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completely attainable only by deducing,
life and the conditions of existence, what K1
necessarily tend to produce happiness. and wh
to produce unhappiness. With the exception of th
“necessarily.” | have no dissent 0 ex
trine; and (omitting that word) I am not aware that any
modern advocate of utilitarianism is of @ different opin-
jon. Bentham, certainly, to whom 1n the Social Stancs
Mr. Spencer particularly referred. is. Jeast of all writ-
ers, chargeable with unwillingness (0 deduce the effect
of actions on happiness from the laws of human nature

from the laws of
nds of acuon
al kinds
e word
press from this doc-

and the universal conditions of humap j;
mon charge against him is of relying (oq nx_n",.. ..:_n e

such deductions and declining altogether —n Usively cvo_w
the generalizations from specific oxum:o:c be g_s._a

Spencer thinks that utilitarians generally ¢ which, zw
selves to. My own opinion (and, as [ collec ﬂ:msn Ensh
is that in ethics, as in all other branches of Wn, L m._xsns_:
the consilience of the results of both these _._n_:_—._o Stugy
corroborating and verifying the other, is % mn.,ﬁ%r 83
1o any general proposition the kind and anmho_w_a 10 giye
which constitutes scientific proof.) Of evidene,
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The grand. leading principle. towards which every

argument unfolded in these pages directly con-

verges, is the absolute and essential importance of
human development in its richest diversity.

— Wilhelm von Humboldt:

Sphere and Duties of Government

To the beloved and deplored memory of her who
was the inspirer, and in part the author, of all that
is best in my writings—the friend and wife whose
exalted sense of truth and right was my strongest
incitement, and whose approbation was my chief
reward—I dedicate this volume. Like all that 1 have
written for many years, it belongs as much to her as
to me: but the work as it stands has had, in a very
insufficient degree, the inestimable advantage of her
revision: some of the most important portions hav-
ing been reserved for a more careful re-examination,
which they are now never destined to receive. Were |

but capable of interpreting to the world one half the
great thoughts and noble feelings which are buried

in her grave, I should be the medium of a greater

benefit to it, than is ever likely to arise from any-

thing that I can write, unprompted and unassisted by

her all but unrivaled wisdom.

CHAPTER I

Introductory

The subject of this essay is not the so-called “lib-
erty of the will,” so unfortunately opposed to the

misnamed doctrine of philosophical necessjyy-
civil, or social liberty: the nature and :S;EIM.H_E_
power which can be legitimately exercised by woa.:_o
over the individual. A a:nm—a‘:ﬁo_gjsms\sﬂkq
hardly ever discussed in general terms, but s_.__n_,. by
foundly influences the practical controversies o%__”.
age by its latent presence, and is likely soon 1o sah
itself recognized as the vital question of the future, |;
is so far from being new that, in a certain sense, E,.e
divided mankind almost from the remotest ages; by
in the stage of progress into which the more civilized
portions of the species lave now entered, it presenis
itself under new conditions and requires a differen
and more fundamental treatment.

The struggle between liberty and authority is the
most conspicuous feature in the portions of history
with which we are carliest 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 rul-
ers. The rulers were concelved (except in some of
the popular governments of Greece) as in a neces-
sarily antagonistic position to the people whom
they ruled. They consisted of a governing One, ord
governing tribe or caste, who derived their author:
ity 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, perhaps did
not desire, to contest, whatever precautions m jght be

- against its oppressive exercise, Their
1 ! e rded as necessary, but also g p; hi
W8 T s a weapon which they woylg am

Eos inst their subjects, no less than »ma____m
. anerics: To prevent the weaker members of
community from being preyed upon py :__Esn-o
2 sultures, it was needful that there should pe +
bl of prey stronger than the rest, aoasmmmmo_““
o ep them down. But as the King of the vulture
" uld be no less bent upon preying on the flock _E“
o of the minor —.E:.:nm. 1t was indispensable 1 pe
na nn%m_cn_ wEEan of defense against his beak
i claws The aim, :._o_ioa. of patriots was 1o se(
Jmits 10 the power which the ruler should be suffered
- exercise Over the community; and this limitation
as wha they meant by liberty. It was attempted in
w0 WAYS: First, by o_w:::.:m arecognition of certain
_aac__anm. called political Tiberties or rights, which
i ybe regarded as a breach o duty in the ruler 1o
nfringes and which if he did infringe, specific resis-
Jance or general rebellion was held to be justifiable.
A second, and generally a later, expedient was the
establishment of constitutional checks by which the
GonsenTOf e COMmunity, o of a body o some ort,

upposed 10 represent its interests, was made a nec-
PO i ol

essary condition o some of the more important acts
of the governing power. To the [irst of these modes of
Jimitation, the ruling power, in most European coun-
rics, 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, (o atain 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 1o be
ruled by a master on condition of being guaranteed
more or less efficaciously against his tyranny, they
Jid not carry their aspirations beyond this point.

A time, however, came, in the progress of human
affairs, when men ccased to think it a necessity of
nature that their governors should be an independent
power opposed in interest 10 themselves. It appeared
10 them much better that the various magistrates of
the state should be their tenants or delegates, revo:
cable at their pleasure. In that way alone, it seemed,
could they have complete security that the pow-
ers of government would never be abused to their
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disg

:Wn.a““,__:”m”_. Nw degrees this new demand for elec-
object of the nﬂo N__Q rulers became the prominent
a0y wuchi pact T E:w of the popular party wherever
enitiaie «. :e:z.h. and m:vaaﬁ_n,m. La consid-
o rulees >u.=_ ¢ previous efforts to limit :a. power
ruling vmsﬁ ¢ struggle proceeded —.c- Eu_::m En
T heraled emanate_fro; the p periodical choice
gﬁ. Moan:vnawonu. began 5!59% Lo
Eed _:ﬂ :.nn. ad been E@nrma to the limita-
b Mwsﬂ _—_mc:.. That c. might seem) was a
ally cvvomwg _”z rulers whose interests were habitu-

0 those of the people. What was now
wanted was that the rulers should be identified with
the people, that their interest and will should be the bog
interest and will of the nation:
g-& against its own will. There was
10 fear of ils tyrannizing over itself. Let the rulers
be m—mnn.zu__w responsible (o it, promptly removable
by it, and it could afford to trust them with power of
which it could itself dictate the use to be made. Their
power was but the nation's own power, concentrated
and in a form convenient for exercise. This mode of
thought, or rather perhaps of fecling, was common
among the last generation of European liberalism, in
the Continental section of which it still apparently
predominates. Those who admit any limit to what a
government may do, except in the case of such gov-
ernments as they think ought not to exist, stand out
as brilliant exceptions among the political thinkers
of the Continent. A similar tone of sentiment might
by this ume have been prevalent in our country if
the circumstances which for a time encouraged it had
continued unaltered.

But, in political and philosophical theories as well
as in persons, success discloses faults and infirmities
which failure might have concealed from observa-
tion. The notion that the people have no need to limit
their power over themselves might seem axiomatic,
when popular government was & thing only dreamed
about, or read of as having existed at some distant
period of the past. Neither was that notion necessar-
ily disturbed by such temporary aberrations as those
of the French Revolution, the worst of which were
the work of a usurping few, and which, in any case,
belonged, not 1o the permanent working of popular
a sudden and convulsive outbreak

institutions, but to
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n
istocratic despotism- I
ic came (0 0cCupY
and made itself

against monarchical and ar
time, however, a democratic _.8:1_
a large portion of the carth’s surface ! bers of the
felt as one of the most ?E.n_.E_ aoa _.nmﬁcsm_zn
community of nations, and elective an P and
: © eihiact 10 the observations an
government became subject to ¢ iy
criticisms which wait upon & great nx_m___u.m y
o ses as “self-gov
was now perceived that such phrase: il
ernment,” and “the power of the ?.om_r. over =
selves.” do not express the true state of the Swn. e
“people” who exercise the power are not u_s@quwaa‘
same people with those over whom it s Q: o<“
and the “self-government” mvorﬂ: of is not the g 4
| ernment of each by himself, but of each c.« all the rest.
“The will of the people, moreover, ?.mn:nu:« means
the_will of the most numerous or the most acuve part
of the people—the majority, or those who m.cnmn&
in making themselves accepted as the majonity; the
people, consequently, may desire t0 oppress a part of
their number, and precautions are as much needed
against this as against any other abuse of power. The
limitation, therefore, of the power of government
over individuals loses none of its importance when
the holders of power are regularly accountable (0 —.:o
community, that is, to the strongest party therein.
This view of things, recommending itself na:m:w 10
the intelligence of thinkers and to the inclination of
those important classes in European society o whose
real or supposed interests democracy is adverse, —E.m
had no difficulty in establishing itself; and in politi-
cal speculations “the tyrann ajority” i

is now
generally included among the evils against which
society requires to be on its guard.

Like other tyrannies, the tyranny of the majority
was at first, and is still vulgarly, held in dread, chiefly
as operating through the acts of the public authorities.
But reflecting persons perceived that when society is
itself the tyrant—society collectively over the sepa-
rate individuals who compose it—its means of tyran-
nizing are not restricted to the acts which it may do
by the hands of its political functionaries. Society can
and does execute its own mandates; and if it issues

wrong mandates instead of right, or any mandates
at all in things with which it ought not to meddle,
1t practices a social tyranny more formidable than

many kinds of political oppression, e

W
usually upheld by such extreme v«:u_zomrn._._:m::g
fewer means of escape, Penctrating :.:._n: leay
deeply into the details of life, and eng| Morg

itself. Protection, therefore, againg _NM:_E the gy
the magistrate is not enough; there neeq w”»_sxz
also against the tyranny of the Prevailing opi Otectigy
feeling, against the tendency of society g ::Eo__ ang
other means than civil penalties, its oy amox._q
practices as rules of conduct on thoge who “,M and
from them; to fetter the development gng it Issep
ble, prevent the for of any individug; Posgj.
harmony with its ways, and compel nzl/Q B0t
fashion themseIves upon the model of its gy
is a limit to the legitimate interference of no_._“._x.a
opinion with individual independence; 4y, n,sn:z
{hat Tinyit; and maintain it against mwn-cmnraa==i
as indispensable to a good condition of humgy 5_‘._m
as protection against political despotism, e
But though this proposition is not likely o he
contested in general terms, the practicg| quest
where to place the limit—how to make the E.s
, adjustment_between_individual independence L__M
social control—is a subject on whic| nearly every.
thing remains to be done. All that makes CXistence
valuable to anyone depends on the enforcemen of
restraints upon the actions of other people. Sone
rules of conduct, therefore, must be imposed—y
law in the first place, and by opinion on many things
which are not fit subjects for the operation of |y,
What these rules should be is the principal qQues-
tion in human affairs; but if we except a few of (he
most obvious cases, it is one of those which leagy
progress 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 wonderto
another. Yet the people of any given age and country
no more suspect any difficulty in it than if it were
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 mag-
ical influence of custom, which is not only, as the
proverb says, a second nature but is continually mis:
taken for the first. The effect of custom, in preventing

isgiving respecting the rules of conduct which
_E_:EE_ :%Om” on c%o another, is all the more com-
plete because ”.A_o mM Ject IS one on which it js not
generally const wa_.o necessary that reasons shoy|q
pe givem 23,“.. Y One person to o_sﬂm or by each to
pimsell people %_.o mno_”—o.a& o believe, and haye
been encouraged in the clief by some who aspire to
he character of philosophers, that their feelings on
subjects om\:.\_rm\: ature are better than reasons ang
~ader reasons unnecessary. The practical principle
whicirguides _roa to their Opinions on the regulation
of human conduct s the feeling in each persop's mind
(hat everybody should be required 10 act as he, ang
{hose with whom he sympathizes, would |ike them to
act. Noone, indeed, mn.__ﬁsos_nnmow to himself that his
standard of judgment is his own liking; but an opin-
jonona point of conduct, not supported by redsons,
can only count as one person’s preference; and if the
reasons, when given, are a mere appeal (0 a similar
preference mo__ g other people, it is still only many
uo%_o.w liking instead of one. To an ordinary man,
nowever, his own preference, thus supported, is not
only a perfectly satisfactory reason but the only one
he generally has for any of his notions of morality,
(aste, or propriety, which are not expressly written in
his religious creed, and his chief guide in the inter-
pretation even of that. Men’s opinions, accordingly,
on what is laudable or blamable are affected by all
the multifarious causes which influence their wishes
in regard to the conduct of others, and which are as
numerous as those which determine their wishes on
any other subject. Sometimes their reason; at other
times their prejudices or superstitions; often their
social affections, not seldom their antisocial ones,
their envy or jealousy, their arrogance or contemp-
tuousness; but most commonly their desires or fear
for themselves—their legitimate or illegitimate self-
interest. Wherever there is an ascendant class, a large
portion of the morality of the country emanates from
its class interests and its feelings of class superi-
ority. The morality between Spartans and Helots,
between planters and Negroes, between princes and
subjects, between nobles and roturiers, between men
and women has been for the most part the creation of
these class interests and feelings; and the sentiments

ON LIBERTY 96!

thus generated react in turn upon the moral feelings
of the members of the ascendant class, in their rela-
tions among themselves. Where, on the other hand,
a class, formerly ascendant, has lost its ascendancy,
or where its ascendancy is unpopular, the prevailing
qzoa_ sentiments frequently bear the impress of an
Impatient dislike of superiority. Another grand deter-
mining 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 toward
the supposed preferences or aversions of their tem-
poral masters or of their gods. This servility, though
essentially selfish, is not hypocrisy; it gives rise Lo
perfectly genuine sentiments of abhorrence; it made
men burn magicians and heretics. Among so many
baser influences, 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, how-
ever, as a matter of reason, and on their own account,
than as a consequence of the sympathies and antip-
athies 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
establishment 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, how-
ever they may have come into conflict with it in some
of its details. They have occupied themselves rather
in inquiring what things society ought to like or dis-
like than in questioning whether its likings or dislik-
ings should be a law to individuals. They preferred
endeavoring to alter the feelings of mankind on the
particular points on which they were themselves
heretical rather than make common cause in defense
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 indi-
vidual here and there, is that of religious belief: a case
instructive in many ways, and not least so as forming
a most striking instance of the fallibility of what 1s
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called the moral sense; for the odium ;_..zin‘_q__.wﬁ”
a sincere bigot, is one of the most unequivecal = .q
c - - broke the yoke ©
of moral feeling. Those who first .
what called uself the Universal n.::z: ;nmnz__ i
eral as little willing to permit difference O mﬂ i
.1 But when the heat of the
opinion as that church itself. But e
conflict was over, without giving 8 complete )
vl et was reduced 1©
to any party, and each church or sec undit
limit its hopes to retaining possession of the g s
already occupied, minorities, seeing that they o
chance of becoming majorities, Were under the ne o
sity of pleading to those whom they n.oca not M_ouvs..
for permission to differ. IL1s accordingly on tht b
tlefield, almost solely, that the rights of the indivi =n_
against society have been asserted on broad grounds
o.m principle, and the claim of society 10 nxhqm_uﬂw
authority over dissentients openly controverted. | a
great writers 1o whom the world owes what a__m_o.._ﬂ
liberty it possesses have mostly asserted :n.&oa 0
noswn.._n:nn as an indefeasible right, and denied abso-
lutely that a human being is accountable to o.:.ﬁ..m
for his religious belief. Yet so natural to mankind is
..Eo.nnsnm in whatever they really care about Ew_
religious freedom has hardly any ;&oa .vn..us practi-
cally realized, except where religious indifference,
which dislikes to have its peace disturbed by theo-
logical quarrels, has added its weight to the mou_.n‘
In the minds of almost all religious persons, even in
the most tolerant countries, the duty of .o_n@_o: is
admitted with tacit reserves. One person will bear
with dissent in matters of church government, but not
of dogma; another can tolerate everybody, m_._o:. ofa
Papist or a Unitarian; another, everyone who bel _o.<nm
in revealed religion; a few extend their charity a little
further, but stop at the belief in a God and in a future
state. Wherever 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 political 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 directinterference by 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 sull 2555 -
on the government as representing g, abit o:oar_
est 0 the public. The majority haye :o_aow_s _a;
o feel the power of the governmep, h.a.«.z _oﬁﬂ
its opinions their opinions. Whep o T Dowe,
vidual liberty will probably be g¢ :E«:ao %, .__x_f
invasion from the government g5 j; En ex 8
public opinion. But, as yet, there reaq

y l
" s a_

: is A
amount of feeling ready 10 be calleg 3ﬂno3f§ﬁn
attempt of the law to control indiyi il gaing uy
which they have not hitherto beep 5 in 5.5@ o

. e
controlled by 1t; and this with very _._:.__msa& Wb
Miny,

tion as to whether the matter is, or jg aM—ewE
legitimate sphere of legal contro}; Inac, Withip the
feeling, highly salutary on the whole, s Uch hy the
as often misplaced as well grounded iy, wﬂ;ﬁ? Qe
instances of its application. There it m S:_QE
ognized principle by which the Propriety ou_,.n.r 0 e,
ety of government interference is cusiomg, wﬂaa_ﬁ,
people decide according 1o their vo_.wo__” w testeq
ences. Some, whenever they see any woofg Prefe,
or evil to be remedied, would willingly ;M._xg_x.
government to undertake the business, s:._“wmsi
prefer to bear almost any amount of socjy| o<n._§5
than add one to the departments of Mg m_ Tathey
amenable to governmental control, Anq sn__“saﬁ
themselves on one or the other side i any pa Tange
case, according to this general direction of EME_E
timents, or according to the degree of Eﬁanﬁmg.
they feel in the particular thing which it i o ich
that the government should do, or according "”_3_
belief they entertain that the governmeny se_a__.n
would not, do it in the manner they prefer; by, s
rarely on account of any opinion to which 53%
sistently adhere, as to what things are fi{ 1o e ,_g.
by a government. And it seems (0 me that i S_Zn.
quence of this absence of rule or principle, opg %
is at present as often wrong as the other; the interfy.
ence of government is, with about equal {requency
improperly invoked and improperly condemned, 5
The object of this essay is (o assert one very sip.
ple principle, as entitled to govern absolutely the
dealings of society with the individual in the way of
compulsion and control, whether the means used be
physical force in the form of legal penalties or the

i f public opini
| coercion 0 Pinion. Thyy e
aa,.,_:p. sole end for s?% Mankind gre ﬂsn_v_o is
{hat ally or collectively, ip interferi ar-ranteq,

du 3
VT ¢ ction of any of thej 2 With (he
aty ©f 26 Y of their numbey i sell-pro.

That the only purpose for W
od community: AgAINSLRiS will s g E?S”.:n_s.
{hers- :m.oi: 2ood, either physical o arm
ot a sufficient warrant. He canpgy 1?_?&,_5_.
JJled to do or forbear becauge i Wil ¥ be
for fim 10 40 50 because it will make pipy _zwoﬁq
pe WIsC or n<o=._._m£. These are 200d ams_zrm
aa%v.:u:_._m with him, o._. reasoning wih g or
Ra__m&:m :::..oq w.::dw::m him, buy not mo_.n. v
ing him F VSN b Wit any v iy g e
do therwise. Tojust @.. that, the conduct from szn_o_
s desired to deter him must be calcylyieq 10 pro
guce evil to someone else. The only part of g ¢y,
quct of anyone for which he is amenable 1o gy ig
at which concerns others.Inthe part whigh meney
concerns himself, his independence is, of right, abs y
e, Over himselt, over his own body and ming, e
individual is sovereign. )

1t is, perhaps, hardly necessary 1o say that this
doctrine is meant 10 apply only to human beings i
{he maturity of their faculties. We are no speakin

of children or of young persons below the age iznm
{he law may fix as that of manhood or womanhood
Those who are still in a state to require being E_s_p
care of by others must be protected against their own
actions as well as againstexternal injury. For the same
reason we may leave out of consideration those back-
ward states of society in which the race itself may
be considered as in its nonage. The carly difficulties
in the way of spontancous progress are so great that
there is seldom any choice of means for overcoming
them; and a ruler full of the spirit of improvement is
warranted in the use of any expedients that will attain
an end perhaps otherwise unattainable, Despotism is
alegitimate mode of government in dealing with bar-
barians, 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

_na:
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”dehhuvﬂv_w of being improved by free and equal
.av__.a.: o.,..n ntil then, there is nothing for them but
:.@ - dience (0 an Akbar or a Charlemagne if
smzx_%._mm 3:—:&5 as 1o find one. But as soon as
it ave attained the capacity of being guided

Side own Improvement by conviction or persua-

She period long since reached in all nations with

oy m we :nnm_ here concern ourselves), compulsion,

"ther in the direct form or in that of pains and penal-

ties for noncompliance, is no longer admissible as a

means o their own good, and justifiable only for the

security of others.

IUis proper to state that I forego any advantage
Wwhich could be derived to my argument from the idea
of abstract right as a thing independent of wtility. 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 pro-
gressive 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 anyone 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 per-
form, such as to give evidence in a court of justice, to
bear his fair share in the common defense or in any
other joint work necessary to the interest of the soci-
ety of which he enjoys the protection, and to perform
certain acts of individual beneficence, such as saving
a fellow creature’s life or interposing to protect the
defenseless against ill usage—things which when-

ever it is obviously a man’s duty to do he may right-
fully 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 exer-
cise of compulsion than the former. To make any-
one answerable for doing evil to others is the rule;
to make him answerable for not preventing evil 1s,

comparatively speaking, the exception. Yet there are

many cases clear enough and grave enough to justify
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that exception. In all things which regard the exter-
nal relations of the individual, he is de jure amenable
1o those whose interests are concerned, and. if need
be, 1o society as their protector There are often good
reasons for not holding him to the responsibility; but
these reasons must arise from the mﬁnr._w_ nxv&_na.
cies of the case: either because itis a kind of case 1n
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 con-
trol him; or because the atiempt t0 exercise nowﬁ_
would produce other evils, greater than those which it
would prevent. When such reasons as {hese preclude
the enforcement of responsibility, the conscience of
the agent himself should step 1nto the vacant _E.um.
ment seat and protect those interests of others which
have no external protection; judging himself all the
more rigidly, because the ¢

wwnaonm_:: R_B__o;w
being made accountable to the judgment of his fellow
n_.ow:.__.nm.

But there is a sph
distinguished from the in

indirect interest: comprehen )
a person’s life and conduct which affects only him-

self or, if it also affects others, only with their o.nn.
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 con-
sideration in the sequel. This, then, is the appropri-
ate region of human liberty. It comprises, first, the
inward domain of consciousness, demanding lib-
erty of conscience in the most comprehensive sense,
liberty of thought and feeling, absolute freedom of
opinion and sentiment on all subjects, practical or
m_unn_.__»:é. scientific, moral, or theological. The lib-
erty of expressing and publishing opinions may secm
to fall under a different principle, since it belongs
to that part of the conduct of an individual which
concerns other people, but, being almost of as much
importance as the liberty of thought itself and rest-
ing in great part on the same reasons, is practically
inseparable from it. Secondly, the principle requires
Jiberty of tastes and pursuits, of framing the plan of

ere of action in which society, as
dividual, has, if any, only an
ding all that portion of
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jmpose their own opinions and inclinations as a _...__n
of conduct on others is so energetically supported by
some of the best and by some of the worst feelings
incident to human nature that it is hardly ever kept
under restraint by anything but want of power; and
as the power is not declining, but growing, unless
a strong barrier of moral conviction can be raised
against the mischief, we must expect, in the present
circumstances of the world, to see it increase.

It will be convenient for the argument if, instead of
at once entering upon the general thesis, we confine
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ten discussed I venture on one discussion more.

CHAPTER II
Of the Liberty of Thought and Discussion

The time, it is hoped, is gone by when any defense
would be necessary of the “liberty of the press” as
one of the securities against corrupt or tyrannical
government. No argument, we may suppose, can
now be needed against permitting a legislature or an
executive, not identified in interest with the people,
to prescribe opinions to them and determine what
doctrines or what arguments they shall be allowed to
hear. This aspect of the question, besides, has been
50 often and so triumphantly enforced by preceding
writers that it needs not be specially insisted on in
this place. Though the law of England, on the sub-
ject of the press, is as servile to this day as it was
in the time of the Tudors, there is little danger of
its being actually put in force against political dis-
cussion except during some temporary panic when
fear of insurrection drives ministers and judges from
their propriety'; band, speaking generally, it is not, in
constitutional countries, t0 be apprehended that the



