on ny
many people’s liking instead of one. To andor‘ ina tyonl Y
however, his own preference, thus supported, 1:1 no on ;yn
perfectly satisfactory reason, but the only one he ge oral y
has for any of his notions of nilora_hty,.ta'.ste, or }();Op dh)ifs,
which are not expressly written in his religious crgc ; alr\l/[ c.n,s
chief guide in the interprete'xtlon even of lt at. en’s
opinions, accordingly, on u{hat is laudablg or b zmca {heir
affected by all the multifarious causes which in E?n};:eare it
wishes in regard to the conduct of _others, ‘and VL ic 2
numerous as those which df:termmc their wis es ont}altcg
other subject. Sometimes their reasog—at.otheﬁl: tl;'nerfs reir
prejudices or superstitions: often 'thelr social a izc io ;heir
seldom their antisocial ones, their envy or jea ously, et
arrogance or contemptuousness: but‘most. common y,1 el
desires or fears for themselves—th(.:lr legitimate or 1l eg -
imate self-interest) Wherever there is an ascendant 1(“: arslf,i 2
large portion of the morality of the country emana.tes‘tro s
class interests, and its feelings of clas: superiori )lr the
morality between Spartans and Helots,* between p anblcs
and negroes, between princes and subjects, betwt/)veen Fo e
and roturiers,* between men and women, has e;r; olr e
most part the creation of these class interests and feelings:
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and the sentiments thus generated, react in turn upon the
moral feelings of the members of the:ascendant class, in their
relations among themselves. Where, on the other hand, a
class, formerly ascendant, has lost its ascendancy, or where
its ascendancy is unpopular, the prevailing moral sentiments
frequently bear the impress of an impatient dislike of
superiority. Another grand determining principle of the
rules of conduct, both in act and forbearance, which have
been enforced by law or opinion, has been the servility of
mankind towards the supposed preferences or aversions of
their temporal masters, or of their gods. This servility,
though essentially selfish, is not hypocrisy; it gives rise to
perfectly genuine sentiments of abhorrence; it made men
burn magicians and heretics, Among so many baser influ-
ences, the general and obvious interests of society have of
course had a share, and a large one, in the direction of the
moral sentiments: less, however, as a matter of reason, and
on their own account, than as a consequence of the sympath-
ies and antipathies which grew out of them: and sympathies
and antipathies which had little or nothing to do with the
interests of society, have made themselves felt in the estab-
lishment of moralities with quite as great force.
The likings and dislikings of society, or of some powerful
portion of it, are thus the main thing which has practically
determined the rules laid down for general observance,
under the penalties of law or opinion. And in general, those
who have been in advance of society in thought and feeling,
have left this condition of things unassailed in principle,
however they may have come into conflict with it in some of
its details. They have occupied themselves rather in in-
quiring what things society ought to like or dislike, than in
questioning whether its likings or dislikings should be a law
to individuals, They preferred endeavouring to alter the feel-
ings of mankind on the particular points on which they were
themselves heretical, rather than make common cause in

~ defence of freedom, with heretics generally. The only case in

which the higher ground has been taken on principle and
maintained with consistency, by any but an individual here
and there, is that of religious belief: a case instructive in
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many ways, and not least so as forming a most striking in-
stance of the fallibility of what is called the moral sense: for
the odium theologicum, in a sincere bigot, is_one of the most
unequivocal cases of moral feeling. Those who first broke tl}e
yoke of what called itself the Universal Church,* were in
general as little willing to permit difference of rehgloys
opinion as that church itself. But when the heat of the conflict
was over, without giving a complete victory to any party, a'nd
each church or sect was reduced to limit its hopes to retaining
possession of the ground it already oqcupied'; rpi.nontlcs,
seeing that they had no chance of becoming majorities, were
under the necessity of pleading to those whom tbey could not
convert, for permission to differ. It is accordmgly on this
battle-field, almost solely, that the rights of the 1nd1v1d1}al
against society have been asserted on broad grounds‘ of prin-
ciple, and the claim of society to exercise agthorlty over
dissentients, openly controverted. The great writers to whom
the world owes what religious liberty it possesses, have
mostly asserted freedom of conscience as an ir_ldefeasible
right, and denied absolutely that a human being is account-
able to others for his religious belief. Yet so natural to man-
kind is intolerance in whatever they really care aboutz that
religious freedom has hardly anywhc;e been 'practflc.ally
realized, except where religious indifference, which dislikes
to have its peace disturbed by theological quarrels, has

added its weight to the scale. In the minds of almost all -

religious persons, even in the most tolerant countries, the
duty of toleration is admitted with tacit reserves. One person
will bear with dissent in matters of church government, but
not of dogma; another can tolerate everybody, shgrt of_a
Papist or a Unitarian; another, every one whq believes in
revealed religion; a few extend their charity a little further,
but stop at the beliefin a God and in a future state. Where.w:-r
the sentiment of the majority is still genuine and intense, it is
found to have abated little of its claim to be obeyed.

" In England, from the peculiar circumstances of our polit-
ical history, though the yoke of opinion is perhaps heavier,
that of law is lighter, than in most other countries of Europe;
and there is considerable jealousy of direct interference, by
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the legislative or the executive power, with private conduct;
not so much from any just regard for the independence of the
individual, as from the still subsisting habit of looking on the
government as representing an opposite interest to the
public. The majority have not yet learnt to feel the power of
the government their power, or its opinions their opinions,
When they do so, individual liberty will probably be as much
exposed to invasion from the government, as it already is
from public opinion. But, as yet, there is a considerable
amount of feeling ready to be called forth against any
attempt of the law to control individuals in things in which
they have not hitherto been accustomed to be controlled by
it; and this with very little discrimination as to whether the
matter is, or is not, within the legitimate sphere of legal
control; insomuch that the feeling, highly salutary on the
whole, is perhaps quite as often misplaced as well grounded
in the particular instances of its application. There is, in
fact, no recognized principle by which the propriety or
impropriety of government interference is customarily
tested. People decide according to their personal prefer-
ences. Some, whenever they see any good to be done, or evil
to be remedied, would willingly instigate the government to
undertake the business; while others prefer to bear almost
any amount of social evil, rather than add one to the depart-
ments of human interests amenable to governmental control.
And men range themselves on one or the other side in any
particular case, according-to this general direction of their
sentiments; or according to the degree of interest which they
feel in the particular thing which it is proposed that the
government should do, or according to the belief they enter-
tain that the government would, or would not, do it in the
manner they prefer; but very rarely on account of any
opinion to which they consistently adhere, as to what things
are fit to be done by a government. And it seems to me thatin
consequence of this absence of rule or principle, one side is at
present as often wrong as the other; the interference of
government is, with about equal frequency, improperly in-
voked and improperly condemned.
The object of this Essay is to assert one very simple

0.L. - 3
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inciple, as entitled to govern absolutely the dea‘lmgs of
I;)g::rll;tl)? fvith the individual in the way‘of compglsmnfand :
control, whether the means used be ph}/smal force in thf? orm
of legal penalties, or the moral coercion oi" public oplglon.
That principle is, that the sole en(.i for Whl?h man}&m a}rﬁ
warranted, individually or collectively, in interfering with
the liberty of action of any of their number, is self—prgtec?()llll.
That the only purpose for which power can be rightfully

exercised over any member of a civilized community, against

his will, is to prevent harm to others. His own good, elthert
physical or moral, is not a sufficient warrant. H'e cz%ﬁng)
rightfully be compelled to do or forbf:ar because it wi be
better for him to do so, because it will make him haPpler,
because, in the opinions of others, to do so would be. w1se,.o}1;
even right. These are good reasons fo'r remonstrating wit
him, or reasoning with him, or persug@n_ng hlm, Or'C;’lltrCatln%
him, but not for compelling him, or visiting him wit an}; evi
in case he do otherwise. To justify that, the conduct from
which it is desired to deter him, must be calculated to pro;
duce evil to some one else. The only part of t}}e condu(}:lt. (;1
any one, for which he is amenable to society, is that'w 1clf
concerns others. In the part which merely concerns hlms;:] f,
his independence is, of right, a'b§olute: Over hlglself, over his
own body and mind, the individual is sovereign. o
It is, perhaps, hardly necessary to say that this dOCt?ILe is
meant to apply only to human bemgs_ in the maturity of their
faculties. We are not speaking of children, or of young per-
sons below the age which the law may fix as that of rr}anhqod
or womanhood. Those who are still'in a state to require being
taken care of by others, must be prote(‘:tf_:d against their own
actions as well as against external injury. For the samg
reason, we may leave out of COl’lS'IdCI‘athIl those b.ackw(?r
states of society in which the race itself may be considered as
in its nonage. The early difficulties in the way of spontar'leoui
progress are so great, that there is seld(?m any ch01'c.e of
means for overcoming them; and a ruler full of th('e spirit o
improvement is warranted in the use of any expedients that

will attain an end, perhaps otherwise unattainable. Des-

potism is a legitimate mode of government in dealing with
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barbarians, provided the end be their improvement, and the
means justified by actually effecting that end. Liberty, as a
principle, has no application to any state of things anterior to
the time when mankind have become capable of being im-
proved by free and equal discussion, Until then, there is
nothing for them but implicit obedience to an Akbar or a
Charlemagne, * if they are so fortunate as to find one, But as
soon as mankind have attained the capacity of being guided
to their own improvement by conviction or persuasion (a
period long since reached in all nations with whom we need
here concern ourselves), compulsion, either in the direct
form or in that of pains and penalties for non-compliance, is
no longer admissible as a means to their own good, and
Justifiable only for the security of others. ‘
Itis proper to state that I forgo any advantage which could
be derived to my argument from the idea of abstract right, as
a thing independent of utility. I regard utility as the ultimate
appeal on all ethical questions; but it must be utility in the
largest sense, grounded on the permanent interests of man*
as a progressive being. Those interests, I contend, authorize
the subjection of individual spontaneity to external control,
only in respect to those actions of each, which concern the
interest of other people. If any one does an act hurtful to
others, there is a prima facie case for punishing him, by law,
or, where legal penalties are not safely applicable, by general
disapprobation. There are also many positive acts for the
benefit of others, which he may rightfully be compelled to
perform; such as, to give evidence in a court of justice; to bear
his fair share in the common defence, or in any other joint
work necessary to the interest of the society of which he
enjoys the protection; and to perform certain acts of in-
dividual beneficence, such as saving a fellow creature’s life,
or interposing to protect the defenceless against ill-usage,
things which whenever it is obviously a man’s duty to do, he
may righfully be made responsible to society for not doing.
A person may cause evil to others not only by his actions but
by his inaction, and in either case he is justly accountable to
them for the injury. The latter case, it is true, requires a
much more cautious exercise of compulsion than the former.
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To make any one answerable for doing evil to others, is the
rule; to make him answerable for not preventing evil, is,
comparatively speaking, the exception. Yet there are many
cases clear enough and grave enough to justify that excep-
tion. In all things which regard the external relations of the
individual, he is de jure amenable to those whose interests are
concerned, and if need be, to society as their protector. There
are often good reasons for not holding him to the respons-
ibility; but these reasons must arise from the special expedi-
encies of the case: either because it is a kind of case in which
he is on the whole likely to act better, when left to his own
discretion, than when controlled in any way in which society
have it in their power to control him; or because the attempt
to exercise control would produce other evils, greater than
those which it would prevent. When such reasons as these
preclude the enforcement of responsibility, the conscience of
the agent himself should step into the vacant judgement-
seat, and protect those interests of others which have no
external protection; judging himself all the more rigidly,
because the case does not admit of his being made account-
able to the judgement of his fellow creatures.

But there is a sphere of action in which society, as distin-
guished from the individual, has, if any, only an indirect
interest; comprehending all that portion of a person’s life and
conduct which affects only himself, or if it also affects others,
only with their free, voluntary, and undeceived consent and
participation. When I say only himself, I mean directly, and
in the first instance: for whatever affects himself, may affect
others through himself; and the objection which may be
grounded on this contingency will receive consideration in
the sequel. This, then, is the appropriate region of human

liberty. It comprises, first, the inward domain of conscious-

ness; demanding liberty of conscience, in the most compre-
hensive sense; liberty of thought and feeling; absolute
freedom of opinion and sentiment on all subjects, practical
or speculative, scientific, moral, or theological. The liberty of
expressing and publishing opinions may seem to fall under a
different principle, since it belongs to that part of the conduct
of an individual which concerns other people; but, being
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almost o.f as much importance as the liberty of thought itself,
.and resting in great part on the same reasons, is practicall);
inseparable from it. Secondly, the principle requires liberty
of tastes and pursuits; of framing the plan of our life to suit
our own character; of doing as we like, subject to such con-
sequences as may follow: without impediment from our
fellow creatures, so long as what we do does not harm them
even though they should think our conduct foolish, pervcrse,
or wrong. Thirdly, from this liberty of each individual,
follows the liberty, within the same limits, of combinatiot;
among individuals; freedom to unite, for any purpose not
nvolving harm to others: the persons combining being
supposcd‘ to be of full age, and not forced or deceived.

No society in which these liberties are not, on the whole
respected, is free, whatever may be its form of govcrnment3
and none is completely free in which they do not exist abso—’
lute anfi unqualified. The only freedom which deserves the
name, is that of pursuing our own good in our own way, so
!ong as we do not attempt to deprive others of theirs, or
impede their efforts to obtain it. Each is the proper guard’ian
of his own health, whether bodily, or mental and spiritual.
Mankind are greater gainers by suffering each other to live as
seems good to themselves, than by compelling each to live as
seems good to the rest.

Though this doctrine is anything but new, and, to some
persons, may have the air of a truism, there is no doctrine
whlc_h stands more directly opposed to the general tendency
of existing opinion and practice. Society has expended fully
as much effort in the attempt (according to its lights) to
compel people to conform to its notions of personal, as of

social excellence. The ancient commonwealths th’ought
themselves entitled to practise, and the ancient philosophers
counten.anccd, the regulation of every part of private conduct
!oy public authority, on the ground that the State had a deep
interest in the whole bodily and mental discipline of every -
one of its citizens; a mode of thinking which may have been
admls.s1blc_: in small republics surrounded by powerful
enemies, in constant peril of being subverted by foreign
attack or internal commotion, and to which even a short
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interval of relaxed energy and self-command might so easily
be fatal, that they could not afford to wait for the salutary
permanent effects of freedom. In the modern world, the
greater size of political communities, and, above all, the
separation between spiritual and temporal authority (which
placed the direction of men’s consciences in other hands than
those which controlled their worldly affairs), prevented so
great an interference by law in the details of private life; but
the engines of moral repression have been wielded more
strenuously against divergence from the reigning opinion in
self-regarding, than even in social matters; religion, the most
powerful of the elements which have entered into the forma-
tion of moral feeling, having almost always been governed
either by the ambition of a hierarchy, seeking control over
every department of human conduct, or by the spirit of Pur-
itanism. And some of those modern reformers who have
placed themselves in strongest opposition to the religions of
the past, have been no way behind either churches or sects
in their assertion of the right of spiritual domination:
M. Comte,* in particular, whose social system, as unfolded
in his Systéme de Politique Positive, aims at establishing
(though by moral more than by legal appliances) a
despotism of society over the individual, surpassing anything
contemplated in the political ideal of the most rigid discip-
linarian among the ancient philosophers.

Apart from the peculiar tenets of individual thinkers, there
is also in the world at large an increasing inclination to
stretch unduly the powers of society over the individual, both
by the force of opinion and even by that of legislation: and as
the tendency of all the changes taking place in the world is to
strengthen society, and diminish the power of the individual,
this encroachment is not one of the evils which tend spon-
taneously to disappear, but, on the contrary, to grow more
and more formidable. The disposition of mankind, whether
as rulers or as fellow citizens, to impose their own opinions
and inclinations as a rule of conduct on. others, is so ener-
getically supported by some of the best and by some of the
worst feelings incident to human nature, thatitis hardly ever
kept under restraint by anything but want of power; and as
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the power is not declining, but growing, unless a strong
ba'rner of moral conviction can be raised against the mis-
chief, we must expect, in the present circumstances of the
world, to see it increase.

It \{vill be convenient for the argument, if, instead of at once
entering upon the general thesis, we confine ourselves in the
first instance to a single branch of it, on which the principle
here stated is, if not fully, yet to a certain point, recognized by
the current opinions. This one branch is the Liberty of
'I“hought: from which it is impossible to separate the cognate
liberty of speaking and of writing. Although these liberties,
to some considerable amount, form part of the political
morality of all countries which profess religious toleration
and fFee institutions, the grounds, both philosophical and
practical, on which they rest, are perhaps not so familiar to
the general mind, nor so thoroughly appreciated by many
even of the leaders of opinion, as might have been expected.
Thos.e grounds, when rightly understood, are of much wider
application than to only one division of the subject, and a
thorough consideration of this part of the question will be
founFl the best introduction to the remainder. Those to whom
nothing which I am about to say will be new, may therefore,
I hope, excuse me, if on a subject which for now three
ccntpries has been so often discussed, I venture on one dis-
cussion more.



v

OF THE LIMITS TO THE AUTHORITY
OF SOCIETY OVER THE INDIVIDUAL

WHAT, then, is the rightful limit to the sovereignty of the
individual over himself? Where does the authority of society
begin? How much of human life should be assigned to in-
dividuality, and how much to society?

Each will receive its proper share, if each has that which
more particularly concerns it. To individuality should
belong the part of life in which it is chiefly the individual that
Is interested; to society, the part which chiefly interests
society.

Though society is not founded on a contract, and though
no good purpose is answered by inventing a contract in order
to deduce social obligations from it, every one who receives
the protection of society owes a return for the benefit, and the
fact of living in society renders it indispensable that each
should be bound to observe a certain line of conduct towards
the rest. This conduct consists, first, in not injuring the inter-
ests of one another; or rather certain interests, which, either
by express legal provision or by tacit understanding, ought
to be considered as rights; and secondly, in each person’s
bearing his share (to be fixed on some equitable principle) of
the labours and sacrifices incurred for defending the society
or its members from injury and molestation. These con-
ditions society is justified in enforcing at all costs to those
who endeavour to withhold fulfilment. Nor is this all that
society may do. The acts of an individual may be hurtful to
others, or wanting in due consideration for their welfare,
without going the length of violating any of their constituted
rights. The offender may then be Justly punished by opinion,
though not by law. As soon as any part of a person’s conduct
affects prejudicially the interests of others, society has juris-
diction over it, and the question whether the general welfare
will or will not be promoted by interfering with it, becomes
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open to discussion. But there is no room for entert_aining an};
such question when a person’s conduct affects the interests o

no persons besides himself, or needs not affect them unless
they like (all the persons concert}cd being of full age, and the
ordinary amount of understanding). In all such cases there

should be perfect freedom, legal and social, to do the action -

and stand the consequences." - .
It would be a great misundersta.nding of thlS. doctrine to
suppose that it is one of selfish 1pd1ﬂ'er§nce, which pr:atends
that human beings have no business with each other’s con-
duct in life, and that they should not concern themselves
about the well-doing or well-being of one anot}}erz un}ess
their own interest is involved. Instead of any dlmln}lt}on,
“there is need of a great increase of disinterested exertion. to
promote the good.of others. But disinterested beneyolcnce
can find other instruments to persuade pe.ople to their good,
than whips and scourges, either of the literal or the meta-
phorical sort. I am the last person to undervalue the self-
regarding virtues; they are only second inf importance, ifeven
second, to the social. Itis equally the business of ed.uc'a‘tlorvx to
cultivate both. But even education works by conviction and
persuasion as well as by compulsion, apd itis by the former
only that, when the period of education is past, .the self-
regarding virtues should be inculcated. Human beings owe
to each other help to distinguish the better from the worse,
and encouragement to choose thf': former and avoid the
latter. They should be for ever stlmula%mg each. other to
increased exercise of their higher faculties, apd .1ncreased
direction of their feelings and aims towar«;ls wise instead of
foolish, elevating instead of degrading, objects and contem-
plations. But neither one person, nor any number of persons,
is warranted in saying to another human creature of ripe
years, that he shall not do with his life for his own b.eneﬁt
what he chooses to do with it. He is the person most inter-

ested in his own well-being: the interest which any other

person, except in cases of strong personal att.achmen't, can
have in it, is trifling, compared with t}}at V\{thl:l he himself
has; the interest which society has m'hlm H}dlvxdually
(except as to his conduct to others) is fractional, and
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alto gether indirect: while, with respect to his own feelings
and circumstances, the most ordinary man or woman has
means of knowledge immeasurably surpassing those that
can be possessed by any one else. The interference of society
to overrule his judgement and purposes in what only regards
himself, must be grounded on general presumptions; which
may be altogether wrong, and even if right, are as likely as
not to be misapplied to individual cases, by persons no better
acquainted with the circumstances of such cases than those
are who look at them merely from without. In this depart-
ment, therefore, of human affairs, Individuality has its
proper field of action. In the conduct of human beings to-
wards one another, it is necessary that general rules should
for the most part be observed, in order that people may know
what they have to expect; but in each person’s own concerns,
his individual spontaneity is entitled to free exercise. Coon-
siderations to aid his Judgement, exhortations to strengthen
his will, may be offered to him, even obtruded on him, by
others; but he himselfis the final Jjudge. All errors which he is
likely to commit against advice and warning, are far out-
weighed by the evil of allowing others to constrain him to
what they deem his good.

I do not mean that the feelings with which a person is
regarded by others, ought not to be in any way affected by his
self-regarding qualities or deficiencies. This is neither pos-
sible nor desirable. If he is eminent in any of the qualities
which conduce to his own good, he is, so far, a proper object
of admiration. He is so much the nearer to the ideal perfec-
tion of human nature. If he is grossly deficient in those qual-
ities, a sentiment the opposite of admiration will follow.
There is a degree of folly, and a degree of what may be called
(though the phrase is not unobjectionable) lowness or de-
pravation of taste, which, though it cannot Justify doing
harm to the person who manifests it, renders him necessarily
and properly a subject of distaste, or, in extreme cases, even
of contempt: a person could not have the opposite qualities in
due strength without entertaining these feelings. Though
doing no wrong to any one, a person may so act as to compel
us to judge him, and feel to him, as a fool, or as a being of an

O.L. - 6
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inferior order: and since this judgement and feeling are a fact
which he would prefer to avoid, it is deing him a service to
warn him of it beforehand, as of any other disagreeable con-
sequence to which he exposes himself. It would be well,
indeed, if this good office were much more freely rendered
than the common notions of politeness at present permit, and
if one person could honestly point out to another that he
thinks him in fault, without being considered unmannerly or
presuming. We have a right, also, in various ways, to act
upon our unfavourable opinion of any one, not to the oppres-
sion of his individuality, but in the exercise of ours. We are
not bound, for example, to seck his society; we have a right to
avoid it (though not to parade the avoidance), for we have a
right to choose the society most acceptable to us. We have a
right, and it may be our duty, to caution others against him,
if we think his example or conversation likely to have a per-
nicious effect on those with whom he associates. We may give
others a preference over him in optional good offices, except
those which tend to his improvement. In these various modes
a person may suffer very severe penalties at the hands of
others, for faults which directly concern only himself; but he
suffers these penalties only in so far as they are the natural,
and, as it were, the spontaneous consequences of the faults
themselves, not because they are purposely inflicted on him
for the sake of punishment. A person who shows rashness,
obstinacy, self-conceit—who cannot live within moderate
means—who cannot restrain himself from hurtful indul-
gences—who pursues animal pleasures at the expense of
those of feeling and intellect—must expect to be lowered in
the opinion of others, and to have a less share of their favour-
able sentiments; but of this he has no right to complain,
unless he has merited their favour by special excellence in his
social relations, and has thus established a title to their good
offices, which is not affected by his demerits towards himself.
What I contend for is, that the inconveniences which are
strictly inseparable from the unfavourable judgement of
others, are the only ones to which a person should ever be
subjected for that portion of his conduct and character which
concerns his own good, but which does not affect the interests
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of Otl.]eI'S in their relations with him. Acts injurious to others
require a totally different treatment. Encroachment on their
r1ght§; infliction on them of any loss or damage not justified
by his own rights; falsehood or duplicity in dealing with
them; unfair or ungenerous use of advantages over them;
even selfish abstinence from defending them against in- -
Jury—these are fit objects of moral reprobation, and, in
grave cases, of moral retribution and punishment. And ’not i
only these acts, but the dispositions which lead to them. are
pro’pe.rly immoral, and fit subjects of disapprobation w,hich
may rise to abhorrence. Cruelty of disposition; malice and ill
nature; that most anti-social and odious of all passions, envy;
dissimulation and insincerity; irascibility on insufficient
cause, and resentment disproportioned to the provocation;
the love of domineering over others; the desire to engros;
more than one’s share of advantages (the deoveEia* of the
Greeks); the pride which derives gratification from the
abasement of others; the egotism which thinks self and its
concerns more important than everything else, and decides
all doubtful questions in its own favour;—these are moral
vices, and constitute a bad and odious moral character:
unlike the self-regarding faults previously mentioned, which
are not properly immoralities, and to whatever pitc,h they
may be carried, d » not constitute wickedness. They may be
proofs of any amount of folly, or want of personal dignity and
self-respect; but they are only a subject of moral reprobation
whcp tl‘ley involve a breach of duty to others, for whose sake
the individual is bound to have care for himself. What are
c_alled duties to ourselves are not socially obligatory, unless
circumstances render them at the same time duties to’others.
The term duty to oneself, when it means anything more than
prudence, means self-respect or self-development; and for
none of these is any one accountable to his fellow creatures
because for none of them is it for the good of mankind that hé
be held accountable to them.

The distinction between the loss of consideration which a
person may rightly incur by defect of prudence or of personal
dignity, and the reprobation which is due to him for an
offence against the rights of others, is not a merely nominal



88 ON LIBERTY

distinction. It makes a vast difference both in our feelings and
in our conduct towards him, whether he displeases us in
things in which we think we have a right to control him, or in-
things in which we know that we have not. Ifhe displeases us,
we may express our distaste, and we may stand aloof from a
person as well as from a thing that displeases us; but we shall
not therefore feel called on to make his life uncomfortable. We
shall reflect that he already bears, or will bear, the whole
penalty ofhis error; if he spoils his life by mismanagement, we
shall not, for that reason, desire to spoil it still further: instead
of wishing to punish him, we shall rather endeavour to
alleviate his punishment, by showing him how he may avoid
or cure the evils his conduct tends to bring upon him. He may
be to us an object of pity, perhaps of dislike, butnot of anger or
resentment; we shall not treat him like an enemy of society:
the worst we shall think ourselves justified in doing is leaving
him to himself, if we do not interfere benevolently by showing
interest or concern for him. It is far otherwise if he has in-
fringed the rules necessary for the protection of his fellow
creatures, individually or collectively. The evil consequences .
of his acts do not then fall on himself, but on others; and
society, as the protector of all its members, must retaliate on
him; must inflict pain on him for the express purpose of pun-
ishment, and must take care that it be sufficiently severe. In
the one case, he is an offender at our bar, and we are called on
not only to sit in judgement on him, but, in one shape or
another, to execute our own sentence; in the other case, it is
not our part to inflict any suffering on him, except what may
incidentally follow from our using the same liberty in the
regulation of our own affairs, which we allow to him in his.
The distinction here pointed out between the part of a
person’s life which concerns only himself, and that which
concerns others, many persons will refuse to admit. How (it
may be asked) can any part of the conduct of a member of
society be a matter of indifference to the other members? No
person is an entirely isolated being; it is impossible for a
person to do anything seriously or permanently hurtful to
himself, without mischief reaching at least to his near con-
nexions, and often far beyond them. Ifhe injures his property,
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he does harm to those who directly or indirectly derived
support from it, and usually diminishes, by a greater or less
amount, the general resources of the community. If he
de_terlorates his bodily or mental faculties, he not only brings
evil upon all who depended on him for any portion of their
happmess, but disqualifies himself for rendering the services
which he owes to his fellow creatures generally; perhaps
becomes a burthen on their affection or benevolen,ce' and if
such conduct were very frequent, hardly any oﬁ"ence, that is
committed would detract more from the general sum of .
good. Finally, if by his vices or follies a person does no direct
harn.l to others, he is nevertheless (it may be said) injurious
by his example; and ought to be compelled to control him-
self, for the sake of those whom the sight or knowledge of his
conduct might corrupt or mislead.
And even (it will be added) if the consequences of miscon-
d}l(?t could be confined to the vicious or thoughtless in-
dividual, ought society to abandon to their own guidance
those who are manifestly unfit for it? If protection against
them.selves is confessedly due to children and persons under
age, 1s not society equally bound to afford it to persons of
mature years who are equally incapable of self-government?
It gambl?ng, or drunkenness, or incontinence, or idleness o;
uncleanliness, are as injurious to happiness, and as grea:t a
hfnfirance to improvement, as many or most of the acts pro-
hlb‘lted b){ law, why (it may be asked) should not law. so far
as 1s consistent with practicability and social conver;ience
endea\_/our to repress these also? And as a supplement to thé
unav01da}ble imperfections of law, ought not opinion at least
to organize a powerful police against these vices, and visit
rigidly with social penalties those who are known to practise
thcjm:p There is no question here (it may be said) about re-
stricting in(.iividuality, or impeding the trial of new and ori-
ginal experiments in living. The only things it is sought to
prevent are things which have been tried and condemned
from .the beginning of the world until now; things which
experience has shown not to be useful or suitable to an
person’s individuality. There must be some length of timz
and amount of experience, after which a moral or prudential
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truth may be regarded as established: gnd it is me}"ely de-
sired to prevent generation after generation frlom falling over
the same precipice which has been fatal.to their predecessors.
I fully admit that the mischief which a person does to
himself may seriously affect, both through thelr ‘sympat}.nes
and their interests, those nearly connected with him, apd ina
minor degree, society at large. When, by cqnduct of th‘ls sort,
a person is led to violate a distinct and ass_lgnab‘le obligation
to any other person or persons, the case is taken out of the
self-regarding class, and becomes amenable to moral disap-
probation in the proper sense of the term. If, for example, a
man, through intemperance or extravagance, becomes
unable to pay his debts, or, having undertaken the moral
responsibility of a family, becomes from the same cause in-
capable of supporting or educating them, he 1s.d<?servedly
reprobated, and might be justly punished; but it is for the
breach of duty to his family or creditors, not for the extravag-
ance. If the resources which ought to have been devoted to
them, had been diverted from them for the most prudent
investment, the moral culpability would have been the same.
George Barnwell* murdered his uncle to get money for his
mistress, but if he had done it to set hin'ase}f up in business, he
would equally have been hanged. Again, in the f.requent case
~ of a man who causes grief to his family by addl(:,thl’l to bad
habits, he deserves reproach for his unkindness or
ingratitude; but so he may for cultivating habitg not in them-
selves vicious, if they are painful to those with whom he
passes his life, or who from personal ties are depepdent‘on
him for their comfort. Whoever fails in the conmderatfon
generally due to the interests and fet_tlings of other.s, not being
compelled by some more impera'tlvc duty, or Jystxﬁed by
allowable self-preference, is a subject of moral disapproba-
tion for that failure, but not for the cause of it, nor for the
errors, merely personal to himself, which may have. remotely
led to it. In like manner, when a person disables himself, by
conduct purely self-regarding, from the per.formzt'nce Qf some
definite duty incumbent on him to the public, he is guilty of a

social offence. No person ought to be punished simply for

being drunk; but a soldier or a policeman should be punished
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for being drunk on duty. Whenever, in short, ther
ite damage, or a definite risk of damage, eithe
dividual or to the public, the case is taken out of the pr
of liberty, and placed in that of morality or law.
But with regard to the merely contingent, or, as it may be
called, constructive injury which a person causes to society,
by conduct which neither violates any specific duty to the
public, nor occasions perceptible hurt to any assignable in-
dividual except himself; the inconvenience is one which
society can afford to bear, for the sake of the greater good of
human freedom. If grown persons are to be punished for not
taking proper care of themselves, I would rather it were for
their own sake, than under pretence of preventing them from
impairing their capacity of rendering to society benefits
which society does not pretend it has a right to exact. But I
cannot consent to argue the point as if society had no means
of bringing its weaker members up to its ordinary standard of
rational conduct, except waiting till they do something irra-
tional, and then punishing them, legally or morally, for it.
Society has had absolute power over them during all the
early portion of their existence: it has had the whole period of
childhood and nonage in which to try whether it could make
them capable of rational conduct in life. The existing genera-
tion is master both of the training and the entire circum-
stances of the generation to come; it cannot indeed make
them perfectly wise and good, because it is itself so lament-
ably deficient in goodness and wisdom; and its best efforts are
not always, in individual cases, its most successful ones; but
it is perfectly well able to make the rising generation, as a
whole, as good as, and a little better than, itself. If society lets
any considerable number of its members grow up mere
children, incapable of being acted on by rational considera-
tion of distant motives, society has itself to blame for the
consequences. Armed not only with all the powers of educa-
tion, but with the ascendancy which the authority of a
received opinion always exercises over the minds who are
least fitted to judge for themselves; and aided by the natural
penalties which cannot be prevented from falling on those
who incur the distaste or the contempt of those who know
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them; let not society pretend that it needs, besifies al! th;]s,
the power to issue commands anc.{ enfo‘rce obedlenc'e in tl e
personal concerns of individualg, in which, on all principles
of justice and policy, the decision ought to rest with thgse
who are to abide the consequences. Nor is there anything
which tends more to discredit and frustrate the better means
of influencing conduct, than a resort to the worse. Ifthere be
among those whom it is attempted to coerce into prudence or
temperance, any of the material of Wth}'{ vigorous and ll)ni
dependent characters are made, they will infallibly rebe
against the yoke. No such person will ever feel that others
have a right to control him in his concerns, such as they ha‘\lre
to prevent him from injuring thcm' in theirs; and it easily
comes to be considered a mark of spirit and courage to ﬂY in
the face of such usurped authority,'and do.w1th ostentation
the exact opposite of what it enj01'ns; as in the fashion of
grossness which succeeded, in the time of Chal.rles 11, to the
fanatical moral intolerance of the Puntans.. With respect to
what is said of the necessity of protecting society from the l‘)a'd
example set to others by the vicious or the _sglf—mdu}gent; itis
true that bad example may have a pernicious fsﬁect, espe-
cially the example of doing wrong to others with impunity iclo
the wrong-doer. But we are now speaking of conduct which,
while it does no wrong to others, is supposed to do great h'f\rm
to the agent himself: and I do not see how those who believe
this, can think otherwise than that the exa}nple,. on t!je
whole, must be more salutary than hurtful, since, if it c(lils-
plays the misconduct, it d?splayfs also the pamfgl or ;:-
grading consequences which, if the conduct is justly

censured, must be supposed to be in all or most cases attend-

ant on it. . .
But the strongest of all the arguments against the- inter-
ference of the public with purely persqn_al conduct, is that
when it does interfere, the odds are that it interferes wrongly,
and in the wrong place. On questions'of soc1a_l morality, of
duty to others, the opinion of the pubhc{ th:at is, of an ove.lﬁ
ruling majority, though often wrong, is likely to be Stll
oftener right; because on such' questions they are only
required to judge of their own interests; of the manner in
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which some mode of conduct, if allowed to be practised,
would affect themselves. But the opinion of a similar major-
ity, imposed as a law on the minority, on questions of self-
regarding conduct, is quite as likely to be wrong as right; for
in these cases public opinion means, at the best, some
people’s opinion of what is good or bad for other people;
while very often it does not even mean that; the public, with
the most perfect indifference, passing over the pleasure or
convenience of those whose conduct they censure, and con-
sidering only their own preference. There are many who
consider as an injury to themselves any conduct which they
have a distaste for, and resent it as an outrage to their feel-
ings; as a religious bigot, when charged with disregarding the
religious feelings of others, has been known to retort that
they disregard his feelings, by persisting in their abominable
worship or creed. But there is no parity between the feeling of
a person for his own opinion, and the feeling of another who
is offended at his holding it; no more than between the desire
of a thief to take a purse, and the desire of the right owner to
keep it. And a person’s taste is as much his own peculiar
concern as his opinion or his purse. It is easy for any one to
imagine an ideal public, which leaves the freedom and choice
of individuals in all uncertain matters undis turbed, and only
requires them to abstain from modes of conduct which uni-
versal experience has condemned. But where has there been
seen a public which set any such limit to its censorship? or
when does the public trouble itself about universal experi-
ence? In its interferences with personal conduct it is seldom
thinking of anything but the enormity of acting or feeling
differently from itself: and this standard of judgement, thinly
disguised, is held up to mankind as the dictate of religion and
philosophy, by nine-tenths of all moralists and speculative
writers. These teach that things are right because they are
right; because we feel them to be so. They tell us to search in
our own minds and hearts for laws of conduct binding on
ourselves and on all others. What can the poor public do but
apply these instructions, and make their own personal feel-
ings of good and evil, if they are tolerably unanimous in
them, obligatory on all the world?
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The evil here pointed out is not one which exists only.m
theory; and it may perhaps be expected that I should specify
the instances in which the public of thl.s age gmd country
improperly invests its own preferences with the character of
moral laws. I am not writing an essay on the aberrations of
existing moral feeling. That is too welghty' a subje.ct to be
discussed parenthetically, and by way of 11_lqu[rat10n. Yet
examples are necessary, to show that the principle I main-
tain is of serious and practical moment, an(_i that I‘am not
endeavouring to erect a barrier against imaginary evils. And
it is not difficult to show, by abundant instances, that to
extend the bounds of what may be called morgl. pohcez until
it encroaches on the most unquestionably legitimate liberty
of the individual, is one of the most universal of all human

nsities. A -

pr(g;ea first instance, consider the antipathies which men

cherish on no better grounds than that persons whose rel}-
gious opinions are different from thel_rs, dp not practise their
religious observances, especially their re_hgx?us abstinences.
To cite a rather trivial example, nothing in the creed or
practice of Christians does more to envenom the I}atred_ of
Mohammedans against them, than the fact of their eating
pork. There are few acts which Christians and Europeans
regard with more unaffected di'sgu.st, than Mus'sul'mans
regard this particular mode of sagsfylpg hunger. It is, in the
first place, an offence against t.helr religion; but this cn:cum}
stance by no means explains elt‘her th.e degree or t'he kind o

their repugnance; for wine also is forbidden by their religion,
and to partake of it is by all Mussulmans accounte(‘i wrong,
but not disgusting. Their aversion to thf‘t flesh of the ‘unclean
beast’ is, on the contrary, of that pe_cuhar c.haracter, resem-
bling an instinctive antipathy, .WhIC‘h the idea gf unclean-
ness, when once it thoroughly sinks into the fcehngs,.sccms
always to excite even in those whose personal habits are
anything but scrupulously cleanly, and of which the senti-

ment of religious impurity, so intense in the Hindoos, is a -

remarkable example. Suppose now thatina People, of v».'ho.m
the majority were Mussulmans, that majority sl?ou.ld insist
upon not permitting pork to be eaten within the limits of the
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country. This would be nothing new in Mohammedan
countries.! Would it be a legitimate exercise of the moral

- authority of public opinion? and if not, why not? The prac-

tice is really revolting to such a public. They also sincerely
think that it is forbidden and abhorred by the Deity. Neither
could the prohibition be censured as religious persecution.
It might be religious in its origin, but it would not be per-
secution for religion, since nobody’s religion makes it a duty
to eat pork. The only tenable ground of condemnation
would be, that with the personal tastes and self-regarding
concerns of individuals the public has no business to
interfere, ’

To come somewhat nearer home: the majority of
Spaniards consider it a gross impiety, offensive in the highest
degree to the Supreme Being, to worship him in any other
manner than the Roman Catholic; and no other public wor-
ship is lawful on Spanish soil. The people of all Southern
Europe look upon a married clergy as not only irreligious,
but unchaste, indecent, gross, disgusting. What do Protest-
ants think of these perfectly sincere feelings, and of the
attempt to enforce them against non-Catholics? Yet, if man-
kind are justified in interfering with each other’s liberty in
things which do not concern the interests of others, on what
principle is it possible consistently to exclude these cases? or
who can blame people for desiring to suppress what they
regard as a scandal in the sight of God and man? No stronger
case can be shown for prohibiting anything which is
regarded as a personal immorality, than is made out for

! The case of the Bombay Parsees is a curious instance in point. When
this industrious and enterprising tribe, the descendants of the Persian fire-
worshippers, flying from their native country before the Caliphs, arrived in
Western India, they were admitted to toleration by the Hindoo sovereigns,
on condition of not eating beef. When those regions afterwards fell under the
dominion of Mohammedan conquerors, the Parsees obtained from them a
continuance of indulgence, on condition of refraining from pork. What was
at first obedience to authority became a second nature, and the Parsees to
this day abstain both from beef and pork. Though not required by their
religion, the double abstinence has had time to grow into a custom of their
tribe; and custom, in the East, is a religion.



96 ON LIBERTY

suppressing these practices in the eyes of those who rega}rld
them as impieties; and unless we are willing to adoptht e
logic of persecutors, and to say that we may persecute others
because we are right, and that they must not persecute us
because they are wrong, we must beware of .a(%mlt‘tmgha
principle of which we should resent as a gross injustice the
lication to ourselves. . .
ap'I;'he preceding instances may be quecth to, althogglh
unreasonably, as drawn from contingencies impossible
among us: opinion, in this country, not being likely to enforce
abstinence from meats, or to interfere with p?oplc for wor-
shipping, and for either marrying or not marrying, according
to their creed or inclination. The next exa}mple, hoyvevcr,
shall be taken from an interference with liberty which we
have by no means passed all danger oi;. Wherever the Pur-
itans have been sufficiently powerful, asin New England, and
in Great Britain at the time of the Commonwealth, they have
endeavoured, with considerable success;-to put dowr} all
public, and nearly all private, amusements: especially
music, dancing, public games, or other assemblage.s for pur-
poses of diversion, and the theatre. There are still in this
country large bodies of persons by whose notions of morality
and religion these recreations are cgndemned; and those per-
sons belonging chiefly to the m{ddle class, .who are .the
ascendant power in the present sogal and' political condition
of the kingdom, it is by no means .1mp0351b]e that persons of
these sentiments may at some time or other' comm:.md a
majority in Parliament. How will the remaining portion of
the community like to have the amusements that shall be
permitted to them regulated by the rehglous.and moral
sentiments of the stricter Calvinists and Methodmts? Would
they not, with considerable peremptoriness, desire these
intrusively pious members of society to m.md their own busi-
ness? This is precisely what should be said to every govern-
ment and every public, who have the pretension that no
person shall enjoy any pleasure which they‘thmk wrong. But
if the principle of the pretension be adqntted, no one can
reasonably object to its being a::ted on in ?he sense of thff
majority, or other preponderating power in the country;

ON LIBERTY 97

and all persons must be ready to conform to the idea of a
Christian commonwealth, as understood by the early settlers
in New England, if a religious profession similar to theirs
should ever succeed in regaining its lost ground, as religions
supposed to be declining have so often been known to do.

"To imagine another contingency, perhaps more likely to
be realized than the one last mentioned. There is confessedly
a strong tendency in the modern world towards a demo-
cratic constitution of society, accompanied or not by popu-
lar political institutions. It is affirmed that in the country
where this tendency is most completely realized—where
both society and the government are most democratic—the
United States—the feeling of the majority, to whom any
appearance of a more showy or costly style of living than
they can hope to rival is disagreeable, operates as a tolerably
effectual sumptuary law, and that in many parts of the
Union it is really difficult for a person possessing a very large
income, to find any mode of spending it, which will not incur
popular disapprobation. Though such statements as these
are doubtless much exaggerated as a representation of exist-
ing facts, the state of things they describe is not only a
conceivable and possible, but a probable result of demo-

. cratic feeling, combined with the notion that the public has

a right to a veto on the manner in which individuals shall
spend their incomes. We have only further to suppose a
considerable diffusion of Socialist opinions, and it may
become infamous in the eyes of the majority to possess more
property than some very small amount, or any income not
earned by manual labour. Opinions similar in principle to
these, already prevail widely among the artisan class, and
weigh oppressively on those who are amenable to the
opinion chiefly of that class, namely, its own members. It is
known that the bad workmen who form the majority of the
operatives in many branches of industry, are decidedly of
opinion that bad workmen ought to receive the same wages
as good, and that no one ought to be allowed, through.
piecework or otherwise, to earn by superior skill or industry .
more than others can without it. And they employ a moral
police; which occasionally becomes a physical one, to deter
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skilful workmen from receiving, and employers from giving,
a large remuneration for a more useful service. If the public
have any jurisdiction over private concerns, I cal:mot see that
these people are in fault, or that any individual’s pa.rucular
public can be blamed for asserting the same a:uthonty over
his individual conduct, which the general public asserts over
people in general. : N .

But, without dwelling upon suppositious cases, ther@ are,
in our own day, gross usurpations upon the liberty of private
life actually practised, and still greater ones threatened with
some expectation of success, and opinions propounded
which assert an unlimited right in the public not only to
prohibit by law everything which it think§ wrong, but in
order to get at what it thinks wrong, to prohibit any number
of things which it admits to be innocent.

Under the name of preventing intemperance, the people of
one English colony,* and of nearly half the United States,
have been interdicted by law from making any use whatever
of fermented drinks, except for medical purposes: for pro-
hibition of their sale is in fact, as it is intended to be, er)hlbl—
tion of their use. And though the impracticability of
executing the law has caused its repeal in several of the States
which had adopted it, including the one from which it derives
its name, an attempt has notwithstanding been commenced,
and is prosecuted with considerable zeal by many of the
professed philanthropists, to‘agita.te fora sxrn%lar law in this
country. The association, or ‘Alliance’™ as it terms itself,
which has been formed for this purpose, has acquired some
notoriety through the publicity given to a corrcspondem;e
between its Secretary and one of the very few English public
men who hold that a politician’s opinions. ought to be
founded on principles. Lord Stanley’s* share in this corres-

" pondence is calculated to strengthen the hopes alfe.ady built
on him, by those who know how rare such qualities as are
manifested in some of his public appearances, unhappily are
among those who figure in political life. The organ of the
Alliance, who would ‘deeply deplore the. recognition of any
principle which could be wrested to justify bigotry and per-
secution’, undertakes to point out the ‘broad and impassable
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barrier’ which divides such principles from those of the
association. ‘All matters relating to thought, opinion, con-
science, appear to me,” he says, ‘to be without the sphere of
legislation; all pertaining to social act, habit, relation, sub-
Ject only to a discretionary power vested in the State itself,
and not in the individual, to be within it.” No mention is made
of a third class, different from either of these, viz. acts and
habits which are not social, but individual; although it is to
this class, surely, that the act of drinking fermented liquors
belongs. Selling fermented liquors, however, is trading, and
trading is a social act. But the infringement complained of'is
not on the liberty of the seller, but on that of the buyer and
consumer; since the State might just as well forbid him to
drink wine, as purposely make it impossible for him to obtain
it. The Secretary, however, says, ‘I claim, as a citizen, a right
to legislate whenever my social rights are invaded by the
social act of another.” And now for the definition of these
‘social rights’. ‘If anything invades my social rights, cer-
tainly the traffic in strong drink does. Tt destroys my primary
right of security, by constantly creating and stimulating
social disorder. It invades my right of equality, by deriving a
profit from the creation of a misery I am taxed to support. It
impedes my right to free moral and intellectual develop-
ment; by surrounding my path with dangers, and by weak-

“ening and demoralizing society, from which I have a right to

claim mutual aid and intercourse.” A theory of ‘social rights’,
the like of which probably never before found its way into
distinct language: being nothing short of this—that it is the
absolute social right of every individual, that every other
individual shall act in every respect exactly as he ought; that
whosoever fails thereof in the smallest particular, violates
my social right, and entitles me to demand from the legislat-
ure the removal of the grievance. So monstrous a principle is
far more dangerous than any single interference with liberty;
there is no violation of liberty which it would not Jjustify; it
acknowledges no right to any freedom whatever, except per-
haps to that of holding opinions in secret, without ever dis-
closing them: for, the moment an opinion which I consider
noxious passes any one’s lips, it invades all the ‘social rights’
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attributed to me by the Alliance. The doctrine ascribes to all
mankind a vested interest in each other’s moral, intel-
lectual, and even physical perfection, to be defined by each
claimant according to his own standard. -
“Another important example of illegitimate interference
with the rightful liberty of the individual, not simply threat-
ened, but long since carried irito triumphant effect, is'Sab-
batarian legislation. Without doubt, abstinence on one day
in the week, so far as the exigencies of life permit, from the
usual daily occupation, though in no respect religiously
binding on any except Jews, is a highly beneficial custom.
And inasmuch as this custom cannot be observed without a
general consent to that effect among the industrious classes,
therefore, in so far as some persons by working may impose
the same necessity on others, it may be allowable and right
that the law should guarantee to each the observance by
others of the custom, by suspending the greater operations of
industry on a particular day. But this justification,
grounded on the direct interest which others have in each
individual’s observance of the practice, does not apply to the
self-chosen occupations in which a person may think fit to
employ his leisure; nor does it hold good, in the smallest
degree, for legal restrictions on amusements. It is true that
the amusement of some is the day’s work of others; but the
pleasure, not to say the useful recreation, of many, is worth
the labour of a few, provided the occupation is freely chosen,
and can be freely resigned. The operatives are perfectly right
in thinking that if all worked on Sunday, seven days’ work

would have to be given for six days’ wages: but so long as the

great mass' of employments are suspended, the small
number who for the enjoyment of others must still work,
obtain a proportional increase of earnings; and they are not
obliged to follow those occupations, if they prefer leisure to
emolument. If a further remedy is sought, it might be found
in the establishment by custom of a holiday on some other
day of the week for those particular classes of persons. The
only ground, therefore, on which restrictions on Sunday
amusements can be defended, must be that they are reli-
giously wrong; a motive of legislation which never can be too
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carnestly protested against. ‘Deorum injuriae Diis curae.’*
It remai‘ns to be proved that society or any ofits officers holds
a com'mlssion from on high to avenge any supposed offence to
Omnipotence, which is not also a wrong to our fellow crea-
tures. The notion that it is one man’s duty that another
should bf: religious, was the foundation of all the religious
persecutions ever perpetrated, and if admitted, would fully
Justify them. Though the feeling which breaks out in the
repeatt;d attempts to stop railway travelling on Sunday, in
the resistance to the opening of Museums, and the like ilas
not the cruelty of the old persecutors, the state of min(,i in-
dicated by itis fundamentally the same. Itis a determination
not to tolerate others in doing what is permitted by their
r.el'lglon, because it is not permitted by the persecutor’s re-
hgxon: It is a belief that God not only abominates the act of
the misbeliever, but will not hold us guiltless if we leave him
unmolested. .

I cannot refrain from adding to these examples of the little
account commonly made of human liberty, the language of
dqwnrlght persecution which breaks out from the press of
this country, whenever it feels called on to notice the remark-
able phenomenon of Mormonism. Much might be said on
the unexpected and instructive fact, that an alleged new
revelation, and a religion founded on it, the produce of palp-
abl@ Imposture, not even supported by the prestige of extra-
ordinary qualities in its founder, is believed by hundreds of
thousands, and has been made the foundation ofasociety, in
the age of newspapers, railways, and the electric telegraf)h.
What hel.re concerns us is, that this religion, like other and
better religions, has its martyrs; that its prophet and founder
was, for his teaching, put to death by a mob; that others ofits
adherents lost their lives by the same lawless violence: that
they were forcibly expelled, in a body, from the count,ry in
which t.hey first grew up; while, now that they have been
ch_ased Into a solitary recess in the midst of a desert, many in
.th‘ls country openly declare that it would be right (only that
1t1s not convenient) to send an expedition against them, and
compel them by force to conform to the opinions of (;ther
people. The article of the Mormonite doctrine which is the



102 ON LIBERTY

chief provocative to the antipathy which thus breaks through
the ordinary restraints of religious tolerance, is its sanction of
polygamy; which, though permitted to Mohammedans, and
Hindoos, and Chinese, seems to excite unquenchable

animosity when practised by persons who speak English, -

and profess to be a kind of Christians. No one has a deeper
disapprobation than I have of this Mormon institution; both
for other reasons, and because, far from being in any way
countenanced by the principle of liberty, it is a direct infrac-
tion of that principle, being a mere riveting of the chains of
one-half of the community, and an emancipation of the other
from reciprocity of obligation towards them. Still; it must be
remembered that this relation is as much-voluntary on the
part of the women concerned in it, and who may be deemed
the sufferers by it, as is the case with any other form of the
marriage institution; and however surprising this fact may
appear, it has its explanation in the common ideas and
customs of the world, which teaching women to think mar-
riage the one thing needful, make it intelligible that many a
woman should prefer being one of several wives, to not being
a wife at all. Other countries are not asked to recognize such
unions, or release any portion of their inhabitants from their
own laws on the score of Mormonite opinions. But when the
dissentients have conceded to the hostile sentiments of
others, far more than could justly be demanded; when they
have left the countries to which their doctrines were unac-
ceptable, and established themselves in a remote corner of
the earth, which they have been the first to render habitable
to human beings; it is difficult to see on what principles but
those of tyranny they can be prevented from.living there
under what laws they please, provided they commit no
aggression on other nations, and allow perfect freedom of
departure to those who are dissatisfied with their ways.
A recent writer, in some respects of considerable merit, pro-
poses (to use his own words) not a crusade, but a civilizade,
against this polygamous community, to put an end to what
seems to him a retrograde step in civilization. It also appears
so to me, but I am not aware that any community has a right
to force another to be civilized. So long as the sufferers by the
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bad law do not invoke assistance from other communities, I
cannot admit that persons entirely unconnected with the,rn
ought to step in and require that a condition of things with
which all who are directly interested appear to be satisfied

should be put an end to because it is a scandal to person;
some 'th(.)usands of miles distant, who have no part or con-
cern in it. Let them send missionaries, if they please, to
p.reac]? against it; and let them, by any fair means (of wl’iich
s¥let'10mg the teachers is not one), oppose the progress of
similar doctrines among their own people. If civilization has
got the‘ better of barbarism when barbarism had the world to
itself, it is too much to profess to be afraid lest barbarism

a'ftf‘:I: ha\(ing been fairly got under, should revive and conquer,
c1v.1hzat10n. A civilization that can thus succumb to its van-
quilshed_ enemy, must first have become so degenerate, that
neither its appointed priests and teachers, nor anybod); else

hal.s the capacity, or will take the trouble, to stand up for it If
th1§ be so, the sooner such a civilization receives notice.to

quit, the better. It can only go from bad to worse, until

destroyed and regenerated (like the W :
. est E
energetic barbarians. stern Empire) by
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APPLICATIONS

T principles asserted in the“sc_s pages must bcl more gen-
erally admitted as the basis for discussion o_f details, before a
consistent application of them to all the various erartments
of government and morals can be attempted with any pro-
spect of advantage. The few observations I propose to make
on questions of detail, are designed to 1l!ustrate the prin-
ciples, rather than to follow them out to Fhelr consequences. 1
offer, not so much applications, as specimens of application;

which may serve to bring into greater clearness the meaning -

and limit of the two maxims which together form‘the ent.ire
doctrine of this Essay, and to assist the judgement in holding
the balance between them, in the cases where it appears
doubtful which of them is applicable to the case.

The maxims are, first, that the individual is not account-
able to society for his actions, in so far as tl}ese concern the
interests of no person but himself. Advice, instruction, per-
suasion, and avoidance by other people if thought necessary
by them for their own good, are thF: gnly measures by v_vhlch
society can justifiably express its dlSllk(? or dlsapprob.atlc?n‘of
his conduct. Secondly, that for such actions as are prejudicial
to the interests of others, the individual is accour%table, anf:l
may be subjected either to social or to legal Pumshr'nf:nt, if
society is of opinion that the one or the other is requisite for
its protection.

In the first place, it must by no means be .supposcd,
because damage, or probability of damage, to the interests of
others, can-alone justify the interference of society, that
therefore it always does justify such intcrferenct?. In many
cases, an individual, in pursuing a legitin}ate object, neces-
sarily and therefore legitimately causes pain or loss to others,
or intercepts a good which they had a reasonal?le hope of
obtaining. Such oppositions of interest between 1nd1V‘1duals
often arise from bad social institutions, but are unavoidable
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while those institutions last; and some would be unavoidable
under any institutions. Whoever succeeds in an overcrowded
profession, or in a competitive examination; whoever is pre-
ferred to another in any contest for an object which both
desire, reaps benefit from the loss of others, from their wasted
exertion and their disappointment. But it is, by common
admission, better for the general interest of mankind, that
persons should pursue their objects undeterred by this sort of
consequences. In other words, society admits no right, either
legal or moral, in the disappointed competitors, to immunity
from this kind of suffering; and feels called on to interfere,
only when means of success have been employed which it is
contrary to the general interest to permit—namely, fraud or
treachery, and force.

Again, trade is a social act. Whoever undertakes to sell any
description of goods to the public, does what affects the inter-
est of other persons, and of society in general; and thus his
conduct, in principle, comes within the Jjurisdiction of
society: accordingly, it was once held to be the duty of
governments, in all cases which were considered of import-
ance, to fix prices, and regulate the processes of manufac-
ture. But it is now recognized, though not till after a long
struggle, that both the cheapness and the good quality of
commodities are most effectually provided for by leaving the
producers and sellers perfectly free, under the sole check of
equal freedom to the buyers for supplying themselves
elsewhere. This is the so-called doctrine of Free Trade*
which rests on grounds different from, though equally solid
with, the principle of individual liberty asserted in this
Essay. Restrictions on trade, or on production for purposes of
trade, are indeed restraints; and all restraint, gud restraint, is
an evil: but the restraints in question affect only that part of
conduct which society is competent to restrain, and are
wrong solely because they do not really produce the results
which it is desired to produce by them. As the principle of
individual liberty is not involved in the doctrine of Free
Trade, so neither is it in most of the questions which arise
respecting the limits of that doctrine; as for example, what
amount of public control is admissible for the prevention of
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fraud by adulteration; how far sanitary pre_cautions, or
arrangements to protect workpeople employed in dangerous
occupations, should be enforced on employers.. Such ques-
tions involve considerations of liberty, only in so faf as
leaving people to themselves is always better, caeteris paribus,
than controlling them: but that they may be_ legitimately
controlled for these ends, is in principle unfienlable. On t‘he
other hand, there are questions relating to interference with
trade, which are essentially questions of hberty; ‘31.1ch as the
Maine Law, already touched upon; the Prghlbltlon of the
importation of opium into China; the restriction of the sale of
poisons; all cases, in short, where the object (?f the inter-
ference is to make itimpossible or difficult to ob.tam aparticu-
lar commodity. These interferences are objectionable, not as
infringements on the liberty of the producer or seller, but on
that of the buyer. ‘

One of these examples, that of the sale of poisons, opens a
new question; the proper limits of what may be called t.he
functions of police; how far liberty may legltlmately be in-
vaded for the prevention of crime, or of accident. It is one of
the undisputed functions of government to take precautions
against crime before it has been commltted,. as well‘as to
detect and punish it afterwards. Tbe preventive function of
government, however, is far more 'llable to b(? abused, to thp
prejudice of liberty, than the punitory function; for' there is
hardly any part of the legitimate i_"reedon‘l of action of a
human being which would not admit of being represented,
and fairly too, as increasing the fac.llmes fOI.‘ some fo.rm or
other of delinquency. Nevertheless, if a'pubhc authorl‘ty, or
even a private person, sees any one evidently Ppreparing tf)
commit a crime, they are not bound to look on inactive pntll
the crime is committed, but may interfere to prevent it. If
poisons were never bought or used for any purpose except thp
commission of murder, it would be right to prohibit their
manufacture and sale. They may, however, be want'ed‘not
only for innocent but for useful purposes, and restrictions
cannot be imposed in the one case without operating in the
other. Again, it is a proper office (?f public authority to guard
against accidents. Ifeither a public officer or any one else saw
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a person attempting to cross a bridge which had been ascer-
tained to be unsafe, and there were no time to warn him of his
danger, they might seize him and turn him back, without any
real infringement of his liberty; for liberty consists in doing
what one desires, and he does not desire to fall into the river:
Nevertheless, when there is not a certainty, butonly a danger
of mischief, no one but the person himself can judge of the
sufficiency of the motive which may prompt him to incur the
risk: in this case, therefore (unless he is a child, or delirious,
or in some state of excitement or absorption incompatible
with the full use of the reflecting faculty), he ought, I con-
ceive, to be only warned of the danger; not forcibly prevented
from exposing himself to it. Similar considerations, applied
to such a question as the sale of poisons, may enable us to
decide which among the possible modes of regulation are or
are mot contrary to principle. Such a precaution, for
example, as that of labelling the drug with some word
expressive of its dangerous character, may be enforced with-
out violation of liberty: the buyer cannot wish not to know
that the thing he possesses has poisonous qualities. But to
require in all cases the certificate of a medical practitioner,
would make it sometimes impossible, always expensive, to
obtain the article for legitimate uses. The only mode
apparent to me, in which difficulties may be thrown in the
way of crime committed through this means, without any
infringement, worth taking into account, upon the liberty of
those who desire the poisonous substance for other purposes,
consists in providing what, in the apt language of Bentham,
is called ‘preappointed evidence’. This provision is familiar
to every one in the case of contracts. It is usual and right that
the law, when a contract is entered into, should require as the
condition of its enforcing performance, that certain
formalities should be observed, such as signatures, attesta-
tion of witnesses, and the like, in order that in case of sub-
sequent dispute, there may be evidence to prove that the
contract was really entered into, and that there was nothing
in the circumstances to render it legally invalid: the effect
being, to throw great obstacles in the way of fictitious con-
tracts, or contracts made in circumstances which, if known,
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would destroy their validity. Preca'utions of a similar nature
might be enforced in the sale of articles ad:apted to be instru-
ments of crime. The seller, for example, might k}e required to
enter in a register the exact time of the transaction, the name
and address of the buyer, the precise quality and quantity
sold; to ask the purpose for which it was wantec_l, and yecqrd
the answer he received. When there was no med}cal prescrip-
tion, the presence of some third person might be required, t((;
bring home the fact to the purchaser, in case there shoul
afterwards be reason to believe that the article had beep
applied to criminal purposes. Such regulgt'ions would lm
general be no material impediment to obtf'umng the artic &
but a very considerable one to making an improper use of it
without detection. . ‘
The right inherent in society, to ward off crimes against
itself by antecedent precautions, suggests the_obvmps limita-
tions to the maxim, that purely self-regarding mlscopduct
cannot properly be meddled with in the way of prevention or
punishment. Drunkenness, for example, in ordinary cases, is
not a fit subject for legislative interference; but I should
deem it perfectly legitimate that a person, who had once been
convicted of any act of violence to others .under the 1nﬂ.ue'nce
of drink, should be placed under a special legal restriction,
personal to himself; that if he were afterwards found drunk,
he should be liable to a penalty, and that if when in that state
he committed another offence, the punishment to which l}e
would be liable for that other offence should be increased in
severity. The making himself drunk, in ~a person wh.om
drunkenness excites to do harm to others, is a crime against
others. So, again, idleness, except in‘a person receiving sup-
port from the public, or except when it constitutes a breach of
contract, cannot without tyranny be made a subject of legal
punishment; but if, either from idleness or from any other
avoidable cause, a man fails to perform his .le'gal duties to
others, as for instance to support his children, itis no tyranny
to force him to fulfil that obligation, by compulsory labour, if
no other means are available.

Again, there are many acts which, being directly injurious

only to the agents themselves, ought not to be legally inter-
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dicted, but which, if done publicly, are a violation of good
manners, and coming thus within the category of offences
against others, may rightfully be prohibited. Of this kind are
offences against decency; on which it is unnecessary to dwell,
the rather as they are only connected indirectly with our
subject, the objection to publicity being equally strong in the
case of many actions not in themselves condemnable, nor
supposed to be so.
There is another question to which an answer must be
found, consistent with the principles which have been laid
down. In cases of personal conduct supposed to be blame-
able, but which respect for liberty precludes society from
preventing or punishing, because the evil directly resulting
falls wholly on the agent; what the agent is free to do, ought
other persons to be equally free to counsel or instigate? This
question is not free from difficulty. The case of a person who
solicits another to do an act, is not strictly a case of self-
regarding conduct. To give advice or offer inducements to
any one, is a social act, and may, therefore, like actions in
general which affect others, be supposed amenable to social
control. But a little reflection corrects the first impression, by
showing that if the case is not strictly within the definition of
individual liberty, yet the reasons on which the principle of
individual liberty is grounded, are applicable to it. If people
must be allowed, in whatever concerns only themselves, to
act as seems best to themselves at their own peril, they must
equally be free to consult with one another about what is fit
to be so done; to exchange opinions, and give and receive
suggestions. Whatever it is permitted to do, it must be per-
mitted to advise to do. The question is doubtful, only when
the instigator derives a personal benefit from his advice;
when he makes it his occupation, for subsistence or pecuni-
ary gain, to promote what society and the State consider to
be an evil. Then, indeed, a new element of complication is
introduced; namely, the existence of classes of persons with
an interest opposed to what is considered as the public weal,
and whose mode ofliving is grounded on the counteraction of
it. Ought this to be interfered with, or not? Fornication, for
example, must be tolerated, and so must gambling; but
0.L. - 7
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should a person be free to be a piII"lp, or to keep a gambling-
house? The case is one of those which lie on tl.le exact bound-
ary line between two princi.ples, and it is not at once
apparent to which of the two it pr9pcr1y belongs. Thcre all)*c
arguments on both sides. On the side f)f toleration it may be
said, that the fact of following anything as an occupation,
and living or profiting by the practice ofit, cannot make that
criminal which would otherwise be admlsmble;‘that the act
should either be consistently permitted or cons1s.tently pro-
hibited; that if the principles which we haw? hitherto de-
fended are true, society has no business, as society, to C!eClde
anything to be wrong which concerns only the individual;
that it cannot go beyond dissuasion, and that one person
should be as free to persuade, as another to dissuade. In
opposition to this it may be contended Fhat althopgb the
public, or the State, are not vxfarranted in authoritatively
deciding, for purposes of repression or punishment, that such
or such conduct affecting only the intergsts of the. 1nd1y1dual
is good or bad, they are fully justiﬁcq in assuming, if they
regard it as bad, thatits being so or notis atleasta dlsputajblc
question: That, this being supposed, th?y cannot be acting
wrongly in endeavouring to exclude t‘he influence of solicita-
tions which are not disinterested, of instigators who'cannot
possibly be impartial—who have a filrect personal interest
on one side, and that side the one which the State believes to
be wrong, and who confessedly promote it for persopal
objects only. There can surely, it may be urged, be nothing
lost, nosacrifice of good, by so ordering matters that persons
shall make their election, either wisely or foolishly, on their
own prompting, as free as possible frf)m the arts of persons
who stimulate their inclinations for interested purposes of
their own. Thus (it may be said) though the statutes

respecting unlawful games are utterly indefensible—though

all persons should be free to gamble in their own or each
other’s houses, or in any place of meeting established by the}r
own subscriptions, and open only to the members and their
visitors—yet public gambling-houses should not be permit-
ted. Itis true that the prohibition is never cﬂ"ectua.l, and that,
whatever amount of tyrannical power may be given to the
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police, gambling-houses can always be maintained under
other pretences; but they may be compelled to conduct their
operations with a certain degree of secrecy and mystery, so

" that nobody knows anything about them but those who seek

them; and more than this, society ought not to aim at. There
is considerable force in these arguments. I will not venture to
decide whether they are sufficient to justify the moral anom-
aly of punishing the accessary, when the principal is (and
must be) allowed to go free; of fining or imprisoning the
procurer, but not the fornicator, the gambling-house keeper,
but not the gambler. Still less ought the common operations
of buying and selling to be interfered with on analogous
grounds. Almost every article which is bought and sold may
be used in excess, and the sellers have a pecuniary interest in
encouraging that excess; but no argument can be founded on
this, in favour, for instance, of the Maine Law; because the
class of dealers in strong drinks, though interested in their
abuse, are indispensably required for the sake of their
legitimate use. The interest, however, of these dealers in
promoting intemperance is a real evil, and Jjustifies the State
in imposing restrictions and requiring guarantees which, but
for that justification, would be infringements of legitimate
liberty.

A further question is, whether the State, while it permits,
should nevertheless indirectly discourage conduct which it
deems contrary to the best interests of the agent; whether, for
example, it should take measures to render the means of
drunkenness more costly, or add to the difficulty of procuring
them by limiting the number of the places of sale. On this as
on most other practical questions, many distinctions require
to be made. To tax stimulants for the sole purpose of making
them more difficult to be obtained, is a measure differing only
in degree from their entire prohibition; and would be justifi-
able only if that were justifiable. Every increase of cost is a
prohibition, to those whose means do not come up to the
augmented price; and to those who do, it is a penalty laid on
them for gratifying a particular taste. Their choice of pleas-
ures, and their mode of expending their income, after satisfy-
ing their legal and moral obligations to the State and to
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individuals, are their own concern, and must rest with thelr
own judgement. These considerations may scem at ﬁr§t sight
to condemn the selection ofstimulant.s as special subjects of
taxation for purposes of revenue. But it must l_)e remembered
that taxation for fiscal purposes is absolutely.mewtable; that
in most countries it is necessary that a considerable part of
that taxation should be indirect;‘t]?at the State, therefore,
cannot help imposing penalties, whlqh to some persons maIy
be prohibitory, on the use of some ar'tlcles_ of consumption. Tt
is hence the duty of the State to consider, in the imposition of
taxes, what commodities the consumers can pest spare; and a
Jortiori, to select in preference th.ose of which .Jt‘deerr.ls ?:he. use,
beyond a very moderate quantity, to be positively injurious.
Taxation, therefore, of stimulants, up to the point which
produces the largest amount of revenue (supposmg that the
State needs all the revenue which it yields) is not only ad-
missible, but to be approved of. -
The question of making the sale of these commodities a
more or less exclusive privilege, must be answqued
differently, according to the purposes to which the restriction
is intended to be subservient. All places of pub?lc resort
require the restraint of a police, and places of this kind pecu-
liarly, because offences against society are especially apt t(}
originate there. It is, therefore, fit to confine thc? power h0
selling these commodities (at least for consumption on t (}
spot) to persons of known or vogched-for respectablllty o
conduct; to make such regulatlon§ respecting hours of
opening and closing as may be requisite for public surveil-
lance, and to withdraw the licence if b?caches of. the peace
repeatedly take place through_ tl:lc connivance or incapacity
of the keeper of the house, or if it becomes a rendezvous for
concocting and preparing offences against tht{ law. Ar}y ﬁ'lr-
ther restriction I do not conceive to be, in principle, justifi-
able. The limitation in number, for instanct?, of beer and
spirit houses, for the express purpose of rendepng them more
difficult of access, and diminishing the occasions of tempta-
tion, not only exposes all to an inconvenience becau'se tl'lere
are some by whom the facility would be abused, but is suited

only to a state of society in which the labouring classes are
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avowedly treated as children or savages, and placed under
an education of restraint, to fit them for future admission to
the privileges of freedom. This is not the principle on which
the labouring classes are professedly governed in any free
country; and no person who sets due value on freedom will
give his adhesion to their being so governed, unless after all
efforts have been exhausted to educate them for freedom and
govern them as freemen, and it has been definitively proved
that they can only be governed as children. The bare state-
ment of the alternative shows the absurdity of supposing that
such efforts have been made in any case which needs be
considered here. It is only because the institutions of this
country are a mass of inconsistencies, that things find admit-
tance into our practice which belong to the system of des-
potic, or what is called paternal, government, while the
general freedom of our institutions precludes the exercise of
the amount of control necessary to render the restraint of any

- real efficacy as a moral education.

It was pointed out in an early part of this Essay, that the
liberty of the individual, in things wherein the individual is
alone concerned, implies a corresponding liberty in any
number of individuals to regulate by mutual agreement such
things as regard them Jointly, and regard no persons but
themselves. This question presents no difficulty, so long as
the will of all the persons implicated remains unaltered; but
since that will may change, it is often necessary, even in
things in which they alone are concerned, that they should
enter into engagements with one another; and when they do,
itis fit, as a general rule, that those engagements should be
kept. Yet, in the laws, probably, of every country, this
general rule has some exceptions. Not only persons are not
held to engagements which violate the rights of third parties,
butitis sometimes considered a sufficient reason forreleasing
them from an engagement, that it is injurious to themselves.
In this and most other civilized countries, for example, an
engagement by which a person should sell himself, or allow
himself to be sold, as a slave, would be null and void; neither
enforced by law nor by opinion. The ground for thus limiting
his power of voluntarily disposing of his own lot in life, is
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apparent, and is very clearly seen in this extreme case. 'The
reason for not interfering, unless for the sake of pthers, with a
person’s voluntary acts, is consideration for his hberty. Hls
voluntary choice is evidence that w}lat he so FhOOSCS'IS desg-
able, or at the least endurable, to h{m, ar.ld his good is on the
whole best provided for by allovylng l_nm to take his own
means of pursuing it. But by selling himself for a'slave, he
abdicates his liberty; he forgoes any futpre use of it beyond
that single act. He therefore de.feats ,in his own case, thf: very
purpose which is the justification of gllowmg him to d_1spos_e
of himself. He is no longer free; but is thengeforth in a posi-
tion which has no longer the presumption in its faym.xr, that
would be afforded by his voluntarily remaining in it. The
principle of freedom cannot require that he should k_)e free not
to be free. It is not freedom, to be allowefi to ahena}te his
freedom.* These reasons, the force of which is 50 cons;_ncu'ous-
in this peculiar case, are evidently of far wider application;
yet a limit is everywhere set to them by the necessities of life,
which continually require, not indeed that we should resign
our freedom, but that we should consent to t.hls and the cher
limitation of it. The principle, however, which demands un-
controlled freedom of action in all that concerns only the
agents themselves, requires that tho§e who have become
bound to one another, in things which concern no third
party, should be able to release one another from hthe
engagement: and even without such voluntary release, t gre
are perhaps no contracts or engagement's, except those that
relate to money or money’s worth, of which one can venture
to say that there ought to be no liberty.whatever of retracta-
tion. Baron Wilhelm von Humboldt, in 'the ex'cellent_ essay
from which I have already quoted, states it as his conviction,
that engagements which involve. pf:rsonal relatl()‘nsl 0;
services, should never be legally bmfhng beyond a limite
duration of time; and that the most important of these. en-
gagements, marriage, having the peculiarity that its objec‘ts
are frustrated unless the feelings of both the parties are in
harmony with it, should require' nothm.g more tha_n th'e
declared will of either party to dissolve it. Tl.ns sub]e{;t is
too important, and too complicated, to be discussed in a
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parenthesis, and I touch on it only so far as is necessary for
purposes of illustration. If the conciseness and generality of
Baron Humboldt’s dissertation had not obliged him in this
instance to content himself with enunciating his conclusion
without discussing the premisses, he would doubtless have
recognized that the question cannot be decided on grounds
so simple as those to which he confines himself. When a
person, either by express promise or by conduct, has encour-
aged another to rely upon his continuing to act in a certain
way—to build expectations and calculations, and stake any
part of his plan of life upon that supposition—a new series of
moral obligations arises on his part towards that person,
which may possibly be overruled, but cannot be ignored.
And again, if the relation between two contracting parties
has been followed by consequences to others; if it has placed
third parties in any peculiar position, or, as in the case of
marriage, has even called third parties into existence, obliga-
tions arise on the part of both the contracting parties towards
those third persons, the fulfilment of which, or at all events
the mode of fulfilment, must be greatly affected by the con-
tinuance or disruption of the relation between the original
parties to the contract. It does not follow, nor can I admit,
that these obligations extend to requiring the fulfilment of
the contract at all costs to the happiness of the reluctant
party; but they are a necessary element in the question; and
even if, as von Humboldt maintains, they ought to make no
difference in the legal freedom of the parties to release them-
selves from the engagement (and I also hold that they ought
not to make muck difference), they necessarily make a great
difference in the moral freedom. A person is bound to take all
these circumstances into account, before resolving on a step
which may affect such important interests of others; and if he
does not allow proper weight to those interests, he is morally
responsible for the wrong. I have made these obvious re-
marks for the better illustration of the general principle of
liberty, and not because they are at all needed on the particu-
lar question, which, on the contrary, is usually discussed as if
the interest of children was everything, and that of grown
persons nothing.
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I have already observed that, owing to the absence of ;my
recognized general principles, llbe.rty is often gra:nted wlde;e
it should be withheld, as well as w1t.hhel.d where it should be
granted; and one of the cases ‘in whu_:h, in the moder‘n Euro-
pean world, the sentiment of liberty is the? strongest, is a case
where, in my view, it is altogether misplaced. A perS(})ln
should be free to do as he likes in his own concerns; bu;l e
ought not to be free to do as he likes in acting for another,
under the pretext that the affairs of the other are his o}\;vn
affairs. The State, while it respects the hbert}/ of f:ach in V\i ai
specially regards himself, is bound to maintain a v;;g,.l an

control over his exercise of any power which it al.lows im to
possess over others. This obligation is almost entllrel‘y dls‘reg-
arded in the case of the family relatlons,‘a case, in its dlI‘CC;
influence on human happiness, more important than al
others taken together. The almost despotic power of hus-
bands over wives needs not be enlarged upon here, becau§le
nothing more is needed for the complete r(?moval of the evié
than that wives should have the same rights, and shotﬁ
receive the protection of law in th§ same manner, as at1~l ot gr
persons; and because, on this subject, the defenders ol‘ista -
lished injustice do not avail themselyes of the plea of ik ertgr,
but stand forth openly as the champu')ns of power. Itisint (i
case of children, that misapplied notions of liberty are a rea
obstacle to the fulfilment by the State of its duties. One would
almost think that a man’s children were supposed t(; be
literally, and not metaphorically, a part of hll’r}Slei S0 %)ea 10111:5
is opinion of the smallest interference of: law with his absolute
and exclusive control over them; more Jealox'xs than of almost
any interference with his own freedm‘n of action: so muclé less
do the generality of mankind value hbf:rty tha‘n powelr. on-
sider, for example, the case of education. Is it not almost ;1
self-evident axiom, that the State should require and compe
the education, up to a certain standart?l, of every hpman
being who is born its citizen? Ye.t who is there that is not
afraid to recognize and assert this truth? Hardly any oEe
indeed will deny that it is one of the most sacred duties of the
parents (or, as law and usage now stand, the father), after

summoning a human being into the world, to give to that
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being an education fitting him to perform his part well in life
towards others and towards himself But while this is
unanimously declared to be the father’s duty, scarcely
anybody, in this country, will bear to hear of obliging him to
perform it. Instead of his being required to make any exer-
tion or sacrifice for securing education to the child, it is left to
his choice to accept it or not when it is provided gratis! It still
remains unrecognized, that to bring a child into existence
without a fair prospect of being able, not only to provide food
for its body, but instruction and training for its mind, is a
moral crime, both against the unfortunate offspring and
against society; and that if the parent does not fulfil this
obligation, the State ought to see it fulfilled, at the charge, as
far as possible, of the parent.

Were the duty of enforcing universal education once
admitted, there would be an end to the difficulties about what
the State should teach, and how it should teach, which now
convert the subject into a mere battle-field for sects and
parties, causing the time and labour which should have been
spent in educating, to be wasted in quarrelling about educa-
tion. If the government would make up its mind to require for
every child a good education, it might save itself the trouble
of providing one. It might leave to parents to obtain the educa-
tion where and how they pleased, and content itself with
helping to pay the school fees of the poorer classes of
children, and defraying the entire school expenses of those
who have no one else to pay for them. The objections which
are urged with reason against State education, do not apply
to the enforcement of education by the State, but to the
State’s taking upon itself to direct that education: which is a
totally different thing. That the whole or any large part of the
education of the people should be in State hands, I go as far
as any one in deprecating. All that has been said of the

importance of individuality of character, and diversity in
opinions and modes of conduct, involves, as of the same
unspeakable importance, diversity of education. A general
State education is a mere contrivance for moulding people to
be exactly like one another: and as the mould in which it
casts them is that which pleases the predominant power in
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the government, whether this be a monarch, a priesthood, an
aristocracy, or the majority of the existing generation in
proportion as it is efficient and successful, it establishes a des-
potism over the mind, leading by natural tendency to one
over the body. An education established and controlled by
the State should only exist, if it exist at all, as one among
many competing experiments, carried on for the purpose of
example and stimulus, to keep the others up to a certain
standard of excellence. Unless, indeed, when society in
general is in so backward a state that it could not or would
not provide for itself any proper institutions of education,
unless the government undertook the task: then, indeed, the
government may, as the less of two great evils, take upon
itself the business of schools and universities, as it may that of
joint-stock companies, when private enterprise, in a shape
fitted for undertaking great works of industry, does not exist
in the country. But in general, if the country contains a
sufficient number of persons qualified to provide education
under government auspices, the same persons would be able
and willing to give an equally good education on the volun-

tary principle, under the assurance of remuneration afforded .

by a law rendering education compulsory, combined with
State aid to those unable to defray the expense.

The instrument for enforcing the law could be no other
than public examinations, extending to all children, and
beginning at an early age. An age might be fixed at which
every child must be examined, to ascertain if he (or she) is
able to read. If a child proves unable, the father, unless he
has some sufficient ground of excuse, might be subjected to a
moderate fine, to be worked out, if necessary, by his labour,
and the child might be put to school at his expense. Once in
every year the examination should be renewed, with a gradu-
ally extending range of subjects, so as to make the universal
acquisition, and what is more, retention, of a certain min-
imum of general knowledge, virtually compulsory. Beyond
that minimum, there should be voluntary examinations on
all subjects, at which all who come up to a certain standard
of proficiency might claim a certificate. To prevent the State

from exercising, through these arrangements, an improper
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1nﬂuence' over opinion, the knowledge required for passin
an examination (beyond the merely instrumental parts ogf
know.ledge, such as languages and their use) should peveni
the 'h'lgher .classes of examinations, be confined to f;.cts ang
positive science exclusively. The examinations on religion
politics, or other disputed topics, should not turn ong the
truth or falsehood of opinions, but on the matter of fact that
such and such an opinion is held, on such grounds, by such
a_u‘thors, or s§hools, or churches. Under this sys’teri,l the
rising generation would be no worse off in regard to all dis-
putf{d truths, than they are at present; they would be brought
up either chgrchmen or dissenters as they now are, the St%lte
merely taking care that they should be i’nstructcd
churf:hmen, or instructed dissenters. There would be
nothing to hinder them from being taught religion, if their
parents 'chose, at the same schools where they wer:s taught
otl_ler t%n'ngs. All attempts by the State to bias the conclusi§ns
of its citizens on disputed subjects, are evil; but it ma: ver
properly offer to ascertain and certify that a’person pos};esse}s’
tl}e know!edge, requisite to make his conclusions, on an
given subject, worth attending to. A student of ph’iloso hy
woulq be the better for being able to stand an examinagor}i
b(?th in Locke and in Kant, whichever of the two he takes u
Wl!:h, or even if with neither: and there is no reasonabl}e)
o.bJe.ctlon to examining an atheist in the evidences of Chris-
tianity, proyldqd he is not required to profess a beliefin them
The examinations, however, in the higher branches f
knowledge. s.hould, I conceive, be entirely voluntar ?t
would be giving too dangerous a power to governments }\:/e
they allowe:d to exclude any one from professions even, frore
the profession of teacher, for alleged deficiency of qualiﬁcnf
tions: and I think, with Wilhelm von Humboldt the?.t
degrees, or other public certificates of scientific or ro
fessional acquirements, should be given to all who reSen;
thcrpselvcs for examination, and stand the test: but thra)lt such
certificates should confer no advantage over’ competitor
other than the weight which may be attached to thgir t v
mony by public opinion. o
It is not in the matter of education only, that misplaced’
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notions of liberty prevent moral obligations on tbe part of
parents from being recognized, and legal obhgatlonsdfr%m
being imposed, where there are the strongest groun s1 or
the former always, and in many cases for the latter- also.
The fact itself, of causing the existenc_:e of a human being, is
one of the most responsible actions in the range of humgn
‘life. To undertake this responsibiht'y—to bestow a .hfe
which may be either a curse or a blessing—unless the being
on whom it is to be bestowed will hfiVC at lf:ast the 'ordlnary
chances of a desirable existence, is a crime against thaci
being. And in a country either' over-peopled, or ’threatenell
with being so, to produce chll('flren, beyond a very sm{a)
number, with the effect of reducing the rt.:ward of labi).ur by
their competition, is a serious offence against al‘l wh9 ive by
the remuneration of their labour. The lat.ws which, in many
countries on the Continent, forbid marriage unless the: par-
ties can show that they have the means of supporting a
* family, do not exceed the Iegitlma}te powers of the Sta}tc.
and whether such laws be expedient or not (a question
mainly dependent on local cirf:ums'tances‘ gnd feilmgs)};
they are not objectionable as VlOlatIOIlS.O% hber'ty. ‘ Suc
laws are interferences of the State to prohibit a mlschlevpus
act—an act injurious to others,‘ which ought to be a S}iject
of reprobation, and social stigma, even when it is n}(l)t
deemed expedient to superadd legal punishment. Yet the
current ideas of liberty, which t.)en(.jl 50 ea§1ly to real m};
fringements of the freedom of the individual in things whic
concern only himself, would repel the attempt to put an};
restraint upon his inclinatior.ls when the consequensedo
their indulgence is a life or lives (?f wretc}xedness an ﬂg-
pravity to the offspring, with manifold evils to those slli i-
ciently within reach to be in any way affected by t‘Cl(;"
actions. When we compare the strange respect of mapkm
for liberty, with their strange want of respect fo; it, \ge
might imagine that 2 man had an 1ndlspensa!:)le right to do
harm to others, and no right at all to please himself without
ivi ain to any one. .
gwlulllgz,ui reservedyfor the last place a lar‘ge class of questions
respecting the limits of government interference, which,
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though closely connected with the subject of this Essay, do
not, in strictness, belong to it. These are cases in which the
reasons against interference do not turn upon the principle of
liberty: the question is not about restraining the actions of
individuals, but about helping them: it is asked whether the
government should do, or cause to be done, something for
their benefit, instead of leaving it to be done by themselves,
individually, or in voluntary combination.*

The objections to government interference, when it is not
such as to involve infringement of liberty, may be of three
kinds.

The first is, when the thing to be done is likely to be better
done by individuals than by the government. Speaking gen-
erally, there is no one so fit to conduct any business, or to
determine how or by whom it shall be conducted, as those
who are personally interested in it. This principle condemns
the interferences, once so common, of the legislature, or the
officers of government, with the ordinary processes of indus-
try. But this part of the subject has been sufficiently enlarged
upon by political economists, and is not particularly related
to the principles of this Essay.

The second objection is more nearly allied to our subject.
In many cases, though individuals may not do the particular
thing so well, on the average, as the officers of government, it
is nevertheless desirable that it should be done by them,
rather than by the government, as a means to their own

mental education—a mode of strengthening their active
faculties, exercising their Jjudgement, and giving them a
familiar knowledge of the subjects with which they are thus
left to deal. This is a principal, though not the sole, recom-
mendation of jury trial (in cases not political); of free and
popular local and municipal institutions; of the conduct of
industrial and philanthropic enterprises by voluntary
associations. These are not questions of liberty, and are con-
nected with that subject only by remote tendencies; but they
are questions of development. It belongs to a different
occasion from the present to dwell on these things as parts of
national education; as being, in truth, the peculiar training
of a citizen, the practical part of the political education
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of a free people, taking them out of the narrow circle of p(:—
sonal and family selfishness, and accustoming them to the
comprehension of joint interests, the management of Joint
concerns—habituating them to act from Pubhc or semi-
public motives, and guide their conduct by aims ‘Wthh unite
instead of isolating them from one another.. Without thesg
habits and powers, a free constitution can nelther be worke
nor preserved; as is exemplified by ‘the too-often tranmtor);
nature of political freedom in countries where it does not resf
upon a sufficient basis of local liberties. The management o
purely local business by the localities, and of the great entf:f-
prises of industry by the union of those whO'voh(linlt)an 1}£
supply the pecuniary means, is further recorpmepd}t; Y a
the advantages which have been set forth in thlg ssay as.f
belonging to individuality of developl‘nent, and diversity o
modes of action. Government operations tend to b(? every-.
where alike. With individuals and voluntary associations, ((i)n
the contrary, there are varied experiments, and endles§ t1-
versity of experience. What the State can usef:ully do, is g
make itself a central depository, and active circulator a;l
diffuser, of the experience resul.tmg frqm many trials. hts
business is to enable each experlmentah‘st to benefit .by the
experiments of others; instead of tolerating no experiments
n' . .
bu"}lllt: t(;:i:d, and most cogent reason fo'r restrict.mg the inter-
ference of government, is the great evil of adding unne}fes-
sarily to its power. Every function superaddpd to those
already exercised by the government, causes its deuencc
over hopes and fears to be more widely d¥ﬂ?used, an f?0;11—
verts, more and more, the active and ambitious part o ' the
public into hangers-on of the government, or of some party
which aims at becoming the government. If the road§, .the
railways, the banks, the insqr'ance offices, the great joint-
stock companies, the universities, and the pu.bl%c cha1j1tiles,
were all of them branches of the government; if, in addition,
the municipal corporations and local boards, with all thai
now devolves on them, became departments of the centra
administration; if the employés of all these different entex;i
prises were appointed and paid by the government, an
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looked to the government for every rise in life; not all
the freedom of the press and popular constitution of the

wise than in name. And the evil would be greater, the more
efficiently and scientifically the administrative machinery
was constructed—the more skilful the arrangements for ob-
taining the best qualified hands and heads with which to
work it. In England it has of late been proposed that all the
members of the civil service of government should be
selected by competitive examination, to obtain for those
employments the most intelligent and instructed persons
procurable; and much has been said and written for and
against this proposal. One of the arguments most insisted on
by its opponents, is that the occupation of a permanent
official servant of the State does not hold out sufficient pro-
spects of emolument and Importance to attract the highest
talents, which ‘will always be able to find a more inviting
career in the professions, or in the service of companies and
other public bodies. One would not have been surprised if
this argument had been used by the friends of the proposi-
tion, as an answer to its principal difficulty. Coming from the
opponents it is strange enough. Whatis urged as an objection
is the safety-valve of the proposed system. If indeed all the
high talent of the country could be drawn into the service of
the government, a proposal tending to bring about that
result might well inspire uneasiness. If every part of the
business of society which required organized concert, or
large and comprehensive views, were in the hands of the
government, and if government offices were universally filled
by the ablest men, all the enlarged culture and practised
intelligence in the country, except the purely speculative,
would be concentrated in a numerous bureaucracy, to whom
alone the rest of the community would look for all things: the
multitude for direction and dictation in all they had to do;
the able and aspiring for personal advancement. To be
admitted into the ranks of this bureaucracy, and when
admitted, to rise therein, would be the sole objects of
ambition. Under this régime, not only is the outside public
ill-qualified, for want of Practical experience, to criticize or
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check the mode of operation of the bureaucra.cy, but everll if
the accidents of despotic or the natural wgrkmg of pOlel ar
institutions occasionally raise to the summit a ruler or }f.u }(ler's
of reforming inclinations, no reform can be effectgd v;rl ic lﬁ
contrary to the interest of the b_ureaucra_wy. Suchist e ni;
ancholy condition of the Russian empire, as shown in ef
accounts of those who have had.suﬁ’iment opportunity }(:
observation. The Czar himself is powerless against the
bureaucratic body; he can send any one of them to -Slbe-ﬁaqi
but he cannot govern without them, or against their wi 1
On every decree of his they have a tacit veto, by rfnere y
refraining from carrying it into eﬁ“ect.' In countries o more
advanced civilization and of a more msu.rrcctlonarg spu;t,
the public, accustomed to expect everyth}ng to bt}:l onel or
them by the State, or at least to do nothing for t fl:)mse ves
without asking from the State not only leave todoit, gtlevf(:n
how it is to be done, naturally hold the State ‘I'CSPOIlSlb ¢ for
all evil which befalls them, and wl}en the evil exceeds thelé
amount of patience, they rise against the governmc(ilt aln
make what is called a revolution; v.vhercupon some:-bo ye sie,
with or without legitimate authority from the nation, vaults
into the seat, issues his orders to the bureaucracy, and el\)/e.ry-
thing goes on much as it did befpre; the bureaucrlaFy t(}::n.g
unchanged, and nobody else being capable of taking their
plil:e\'/cry different spectacle is exhibit?d among a people
accustomed to transact their' own business. In' F rar_ll(‘:e, a
large part of the people having been engaged }1ln mi 1lt(a1;yf
service, many of whom have held. at least the ran
non-commissioned officers, there are in every popular 1:ilgur—
rection several persons competent to take the lead, an im-
provise some tolerable plan of action. What the Frcn'cl.llage in
military affairs, the Americans are in every kind of (:1\{)1 dus1—f
ness; let them be left without a government, every (})1 y o
Americans is able to improvise one, apd to carry on t atl?r
any other public business with a sx'lf.ﬁment amount of inte 11—
gence, order, and decision. This is wl'rxa.t every free-bpc?pe:‘
ought to be: and a people capable of this is certain to be free;
it will never let itself be enslaved by any man or body of men
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because these are able to seize and pull the reins of the
central administration. No bureaucracy can hope to make
such a people as this do or undergo anything that they do not
like. But where everything is done through the bureaucracy,
nothing: to which the bureaucracy is really adverse can be
done at all. The constitution of such countries is an organ-
ization of the experience and practical ability of the nation,
into a disciplined body for the purpose of governing the rest;
and the more perfect that organization is in itself, the more
successful in drawing to itself and educating for itself the
persons of greatest capacity from all ranks of the community,
the more complete is the bondage of all, the members of the
bureaucracy included. For the governors are as much the
slaves of their organization and discipline, as the governed
are of the governors. A Chinese mandarin is as much the tool
and creature of a despotism as the humblest cultivator. An
individual Jesuit is to the utmost degree of abasement the
slave of his order, though the order itself exists for the collect-
ive power and importance of its members, '
Itis not, also, to be forgotten, that the absorption of all the
principal ability of the country into the governing body is
fatal, sooner or later, to the mental activity and progress-
iveness of the body itself. Banded together as they are—
working a system which, like all systems, necessarily pro-
ceeds in a great measure by fixed rules—the official body are
under the constant temptation of sinking into indolent
routine, or, if they now and then desert that mill-horse
round, of rushing into some half-examined crudity which has

struck the fancy of some leading member of the corps: and

the sole check to these closely allied, though seemingly op-
posite, tendencies, the only stimulus which can keep the
ability of the body itself up to a high standard, is liability to
the watchful criticism of equal ability outside the body. Itis
indispensable, therefore, that the means should exist, in-
dependently of the government, of forming such ability, and
furnishing it with the opportunities and experience necessary
for a correct judgement of great practical affairs. If we would
possess permanently a skilful and efficient body of func-
tionaries—above all, a body able to originate and willing to
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adopt improvements; if we would not have our bureaucracsy
degenerate into a pedantocracy, this body‘must not anrlczis ;
all the occupations which forr? andk?u(litlvate the facultie
i r the government of mankind. '
re('lIl'l(;r(igtg?‘mine gthe point at which e\{ils, S0 formldable. tﬁ
human freedom and advancement, begin, or rather at Whlﬁ
they begin to predominate over the be_neﬁts _atter}dmg t (3
collective application of the force of society, under its re((:iog
nized chiefs, for the removal of the obstacles which stand in
the way of its well-being; to secure as much of the advar}t}allgei
of centralized power and intelligence, as can be had wit ouf
turning into governmental channels too greata proportlorll'o_
the general activity—is one of the most dlfﬁcult.an('i comp 1ct
- ated questions in the art of government. It is, in a grea
measure, a question of detail, in 'WhICh many and VarlOI.iS
considerations must be kept in view, and no abso.lut'e rule
can be laid down. But I believe that the prfict{cal principle zin
which safety resides, the ideal to be kept in view, tl;e stan -
ard by which to test all arrangements '1ntended 01;1 o.vteg
coming the difficulty, may be conveye‘d in thqse words: (?
greatest dissemination of power consistent with cﬁi(:lenq;i
but the greatest possible centralization of qurr_natmrg an
diffusion of it from the centre. Thus, in municipal admin-
istration, there would be, as in thc New England Stat.)tes,h a
very minute division among separate officers, chosen by the
localities, of all business which is not better left to the Person}sl
directly interested; but besides this, there would_be, 13 eac
department of local affairs, a central supen}?ten encg%
forming a branch of the general government. T ef organthe
this superintendence would concentrate, as in a ocl\:s, c
variety of information and experience de‘rlved from t el con
duct of that branch of public l‘)usn_less in a}ll the }oca ities,
from everything analogous Whl.Ch.IS done in _fqrelgn coun-
tries, and from the general prmmp'les of political sc1henc§.
This central organ should have a right to know all.t at }is
done, and its special duty should !36 that of makltég the
knowledge acquired in one place available for othelis. ma;n-
cipated from the petty prgudlces and narrow v1ew§ o a;‘
locality by its elevated position and comprehensive sphere o
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observation, its advice would naturally carry much
authority; but its actual power, as a permanent institution,
should, I conceive, be limited to compelling the local officers
to obey the law laid down for their guidance. In all things not
provided for by general rules, those officers should be left to
their own judgement, under responsibility to their constitu-
ents. For the violation of rules, they should be responsible
to law, and the rules themselves should be laid down by the
legislature; the central administrative authority only watch-
ing over their execution, and if they were not properly carried
into effect, appealing, according to the nature of the case, to
the tribunals to enforce the law, or to the constituencies to
dismiss the functionaries who had not executed it according
to its spirit. Such, in its general conception, is the central
superintendence which the Poor Law Board* is intended to
exercise over the administrators of the Poor Rate throughout
the country. Whatever powers the Board exercises beyond
this limit, were right and necessary in that peculiar case, for
the cure of rooted habits of maladministration in matters
deeply affecting not the localities merely, but the whole com-
munity; since no locality has a moral right to make itself by
mismanagement a nest of pauperism, necessarily over-
flowing into other localities, and impairing the moral and
physical condition of the whole labouring community. The
powers of administrative coercion and subordinate legisla-
tion possessed by the Poor Law Board (but which, owing to
the state of opinion on the subject, are very scantily exercised
by them), though perfectly justifiable in a case of first-rate
national interest, would be wholly out of place in the super-
intendence of interests purely local. But a central organ of
information and instruction for all the localities, would be
equally valuable in all departments of administration.
A government cannot have too much of the kind of activity
which does not impede, but aids and stimulates, individual
exertion and development. The mischief begins when, in-
stead of calling forth the activity and powers of individuals
and bodies, it substitutes its own activity for theirs; when,
instead of informing, advising, and, upon occasion, denoun-
cing, it makes them work in fetters, or bids them stand aside
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and does their work instead of them. The worth of a State, in
the long run, is the worth of the individuals composing it;
and a State which postpones the interests of their mental
expansion and elevation, to a little more of administrative
skill, or of that semblance of it which practice gives, in the
details of business; a State which dwarfs its men, in order
that they may be more docile instruments in its hands even
for beneficial purposes—will find that with small men no
great thing can really be accomplished; and that the perfec-
tion of machinery to which it has sacrificed everything, will
in the end avail it nothing, for want of the vital power which,
in order that the machine might work more smoothly, it has
preferred to banish.
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it), dries up pro tanto the principle fountain of human happi-
ness, and leaves the species less rich, to an inappreciable
degree, in all that makes life valuable to the individual
human being.
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ON LIBERTY

Sphere and Duties of Government: by Baron Karl Wilhelm von
Humboldt (1767-1835), philologist and Prussian educa-
tional reformer. His book advocates a form of the minimum
state which protects individual liberty and has no other
functions. ‘

memory of her: the dedication is to Mrs Harriet Taylor, Mill’s
companion and (after her husband’s death) Mill’s wife.

Philosophical Necessity: Mill here distinguishes his subject
from that of determinism, which he had discussed in his
System of Logic, bk. 6, ch. 2.

a democratic republic . . . surface: the United States of America.
‘the tyranny of the majority” the phrase originates from Alexis
de Tocqueville’s Democracy in America, whose two volumes
Mill had reviewed in the London Review (1836) and the Edin-
burgh Review (1840).

Helots: slaves in the Greek city-states of Sparta.

roturiers: plebeians, or common people.

the Universal Churck: the Roman Catholic Church.

an Akbar or a Charlemagne: Akbar (1542-1605) was a Mogul
emperor in India, and Charlemagne (702-814) the first Holy
Roman Emperor. Mill uses them as early examples of
enlightened despotism.

the permanent interests of man: in some editions, e.g. the Every-
man edition, this phrase reads ‘th : permanent interests of a
man as a progressive being’. Howcver, this version is almost
certainly mistaken, the ‘a’ having creptinto the textin a later,
low-priced People’s edition of On Liberty. See John Rawls,
A Theory of Justice, 11th edn. (Cambridge, 1981), 209n., for a
recognition of this error.

M. Comte: Auguste Comte (1798-1857) was the French
founder of positivism. Mill criticizes his doctrine in Auguste
Comte and Positivism, selections from which are to be found in
the Everyman edition of Utilitarianism, On Liberty, and Rep-
resentative Government, ed. H. B. Acton, 1972.
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1t is not too much . . . attaining it: this passage embodies a con-
ception of scientific enquiry that strikingly anticipates the
falsificationism of Karl Popper, expounded in his book The
Logic of Scientific Discovery (London, Hutchinson, 1959). The
similarities between Popper’s view and Mill’s have been
noted by Paul Feyerabend in his Against Method (London,
1975), 48, and his Philosophical Papers, ii. Problems of
Empiricism (Cambridge, 1981), 70 n. 10. '

‘destitute ... scepticism’. the phrase comes from Thomas
Carlyle. It was first published in Mill’s periodical The London
and Westminster Review (1838), and reprinted in Carlyle’s
Critical and Miscellaneous Essaps, vi (London, 1869), 46.

G maéstri di color che sanno”: ‘the master of those who know’—as
Aristotle was described in Dante’s Inferno.

Calvary: the site of the Crucifixion of Jesus Christ.

‘Stoical’: the term has here its ordinary meaning of fortitude
and self-control, but also refers directly to the teachings of
the Greek Stoics, of whom the Emperor Marcus Aurelius
Antoninus (121-80) was a follower.

legislation of the Locrians: Locri, a city founded by Greeks in
southern Italy in the seventh century Bg, was renowned for
the severity of its legal code.

the Reformation . .. died: Martin Luther (1483-1546) was the
German founder of the Protestant Reformation. Arnold of
Brescia was an eleventh-century priest and political leader
who was executed by the ecclesiastical authorities, Dolcino of
Novario was a thirteenth-century preacher who died under
torture. Savonarola was an ascetic Italian religious reformer
who was executed for heresy. The Albigeois were the
Albigensians, an heretical Christian sect which flourished
briefly in France in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries but
then perished under persecution. The Lollards were an
English movement of religious dissenters led by John Wyclif
(r324-84) which was suppressed by the ecclesiastical
authorities. The Hussites were followers of the Czech
religious dissenter Jan Huss, who were active in Bohemia
and Moravia from the fourteenth to the sixteenth centuries.

Goethian and Fichtean period: Johann Wolfgang von Goethe
(1749-1832), German poet and dramatist; J. G. Fichte
(1762~1814), German philosopher.
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The greatest orator, save one, of antiquity: the Roman statesman
Marcus Tullius Cicero (143—106 Bc). The greatest is pre-
sumably the Athenian orator Demosthenes (384—322 Bc).

nisi prius: an English legal term, which in its more general
uses means ‘valid unless proven otherwise’.

Galvin, or Knox: John Calvin (1508-64) was a French
theologian, famous for his puritanical rule of Geneva; John
Knox (1505—72) was the founder of the Presbyterian Church
and leader of the Scottish Reformation.

Socratici viri”: Socrates’ disciples.

Rousseau: Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712-%8), critic of the
French Enlightenment.

Alcibiades . .. either: Alcibiades was an Athenian statesman
notorious for his debaucheries; Pericles was an Athenian
statesman famous for his moderation.

China: this passage on China is significant for what it reveals
of Mill’s unreflective Europocentrism (which he shared with
his father and with Marx); and for the evidence it provides
that a conception of progress is at the heart of Mill’s political
philosophy.

kis last important work: Alexis de Tocqueville’s L’Ancien
Régime et la Révolution (1856).

mwheoveEla: pleonexia, which is to say covetousness or envy.

George Barnwell:  The History of George Barnwell was a melo-
dramatic play by the playwright George Lillo.

Under . .. colony: this is a reference to the Main Liquor Law
(1815), which had implemented an early form of Prohibition.

‘Alliance” the United Kingdom Alliance for the Legislative
Suppression of the Sale of Intoxicating Liquors, founded in
1853 by Nathaniel Card and inspired by the American
experiments in Prohibition.

Lord Stanley’s: E. H. Stanley (1826~93), Earl of Derby, Secret-
ary of State for India, and an aristocratic admirer of Mill.
‘Deorum injuriae Diis curae” a maxim from the Roman writer

Tacitus, meaning ‘Leave offences against the Gods to the care
of the Gods.’

doctrine of Free Trade: Mill here clearly dissociates himself, and
the Principle of Liberty he advocates, from any principle of
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laissez-faire, a principle he had defended earlier in his Prin-
ciples of Political Economy (bk. 5, chs. 10 and 11) as merely a
defeasible rule of thumb, or presumptive maxim.

It is not freedom . .. freedom: Mill’s argument here is not par-
ticularly strong, but is entirely consistent with his opposition
to all other irrevocable contracts in which personal liberty is
forfeited—such as the Victorian marriage contract.

And in a country . .. violations of liberty: this passage should be
read in the context of Mill’s lifelong commitment to pro-
Malthusianism—the doctrine that over-population is an
ever-present danger which can be prevented by contracep-
tion. As a young man, he had been briefly arrested for dis-
tributing pamphlets on this theme.

I have reserved . . . combination: Mill here restates arguments he
had developed in his Principles of Political Economy (see n. to
p. 116 above).

the bureaucratic body.; ... will: Mill’s fear of pedantocracy (a
term apparently invented by Comte), of government by rule-
bound- bureaucrats or academics with spurious claims to
special expertise, was shared by the Russian anarchist
thinker Mikhail Bakunin, but there is no evidence of any
mutual influence.

the Poor Law Board: a body set up under the Poor Law of 1834
to supervise the administration of the Law in the localities.

UTILITARIANISM

summum bonum: the highest good for man.

Protagoras: the Greek phllosopher (481—441 BC) after whom
one of Plato’s dialogues is named and who argued for a scep-
tical or relativist view of morality. The sophists were philos-
ophers known for their willingness to advance arguments for
and against any received view.

According to ... understood: Mill here refers to intuitionist
theorists such as William Whewell, who thought moral
judgements needed no foundation in a single, ultimate
principle.

proof: this argument of Mill’s is of a piece with his account of
moral reasoning as teleological or instrumental, given in his
System of Logic. '



