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John Stuare Mill was born in London in 1806. He was educated by his father, the
Scottish economist and philosopher James Mill, who put him through a rigorous pro-
gram of study from his earliest years. Mill was reading Greek at age three and Latin at
age eight. Asa boy he read works of many classical authors in their original languages,
including works by Plato and Aristotle. When he was thirteen, he began studying the
economic theories of Adem Smith and David Ricardo. The following year he traveled
to France ard spent a year with the family of Samuel Bentham (brother of English
Jurist and philosopher Jererny Bentham). After returning to England, he began to
study Roman law, with a view to possibly becoming a lawyer. But in 1823, when he was
seventeen, he took a job at the British East India Company, where he was employed
for the next thirgpfive years. Mill was elected to Parliament in 1865, but failed to

gain reelection in 1868. After his defeat he retired to Avignon, France, where he died
in 1873,

Mill's major writings inctude A System of Logic (1845), Principles of Political Economy
(1848), On Liberty (1859), Utilitarianism (published sertally in Fraser’s Magazine in
1861, separately in 1863), and The Subjection of Women (written in 1861, published in
1869). ,

This reading is from Chapters IT and Il of On Liberty. In Chapter IT, Mill defends
the political right to freedom of thought and discussion. He argues that even if public
opinion supports a restricion of this right, such restricdon (except for certain cases
discussed in Chapter IIT) is illegitimate. On the one hand, if a suppressed opinion is
coirect, society s “deprived of the opportunity of exchanging error for tuth.”
Individuals and societies need to keep in mind that even their most cherished beliefs
are fallible and that a critic may be correct, Opinions attain reliability only when they
have been subject to discussion and criticism. On the other hand, if a suppressed
opinion is incotrect, society loses an opportunity for “the clearer perception and
livelier impression of truth produced by its collision with erter.” Even if a generally-
held opinion is true, to hold it without considering conerary views is to hold it “asa
dead dogma, not a living truth™; moreover, the full original meaning of the opinion is
likely to be lost. In most cases, neither the minority opinion nor the majority opinion is
wholly true or false, but each contains a portion of the truth, In these cases, free
discussion is required if we are to arrive at a more complete truth.

In Chapter IIT, Mill explains that the right to freedom of expression is not unlim-
ited: “Opinions lose their immunity when the circumstances in which they are
expressed are such as to constitute their expression a positive instigation to some mis-
chievous act.” For example, it is legitimate to prevent someone from giving a speech
Eikely to incite an angry mob to violence. But if the risks of free expression concern
only the person exercising this right, society should not prohibit these expressions of
individuality, since individuality is a key ingredient of buman happiness.

v
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Chapter Il. Of the Liberty of Thought and Discussion

The time, it is to be hoped, is gone by, when any defense would be necessary
of the “liberty of the press” as one of the securities against corrupt or tyran-
nical gov'emment‘ 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 doc-
trines or what arguments they shall be allowed to hear. This aspect of the
question, besides, has been so often and so triumphantly enforced by pre-
ceding writers that it needs not be specially insisted on in this place. Though
the law of England on the subject of the press is as servile to this day asit was -
in the time of the Tudors,! there is litle danger of its being actually put in k
force against political discussion, except during some temporary panic, '
when fear of insurrection drives ministers and judges from their propriety;
and, speaking generally, it is not, in constitutional countries, to be appre-
hended that the government, whether completely responsible to the people
or not, will often attempt to control the expression of opinion, except when
in doing so it makes itself the organ of the general intolerance of the pub-
lic, Let us suppose, therefore, that the government is entirely at one with the
people and never thinks of exerting any power of coercion unless in agree-
ment with what it conceives to be their voice. But I deny the right of the peo-
ple to exercise such coercion, either by themselves or by their government.
The power itself is illegitimate. The best government has no more title to it
than the worst. It is as noxious, or more ‘noxious, when exeried in accor-
dance with public opinion, than when in oppositibn to it. If all mankind
minus one were of one opinion, and only one person were of the contrary
opinion, mankind would be no more justified in silencing that one person,
than he, if he had the power, would be justified in silencing mankind. Were
an opinion a personal possession of no value except to the owner, if to be
obstructed in the enjoyment of it were simply a private injury, it would make
some difference whether the injury was inflicted only on a few persons or on
many. But the peculiar evil of silencing the expression of an opinion is that
it is robbing the human race—posterity as well as the existing generation,
those who dissent from the opinion, still more than those who hold it. If the
opinion is right, they are deprived of the opportunity of exchanging error
for truth; if wrong, they lose what is almost as great a benefit, the clearer per-
ception and livelier impression of truth produced by its collision with error.

It is necessary to consider separately these two hypotheses, each of
which has a distinct branch of the argument corresponding to it. We can
never be sure that the opinion we are endeavoring to stifle is a false opinion;
and if we were sure, stifling it would be an evil sdll.

First, the opinion which it is attempted to suppress by authority may
possibly be true. Those who desire to suppress it, of course deny its truth;
but they are not infallible. They have no authority to decide the question
for all mankind and exclude every other person from the means of judg—
ing. To refuse a hearing to an opinion because they are sure that it is false,
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is to assurne that their certainty is the same thing as absolute certainty. All
silencing of discussion is an assurmption of infallibility. Its condemnation
may be allowed to rest on this common argument, not the worse for being
common.

Unfortunately for the good sense of mankind, the fact of their fallibility
is far from carrying the weight in their practical judgment which is always
allowed to it in theory; for while everyone well knows himself to be fallible,
few think it necessary to take any precautions against their own fallibility, or
admit the supposition that any opinion of which they feel very certain may
be one of the examptles of the error to which they acknowledge themselves
to be lable. Absolute princes, or others who are accustomed to unlimited
deference, usually feel this complete confidence in their own opinions on
nearly all subjects. People more happily situated, who sometimes hear their
opinions disputed and are not wholly unused to be set right when they are
wrong, place the same unbounded reliance only on such of their opinions
as are shared by all who surround them, or to whom they habitually defer,
For in proportion to a man’s want® of confidence in his own solitary judg-
ment, does he usually repose, with implicit trust, on the infallibility of “the
world™ in general. And the world, to each individual, means the part of it
with which he comes in contact: his party, his sect, his church, his class of
society. The 'man may be called, by comparison, almost liberal and large-
minded to whom it means anything so comprehensive as his own country or
his own age. Nor is his faith in this collective authority at all shaken by his
being aware that other ages, countries, sects, churches, classes, and parties
have thought, and even now think, the exact reverse. He devolves upon his
own world the responsibility of being in the right against the dissentient
worlds of other people; and it never troubles him that mere accident has
decided which of these numerous worlds is the object of his reliance, and
that the same causes which make him a churchman in London would have
made him a Buddhist or a Confucian in Peking [Beijing]. Yet it is as evident
in iself as any amount of argument can make it, that ages are no more infal-
lible than individuals, every age having held many opinions which subse-
quent ages have deemed not only false but absurd; and it is as certain that
many opinions, now general, will be rejected by future ages, as it is that
many, once general, are rejected by the present.

The objection likely to be made to this argument would probably take
some such form as the following. There is no greater assumption of infafli-
bility in forbidding the propagation of error, than in any other thing which
is done by public authority on its own judgment and responsibility.
Judgment is given to men that they may use it. Because it may be used erro-
neously, are men to be told that they ought not to use it at all? To prohibit
what they think pernicious is not claiming exemption from error, but ful-
filling the duty incumbent on them, although fallible, of acting on their
consclentious conviction. If we were never to act on our opinions because
those opinions may be wrong, we should leave all our interests uncared for,
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and all our duties unperformed. An objection which applies to all conduct
can be no valid objection to any conduct in particular.

It is the duty of governments and of individuals to form the uuest opin-
tons they can, to form them carefully, and never impose them upon others
unless they are quite sure of being right. But when they are sure {such rea-
somers may say), itis not conscientiousness but cowardice to shrink from act-
ing on their opinions and allow doctrines which they honestly think
dangerous to the welfare of mankind, either in this life or in another, to be
scattered abroad without restraint, because other people, in less enlight-
ened times, have persecuted opinions now believed to be true. Let us take
care, it may be said, not to make the same mistake. But governments and
nations have made mistakes in other things which are not denied to be fit
subjects for the exercise of authority: They have laid on bad taxes, made
unjust wars. Qught we therefore to lay on no taxes and, under whatever
provocation, make no wars? Men and governments must act to the best of
their ability. There is no such thing as absolute certainty, but there is assur-
ance sufficient for the purposes of human life. We may, and must, assume
our opinion to be true for the guidance of our own conduct; and it is assum-
ing no more when we forbid bad men to pervert society by the propagation
of opinions which we regard as false and pernicious.

I answer that it is assuming very much more. There is the greatest dif-
ference between presuming an opiniop to be true because, with every
opportunity for contesting it, it has notbeen refuted, and assuming its truth
for the purpose of not permitting its refutation. Complete liberty of contra-
dicting and disproving our opinion is the very condition which justifies us in
assuming its truth for purposes of action; and on no other terms can a being
with human faculties have any rational assurance of being right.

‘When we consider either the history of opinion or the ordinary conduct
of human life, to what is it to be ascribed that the one and the other are no
worse than they are? Not certainly to the inherent force of the human
understanding; for, on any maiter not self-evident, there are ninety-nine
pexsons totally incapable of judging of it, for one who is capable; and the
capacity of the hundredth person is only comparative; for the majority of
the eminent men of every past generation held many opinions now known
to be erroneous and did or approved numerous things which no one will
now justify. Why is it, then, that there is on the whole a preponderance
among mankind of rational opinions and rational conduct? If there really is
this preponderance—which there must be, unless human affairs are, and
have always been, in an almost desperate state—it is owing to a quality of the
human mind, the source of everything respectable in man, either as an
intellectual or as a moral being, namely, that his errors are corrigible. He is

capable of rectifying his mistakes by discussion and experience—not by
experience alone. There must be discussion to show how experience is to be
interpreted. Wrong opinions and practices gradually yield to factand argu-
ment; but facts and arguments, to produce any effect on the mind, must be
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brought before it. Very few facts are able to tell their own story without com-
ments to bring out their meaning. The whole strength and value, then, of
human judgment, depending on the one property, that it can be set right
when it is wrong, reliance can be placed on it only when the means of set-
‘ting it right are kept constantly at hand. In the case of any person whose
Judgment is really deserving of confidence, how has it become so? Because
he has kept his mind open to criticism of his opinions and conduct. Because
ithas been his practice to listen to all that could be said against him, to profit
by as much of it as was just,? and expound to himself (and upon occasion to
others) the fallacy of what was fallacious. Because he has felt that the only
way in which a human being can make some approach to knowing the
whole of a subject is by hearing what can be said about it by persons of every
variety of opinion and smdying all modes in which it can be looked at by
every character of mind. No wise man ever acquired his wisdom in any mode
but this; nor is it in the nature of human intellect to become wise in any
other manner. The steady habit of correcting and completing his own opin-
ion by collating it with those of others, so far from causing doubt and hesi-
tation in carrying it into practice, is the only stable foundation for a just
refiance on it. For, being cognizant of all that can, at least obviously, be said
" against him, and having taken up his position against all gainsayers,* know-
ing that he has sought for objections and difficulties instead of avoiding
thern, and has shut out no light which can be thrown upon the subject from
any quarter—he has a right to think his judgment better than that of any
person, or any multitude, who have not gone through a similar process. . . .
Let us now pass to the second division of the argument, and, dismissing
the supposition that any of the received opinions may be false, let us assume
them to be true and examine into the worth of the manner in which they
are likely to be held, when their truth is not freely and openly canvassed.
However unwillingly a person who has a strong opinion may admit the pos-
sibility that his opinion may be false, he ought to be moved by the consid-
eration that, however true it may be, if it is not fully, frequently, and
tearlessly discussed, it will be held as a dead dogma, not a living truth.
There s a class of persons (happily not quite se numerous as formerly)
who think it enough if a person assents undoubtingly to what they think
true, though he has no knowledge whatever of the grounds of the opinion
and could not make a tenable defense of it against the most superficial
objections. Such persons, if they can once get their creed taught from
authority, naturally think that no good, and some harm, comes of its being
allowed to be questioned. Where their influence prevails, they make it
nearly impossible for the received opinion to be rejected wisely and consid-
erately, though it may sdll be rejected rashly and ignorantly; for to shut out
discussion entirely is seldom possible, and when it once gets in, beliefs not
grounded on conviction are apt to give way before the slightest semblance
of an argument. Waiving, however, this possibility—assuming that the true
opinion abides in the mind, but abides as a prejudice, a belief independent
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of, and proof® against, argument—this is not the way in which truth ought
to be held by a rational being. This is not knowing the truth. Truth, thus
held, is but one superstition the more, accidentally clinging to the words
which enunciate a truth. . ., .

He who knows only his own side of the case, knows little of that. His rea-
sons may be good, and no one may have been able to refute them. But if he
is equally unable to refute the reasons on the opposite side, if he does not so
much as know what they are, he has no ground for preferring either opinion.
The radonal position for him would be suspension of judgment, and unless
he contents himself with that, he is either led by authority or adopts, like the
generality of the world, the side to which he feels most inclination. Nor is it
enough that he should hear the arguments of adversaries from his own
teachers, presented as they state them and accompanied by what they offer
as refutations. This is not the way to do justice to the arguments or bring
them into real contact with his own mind. He must be able to hear them from
persons who actually believe them, who defend them in eamest and do their
very utmost for them. He must know them in their most plausible and per-
suasive form; he must feel the whole force of the difficulty which the true
view of the subject has to encounter and dispose of, else hie will never really
possess himself of the portion of truth which meets and removes that diffi-
culty, Ninetynine in a hundred of what are called educated men are in this
condition, even of those who can argue fluerity for their opinions. Their
conclusion may be true, but it might be false for anything they know: They
have never thrown themselves into the mental position of those who think
differently from them, and considered what such persons may have to say;
and consequently they do not, in any proper sense of the word, know the doc-
trine which they themselves profess. They do not know those parts of it which
explain and justify the remainder; the considerations which show that a fact
which seemingly conflicts with another is reconcilable with it, or that, of two
apparently strong reasons, one and not the other ought to be preferred. All
that part of the truth which turns the scale and decides the judgment of a
completely informed mind, they are strangers to; nor is it ever really known,
but to those who have attended equally and impartially to both sides and
endeavored to see the reasons of both in the strongest light. So essential is
this discipline to a real understanding of moral and human subjects, that if
opponents of all important fruths do not exist, it is indispensable to imagine
them and supply them with the strongest arguments which the most skillful
devil’s advocate can conjure up.

To abate the force of these considerations, an enemy of free discussion
may be supposed to say that there is no necessity for mankind in general to
know and understand all that can be said against or for their opinions by
philosophers and theologians. That it is not needful for common men to be
able to expose all the misstaternents or fallacies of an ingenious opponent.
That it is enough if there is always somebody capable of answering them, so
that nothing likely to mislead uninstructed persons remains unrefuted.
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That simple minds, having been taught the obvious grounds of the truths
inculcated on them, may trust to authority for the rest and, being aware that
they have neither knowledge nor talent to resolve every difficulty which can
be raised, may repose in the assurance that all those which have been raised
have been or can be answered by those who are specially trained to the task.

Conceding to this view of the subject the utmost that can be claimed for
it by those most easily satisfied with the amount of understanding of truth’
which ought to accompany the belief of it; even so, the argument for free
discussion is no way weakened. For even this doctrine acknowledges that
mankind ought to have a ratonal assurance that all objections have been
satisfactorily answered; and how are they to be answered if that which
requires to be answered is not spoken? Or how can the answer be known to
be satisfactory, if the objectors have no opportunity of showing that it is
unsatisfactory? If not the public, at least the philosophers and theologians
who are to resolve the difficulties, must make themselves familiar with those
difficulties in their most puzzling form; and this cannot be accomplished
unless they are freely stated, and placed in the most advantageous hght
which they admit of. .

If, however, the InlSChlE:VOUS operation of the absence of free discussion,
when the received opinions are true, were confined to leaving men ignorant
of the grounds of those opinjons, it might be thought that this, if an intel-
lectual [evil], is no moral evil, and does not affect the worth of the opinions,
regarded in their influence on the character, The fact, however, is that not
only the grounds of the opinion are forgotten in the absence of discussion,
but too often the meaning of the opinion itself. The words which convey it
cease to suggest ideas, or suggest only a small portion of those they were
originally employed to communicate. Instead of a vivid conception and a liv-
ing belief, there remain only a few phrases retained by rote; or, if any part,
the shell and husk only of the meaning is retained, the finer essence being
lost. The great chapter in human history which this fact occupies and fills
cannot be too earnestly studied and meditated on.

Itis illustrated in the experience of almost all ethical doctrines and reli-
gious creeds. They are all full of meaning and vitality to those who originate
them and to the direct disciples of the originators. Their meaning contin-
ues to be felt in undiminished strength, and is perhaps brought out into
even fuller consciousness, so long as the struggle lasts to give the doctrine
or creed an ascendancy over other creeds. At last it either prevails and
becomes the general opinion, or its progress stops; it keeps possession of the
ground it has gained but ceases to spread further. When either of these
results has become apparent, controversy on the subject flags and gradually
dies away. The doctrine has taken its place, if not as a received opinion, as
one of the admitted sects or divisions of opinion: Those who hold it have
generally inherited, not adopted, it; and conversion from one of these doc-
trines to another, being now an exceptional fact, occupies little place in the
thoughts of their professors. Instead of being, as at first, constantly on the
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alert either to defend themselves against the world, or to bring the world -
over to them, they have subsided into acquiescence and neither listen, when
they can help it, to arguments against their creed, nor trouble dissentients®
(if there be such) with arguments in its favor. From this time may usually be
dated the decline in the living power of the doctrine. We often hear the
teachers of all creeds lamenting the difficulty of keeping up in the minds of
believers a lively apprehension of the truth which they nominally recognize,
so that it may penetrate the feelings and acquire a real mastery over the con-
duct. No such difficulty is complained of while the creed is still fighting
for its existence; even the weaker combatants then know and feel what they
are fighting for, and the difference between it and other doctrines; and in
that period of every creed’s existence, not a few persons may be found who
have realized its fundamental principles in all the forms of thought, have
weighed and considered them in all their important bearings, and have
experienced the full effect on the character which beliefin that creed ought
to produce in a2 mind thoroughly imbued with it. But when it has come to
be an hereditary creed and to be received passively, not actively—when the
mind is no longer compelled, in the same degree as at first, to exercise its

_vital powers on the questions which its belief presents to it—there is a pro-
gressive tendency to forget all of the belief except the formularies,” or to
give it a dull and torpid assent, as if accepting it.on trust dispensed with the
necessity of realizing it in consciousness, or testing it by personal experi-
ence; untdl it almost ceases to conmect itself at all with the inner life of the
human being. .. .- .

It still remains to speak of one of the principal causes which make diver-
sity of opinion advantageous, and will continue to do so untl mankind shall
have entered a stage of intellectual advancement which at present seems at
an incalculable distance. We have hitherto considered only two possibilities:
that the received opinion may be false, and some other opinion, conse-
quently, true; or that, the received opinion being true, a conflict with the
Opposite error is essential to a clear apprehension and deep feeling of its
truth. But there is 2 commoner case than either of these: when the conflict-
ing doctrines, instead of being one true and the other false, share the truth
between them; and the nonconforming opinion is needed to supply the
remainder of the truth, of which the received doctrine embodies only a
part. Popular opinjons on subjects not palpable to sense are often true, but
seldom or never the whole truth. They are a part of the truth; sometimes a
greater, sometimes a smaller part, but exaggerated, distorted, and disjoined
from the truths by which they ought to be accompanied and limited.
Heretical opinions, on the other hand, are generally some of these sup-
pressed and neglected truths, bursting the bonds which kept them down,
and either seeking reconciliation with the truth contained in the common
opinion, or fronting it as enemies and setting themselves up, with similar
exclusiveness, as the whole truth. The latter case is hitherto the most fre-
quent, as, in the human mind, one-sidedness has always been the rule, and




On Liberty (selection): Reading

many-sidedness the exception. Hence, even in revolutions of opinion, one
part of the truth usually sets while another rises. Even progress, which ought
to superadd,® for the most part only substitutes one partial and incomplete
trath for another; improvement consisting chiefly in this, that the new frag-
ment of truth is more wanted, more adapted to the needs of the time, than
that which it displaces. Such being the partial character of prevailing opin-
ions, even when resting on a true foundation, every opinion which embod-
ies somewhat® of the portion of truth which the common opinion omits,
ought to be considered precious, with whatever amount of error and con-
fusion that truth may be blended. No sober Jjudge of human affairs will feel
bound to be indignant because those who force on our notice truths which
we should otherwise have overlooked, overlook some of those which we see.
Rather, he will think that so long as popular truth is onesided, it is more
desirable than otherwise that unpopular truth should have one-sided assert-
ers too—such being usually the most energetic and the most Hkely to com-
pel reluctant attention to the fragment of wisdom which they proclaim as if
it were the whole. . . .

We have now recognized the necessity to the mental well-being of
mankind (on which all their other well-being depends) of freedom of opin-
ion, and freedom of the expression of opinion, on four distinct grounds,
which we will now recapitulate.

First, if any opinion is compelled to silence, that opinion may, for aught
we can certainly know, be true. To deny this is to assume our own infallibil-
ity. Secondly, though the silenced opinion be an error, it may, and very com-
monly does, contain a portion of truth; and since the general or prevailing
opinion on any subject is rarely or never the whole truth, itis only by the col-
lision of adverse opinions that the remainder of the truth has any chance of
being supplied.

Thirdly, even if the received opinion be not only true, but the whole
truth; unless it is suffered’® to be, and actually is, vigorously and earnestly
contested, it will, by most of those who receive it, be held in the manner of
a prejudice, with little comprehension or feeling of its rational grounds.
And not only this, but, fourthly, the meaning of the doctrine itself will be
in danger of being lost or enfeebled, and deprived of its vital effect on the
character and conduct—the dogma becoming a mere formal profession,
inefficacious for good, but cumbering the ground and preventing the
growth of any real and heartfelt conviction from reason or personal expe-
rience.

Before quitting the subject of freedom of opinion, it is fit to take notice
of those who say that the free expression of all opinions should be permit-
ted on condition that the manner be temperate, and [that the expressions
opinions] do not pass the bounds of fair discussion. Much might be said on
the impossibility of fixing where these supposed bounds are to be placed;
for if the test be offense to those whose opinion is attacked, I think experi-
ence testifies that this offense is given whenever the attack is telling and pow-
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erful, and that every opponent who pushes them hard, and whom they find
it difficult to answer, appears to them, if he shows any strong feeling on the
subject, an intemperate opponent. But this, though an important consider-
ation in a practical point of view, merges in a more fundamental objection.
Undoubtedly the manner of asserting an opinion, even though it be a true
one, may be very objectionable and may justly incur severe censure. But the
principal offenses of the kind are such as it is mostly impossible, unless by
accidental self-betrayal, to bring home to conviction. The gravest of them is
to argue sophistically,'! to suppress facts or arguments, to misstate the ele-
ments of the case, or misrepresent the opposite opinion. But all this, even
to the most aggravated degree, is so continually done in perfect good faith
by persons who are not considered, and in many other respects may not
deserve to be considered, ignorant or incompetent, that it is rarely possibie
on adequate grounds conscientiously to stamp the misrepresentation as
morally culpable; and still less could law presume to interfere with this kind
of controversial misconduct. With regard to what is commonly meant by
intemperate discussion—narmely, invective, sarcasm, personality, and the
like—the denunciation of these weapons would deserve more sympathy if it
were ever proposed to interdict them equally to both sides; but it is only
desired to restrain the employment of them against the prevailing opinion.
Against the unprevailing they may not only be used without general disap-
proval, but will be likely to obtain for him who uses them the praise of hon-
est zeal and righteous indignation. .

Chapter Hll. On Individuality, as One of the Elements of Well-Being
Such being the reasons which make it imperative that human beings should
be free to form opinions and to express their opinions without reserve; and
such the baneful consequences to the intellectual [nature of man], and
through that to the moral nature of man, unless this liberty is either con-
ceded or asserted in spite of prohibition; let us next examine whether the
same reasons do not require that men should be free to act upon their opin-
ions—to carry these out in their lives without hindrance, either physical or
moral,** from their fellow men, so long as it is at their own risk and peril.
This last proviso is of course indispensable. No one pretends that actions
should be as free as opinions. On the contrary, even opinions lose their
immunity when the circumstances in which they are expressed are such. as
1o constitute their expression 2 positive instigation to some mischievous act.
An opinion that corn'® dealers are starvers of the poor, or that private prop-
erty is robbery, ought to be unmolested when simply circulated through the
press, but may justly incur punishment when delivered orally to an excited
mob assembled before the house of a corn dealer, or when handed about
2mong he svame Tach o dne form of 2 Phacard. Acts, of wWiatever Kind, which
without justifiable canse do harm to others may be, and in the more impor-
tant cases absolutely require to be, controlled by the unfavorable sentiments |
and, when needful, by the active interference, of mankind. The liberty of
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the individual must be thus far limited; he must not make himself a nui-
sance to other people. But if he refrains from molesting others in what con-
cerns them and merely acts according to his own inclination and judgment
in things which concern himself, the same reasons which show that opinien
should be free, prove also that he should be allowed, without molestation,
to carry his opinions into practice at his own cost. That mankind are not
infallible; that their truths, for the most part, are only half-truths; that unity
of opinion, unless resulting from the fullest and freest comparison of oppo-
site opinions, is not desirable, and diversity not an evil but a2 good, until
mankind are much more capable than at present of recognizing all sides of
the truth; are principles applicable to men’s modes of action, not less than
to their opinions. As it is useful that while mankind are imperfect there
should be different opinions, so is it that there should be different experi-
ments of living; that free scope should be given to varieties of character,
short of injury to others; and that the worth of different modes of life should
be proved practically, when anyone thinks fit to try them. It is desirable, in
short, that in things which do not primarily concern others, individuality
should assert itself. Where not the person’s own character, but the tradi-
tions or customs of other people are the rule of conduct, there is wanting
one of the principal ingredients of human happiness, and quite the chiefin-
gredient of individual and social progress.

»NOTES

1. Tudors: the English royal house that ruled from 1485 to 1603 [D. C.
ABFL, EDITOR]

. want: lack [D. C. ABEL]

. just: reasonable [D. C. ABEL]

. gainsayers: persons who reject a claim as untrue [D. C, ABEL]

. proof: unyielding hardness [D. C. ABEL]

. dissentients: persons expressing dissent [D. C. ABEL]

. formularies: formulas [D. C. ABEL]

. superadd: to add in a way that builds on what is already present {D. C.
ABEL] :
9. somewhat: something [D. C. ABEL]

10. syffered: allowed [D. C. ABEL]

11. sophistically: with the intention to deceive by giving a plausible but incor-

rect argument [D. C. ABrL]

12. moral: psychological [D. C. ABEL]

13. corn: grain [D. C. ABEL]
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