
sp
ea

k 
En

gl
ish

, a
nd

 p
ro

fe
ss

 to
 b

e 
a 

ki
nd

 o
f C

hr
ist

ia
ns

. N
o 

on
e 

ha
s a

 d
ee

pe
r d

isa
p-

pr
ob

at
io

n 
th

an
 I 

ha
ve

 o
f t

hi
s M

or
m

on
 in

sti
tu

tio
n;

 b
ot

h 
fo

r o
th

er
 re

as
on

s, 
an

d 
be

-
ca

us
e,

 fa
r f

ro
m

 b
ei

ng
 in

 a
ny

 w
ay

 c
ou

nt
en

an
ce

d 
by

 th
e 

pr
in

ci
pl

e 
of

 li
be

rty
, i

t i
s a

di
re

ct
 in

fra
ct

io
n 

of
 th

at
 p

rin
ci

pl
e,

 b
ei

ng
 a

 m
er

e 
riv

et
in

g 
of

 th
e 

ch
ai

ns
 o

f o
ne

 h
al

f
of

 th
e 

co
m

m
un

ity
, a

nd
 a

n 
em

an
ci

pa
tio

n 
of

 th
e 

ot
he

r f
ro

m
 re

ci
pr

oc
ity

 o
f o

bl
ig

a-
tio

n 
to

w
ar

ds
 th

em
. S

til
l, 

it 
m

us
t b

e 
re

m
em

be
re

d 
th

at
 th

is 
re

la
tio

n 
is 

as
 m

uc
h 

vo
l-

un
ta

ry
 o

n 
th

e 
pa

rt 
of

 th
e 

w
om

en
 c

on
ce

rn
ed

 in
 it

, a
nd

 w
ho

 m
ay

 b
e 

de
em

ed
 th

e
su

ffe
re

rs
 b

y 
it,

 a
s i

s t
he

 c
as

e 
w

ith
 a

ny
 o

th
er

 fo
rm

 o
f t

he
 m

ar
ria

ge
 in

sti
tu

tio
n;

 a
nd

ho
w

ev
er

 s
ur

pr
isi

ng
 th

is
 fa

ct
 m

ay
 a

pp
ea

r, 
it 

ha
s 

its
 e

xp
la

na
tio

n 
in

 th
e 

co
m

m
on

id
ea

s 
an

d 
cu

sto
m

s 
of

 th
e 

w
or

ld
, w

hi
ch

 te
ac

hi
ng

 w
om

en
 to

 th
in

k 
m

ar
ria

ge
 th

e
on

e 
th

in
g 

ne
ed

fu
l, 

m
ak

e 
it 

in
te

lli
gi

bl
e 

th
at

 m
an

y 
a 

w
om

an
 s

ho
ul

d 
pr

ef
er

 b
ei

ng
on

e 
of

 se
ve

ra
l w

iv
es

, t
o 

no
t b

ei
ng

 a
 w

ife
 a

t a
ll.

 O
th

er
 c

ou
nt

rie
s 

ar
e 

no
t a

sk
ed

 to
re

co
gn

iz
e 

su
ch

 u
ni

on
s, 

or
 re

le
as

e 
an

y 
po

rti
on

 o
f t

he
ir 

in
ha

bi
ta

nt
s f

ro
m

 th
ei

r o
w

n
la

w
s 

on
 th

e 
sc

or
e 

of
 M

or
m

on
ite

 o
pi

ni
on

s.
 B

ut
 w

he
n 

th
e 

di
ss

en
tie

nt
s 

ha
ve

 c
on

-
ce

de
d 

to
 th

e 
ho

sti
le

 s
en

tim
en

ts
 o

f 
ot

he
rs

, 
fa

r 
m

or
e 

th
an

 c
ou

ld
 ju

stl
y 

be
 d

e-
m

an
de

d;
 w

he
n 

th
ey

 h
av

e 
le

ft 
th

e 
co

un
tri

es
 to

 w
hi

ch
 th

ei
r d

oc
tri

ne
s 

w
er

e 
un

ac
-

ce
pt

ab
le

, a
nd

 e
sta

bl
ish

ed
 th

em
se

lv
es

 in
 a

 re
m

ot
e 

co
rn

er
 o

f t
he

 e
ar

th
, w

hi
ch

 th
ey

ha
ve

 b
ee

n 
th

e 
fir

st
 to

 re
nd

er
 h

ab
ita

bl
e 

to
 h

um
an

 b
ei

ng
s;

 it
 is

 d
iffi

cu
lt 

to
 s

ee
 o

n
w

ha
t p

rin
ci

pl
es

 b
ut

 th
os

e 
of

 ty
ra

nn
y 

th
ey

 c
an

 b
e 

pr
ev

en
te

d 
fro

m
 li

vi
ng

 th
er

e 
un

-
de

r w
ha

t l
aw

s t
he

y 
pl

ea
se

, p
ro

vi
de

d 
th

ey
 c

om
m

it 
no

 a
gg

re
ss

io
n 

on
 o

th
er

 n
at

io
ns

,
an

d 
al

lo
w

 p
er

fe
ct

 fr
ee

do
m

 o
f 

de
pa

rtu
re

 to
 th

os
e 

w
ho

 a
re

 d
iss

at
isfi

ed
 w

ith
 th

ei
r

w
ay

s.
 A

 re
ce

nt
 w

rit
er

, i
n 

so
m

e 
re

sp
ec

ts
 o

f c
on

sid
er

ab
le

 m
er

it,
 p

ro
po

se
s 

(to
 u

se
hi

s o
w

n 
w

or
ds

,) 
no

t a
 c

ru
sa

de
, b

ut
 a

 c
iv

ili
za

de
, a

ga
in

st 
th

is 
po

ly
ga

m
ou

s c
om

m
u-

ni
ty

, t
o 

pu
t a

n 
en

d 
to

 w
ha

t s
ee

m
s 

to
 h

im
 a

 re
tro

gr
ad

e 
ste

p 
in

 c
iv

ili
za

tio
n.

 It
 a

lso
ap

pe
ar

s s
o 

to
 m

e,
 b

ut
 I 

am
 n

ot
 a

w
ar

e 
th

at
 a

ny
 c

om
m

un
ity

 h
as

 a
 ri

gh
t t

o 
fo

rc
e 

an
-

ot
he

r t
o 

be
 c

iv
ili

ze
d.

 S
o 

lo
ng

 a
s t

he
 su

ffe
re

rs
 b

y 
th

e 
ba

d 
la

w
 d

o 
no

t i
nv

ok
e 

as
sis

-
ta

nc
e 

fro
m

 o
th

er
 c

om
m

un
iti

es
, I

 c
an

no
t a

dm
it 

th
at

 p
er

so
ns

 e
nt

ire
ly

 u
nc

on
ne

ct
ed

w
ith

 th
em

 o
ug

ht
 to

 st
ep

 in
 a

nd
 re

qu
ire

 th
at

 a
 c

on
di

tio
n 

of
 th

in
gs

 w
ith

 w
hi

ch
 a

ll
w

ho
 a

re
 d

ire
ct

ly
 in

te
re

ste
d 

ap
pe

ar
 to

 b
e 

sa
tis

fie
d,

 s
ho

ul
d 

be
 p

ut
 a

n 
en

d 
to

 b
e-

ca
us

e 
it 

is
 a

 s
ca

nd
al

 to
 p

er
so

ns
 s

om
e 

th
ou

sa
nd

s 
of

 m
ile

s 
di

sta
nt

, w
ho

 h
av

e 
no

pa
rt 

or
 c

on
ce

rn
 in

 it
. L

et
 th

em
 se

nd
 m

iss
io

na
rie

s, 
if 

th
ey

 p
le

as
e,

 to
 p

re
ac

h 
ag

ai
ns

t
it;

 a
nd

 le
t t

he
m

, b
y 

an
y 

fa
ir 

m
ea

ns
, (

of
 w

hi
ch

 si
le

nc
in

g 
th

e 
te

ac
he

rs
 is

 n
ot

 o
ne

,)
op

po
se

 th
e 

pr
og

re
ss

 o
f s

im
ila

r d
oc

tri
ne

s 
am

on
g 

th
ei

r o
w

n 
pe

op
le

. I
f c

iv
ili

za
tio

n
ha

s 
go

t t
he

 b
et

te
r o

f b
ar

ba
ris

m
 w

he
n 

ba
rb

ar
ism

 h
ad

 th
e 

w
or

ld
 to

 it
se

lf,
 it

 is
 to

o
m

uc
h 

to
 p

ro
fe

ss
 to

 b
e 

af
ra

id
 le

st
 b

ar
ba

ris
m

, a
fte

r 
ha

vi
ng

 b
ee

n 
fa

irl
y 

go
t u

nd
er

,
sh

ou
ld

 re
vi

ve
 a

nd
 c

on
qu

er
 c

iv
ili

za
tio

n.
 A

 c
iv

ili
za

tio
n 

th
at

 c
an

 th
us

 s
uc

cu
m

b 
to

its
 v

an
qu

ish
ed

 e
ne

m
y 

m
us

t fi
rs

t h
av

e 
be

co
m

e 
so

 d
eg

en
er

at
e,

 th
at

 n
ei

th
er

 it
s 

ap
-

po
in

te
d 

pr
ie

sts
 a

nd
 te

ac
he

rs
, n

or
 a

ny
bo

dy
 e

lse
, h

as
 th

e 
ca

pa
ci

ty
, o

r w
ill

 ta
ke

 th
e

tro
ub

le
, t

o 
sta

nd
 u

p 
fo

r i
t. 

If 
th

is 
be

 so
, t

he
 so

on
er

 su
ch

 a
 c

iv
ili

za
tio

n 
re

ce
iv

es
 n

o-
tic

e 
to

 q
ui

t, 
th

e 
be

tte
r. 

It 
ca

n 
on

ly
 g

o 
on

 fr
om

 b
ad

 to
 w

or
se

, u
nt

il 
de

str
oy

ed
 a

nd
re

ge
ne

ra
te

d 
(li

ke
 th

e 
W

es
te

rn
 E

m
pi

re
) b

y 
en

er
ge

tic
 b

ar
ba

ria
ns

.
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O
n 

Li
be

rty
Jo

hn
 S

tu
ar

t M
ill

Ch
ap

te
r I

. I
nt

ro
du

ct
or

y

TH
E

 s
ub

je
ct

 o
f 

th
is

 E
ss

ay
 is

 n
ot

 th
e 

so
-c

al
le

d 
Li

be
rty

 o
f 

th
e 

W
ill

, s
o 

un
fo

rtu
-

na
te

ly
 o

pp
os

ed
 to

 th
e 

m
isn

am
ed

 d
oc

tri
ne

 o
f P

hi
lo

so
ph

ic
al

 N
ec

es
sit

y;
 b

ut
 C

iv
il,

or
 S

oc
ia

l L
ib

er
ty

: t
he

 n
at

ur
e 

an
d 

lim
its

 o
f t

he
 p

ow
er

 w
hi

ch
 c

an
 b

e 
le

gi
tim

at
el

y
ex

er
ci

se
d 

by
 so

ci
et

y 
ov

er
 th

e 
in

di
vi

du
al

.… …
Th

e 
ob

je
ct

 o
f t

hi
s 

Es
sa

y 
is

 to
 a

ss
er

t o
ne

 v
er

y 
sim

pl
e 

pr
in

ci
pl

e,
 a

s 
en

tit
le

d 
to

go
ve

rn
 a

bs
ol

ut
el

y 
th

e 
de

al
in

gs
 o

f s
oc

ie
ty

 w
ith

 th
e 

in
di

vi
du

al
 in

 th
e 

w
ay

 o
f c

om
-

pu
lsi

on
 a

nd
 c

on
tro

l, 
w

he
th

er
 th

e 
m

ea
ns

 u
se

d 
be

 p
hy

sic
al

 fo
rc

e 
in

 th
e 

fo
rm

 o
f l

e-
ga

l p
en

al
tie

s, 
or

 th
e 

m
or

al
 c

oe
rc

io
n 

of
 p

ub
lic

 o
pi

ni
on

. T
ha

t p
rin

ci
pl

e 
is,

 th
at

 th
e

so
le

 e
nd

 fo
r w

hi
ch

 m
an

ki
nd

 a
re

 w
ar

ra
nt

ed
, i

nd
iv

id
ua

lly
 o

r c
ol

le
ct

iv
el

y 
in

 in
te

r-
fe

rin
g 

w
ith

 th
e 

lib
er

ty
 o

f a
ct

io
n 

of
 a

ny
 o

f t
he

ir 
nu

m
be

r, 
is

 s
el

f-p
ro

te
ct

io
n.

 T
ha

t
th

e 
on

ly
 p

ur
po

se
 fo

r w
hi

ch
 p

ow
er

 c
an

 b
e 

rig
ht

fu
lly

 e
xe

rc
ise

d 
ov

er
 a

ny
 m

em
be

r
of

 a
 c

iv
ili

ze
d 

co
m

m
un

ity
, a

ga
in

st
 h

is
 w

ill
, i

s 
to

 p
re

ve
nt

 h
ar

m
 to

 o
th

er
s. 

H
is

 o
w

n
go

od
, e

ith
er

 p
hy

sic
al

 o
r 

m
or

al
, i

s 
no

t a
 s

uf
fic

ie
nt

 w
ar

ra
nt

. H
e 

ca
nn

ot
 ri

gh
tfu

lly
be

 c
om

pe
lle

d 
to

 d
o 

or
 fo

rb
ea

r b
ec

au
se

 it
 w

ill
 b

e 
be

tte
r f

or
 h

im
 to

 d
o 

so
, b

ec
au

se
it 

w
ill

 m
ak

e 
hi

m
 h

ap
pi

er
, b

ec
au

se
, i

n 
th

e 
op

in
io

ns
 o

f o
th

er
s,

 to
 d

o 
so

 w
ou

ld
 b

e
w

ise
, o

r e
ve

n 
rig

ht
. T

he
se

 a
re

 g
oo

d 
re

as
on

s 
fo

r r
em

on
str

at
in

g 
w

ith
 h

im
, o

r r
ea

-
so

ni
ng

 w
ith

 h
im

, o
r 

pe
rs

ua
di

ng
 h

im
, o

r 
en

tre
at

in
g 

hi
m

, b
ut

 n
ot

 fo
r 

co
m

pe
lli

ng
hi

m
, o

r v
isi

tin
g 

hi
m

 w
ith

 a
ny

 e
vi

l, 
in

 c
as

e 
he

 d
o 

ot
he

rw
ise

. T
o 

ju
sti

fy
 th

at
, t

he
co

nd
uc

t f
ro

m
 w

hi
ch

 it
 is

 d
es

ire
d 

to
 d

et
er

 h
im

 m
us

t b
e 

ca
lc

ul
at

ed
 to

 p
ro

du
ce

 e
vi

l
to

 s
om

e 
on

e 
el

se
. 

Th
e 

on
ly

 p
ar

t 
of

 th
e 

co
nd

uc
t 

of
 a

ny
 o

ne
, 

fo
r 

w
hi

ch
 h

e 
is

am
en

ab
le

 to
 so

ci
et

y,
 is

 th
at

 w
hi

ch
 c

on
ce

rn
s o

th
er

s. 
In

 th
e 

pa
rt 

w
hi

ch
 m

er
el

y 
co

n-
ce

rn
s h

im
se

lf,
 h

is 
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
 is

, o
f r

ig
ht

, a
bs

ol
ut

e.
 O

ve
r h

im
se

lf,
 o

ve
r h

is 
ow

n
bo

dy
 a

nd
 m

in
d,

 th
e 

in
di

vi
du

al
 is

 so
ve

re
ig

n.
It 

is,
 p

er
ha

ps
, h

ar
dl

y 
ne

ce
ss

ar
y 

to
 sa

y 
th

at
 th

is
 d

oc
tri

ne
 is

 m
ea

nt
 to

 a
pp

ly
 o

nl
y

to
 h

um
an

 b
ei

ng
s 

in
 th

e 
m

at
ur

ity
 o

f t
he

ir 
fa

cu
lti

es
. W

e 
ar

e 
no

t s
pe

ak
in

g 
of

 c
hi

l-
dr

en
, o

r o
f y

ou
ng

 p
er

so
ns

 b
el

ow
 th

e 
ag

e 
w

hi
ch

 th
e 

la
w

 m
ay

 fi
x 

as
 th

at
 o

f m
an

-
ho

od
 o

r w
om

an
ho

od
. T

ho
se

 w
ho

 a
re

 st
ill

 in
 a

 st
at

e 
to

 re
qu

ire
 b

ei
ng

 ta
ke

n 
ca

re
 o

f
by

 o
th

er
s, 

m
us

t b
e 

pr
ot

ec
te

d 
ag

ai
ns

t t
he

ir 
ow

n 
ac

tio
ns

 a
s w

el
l a

s a
ga

in
st 

ex
te

rn
al

in
ju

ry
. F

or
 th

e 
sa

m
e 

re
as

on
, w

e 
m

ay
 le

av
e 

ou
t o

f c
on

sid
er

at
io

n 
th

os
e 

ba
ck

w
ar

d
sta

te
s o

f s
oc

ie
ty

 in
 w

hi
ch

 th
e 

ra
ce

 it
se

lf 
m

ay
 b

e 
co

ns
id

er
ed

 a
s i

n 
its

 n
on

ag
e.

 T
he

ea
rly

 d
iffi

cu
lti

es
 in

 th
e 

w
ay

 o
f 

sp
on

ta
ne

ou
s 

pr
og

re
ss

 a
re

 s
o 

gr
ea

t, 
th

at
 th

er
e 

is
se

ld
om

 a
ny

 c
ho

ic
e 

of
 m

ea
ns

 fo
r o

ve
rc

om
in

g 
th

em
; a

nd
 a

 ru
le

r f
ul

l o
f t

he
 sp

iri
t o

f
im

pr
ov

em
en

t i
s 

w
ar

ra
nt

ed
 in

 th
e 

us
e 

of
 a

ny
 e

xp
ed

ie
nt

s 
th

at
 w

ill
 a

tta
in

 a
n 

en
d,

pe
rh

ap
s 

ot
he

rw
ise

 u
na

tta
in

ab
le

. D
es

po
tis

m
 is

 a
 le

gi
tim

at
e 

m
od

e 
of

 g
ov

er
nm

en
t

in
 d

ea
lin

g 
w

ith
 b

ar
ba

ria
ns

, 
pr

ov
id

ed
 th

e 
en

d 
be

 th
ei

r 
im

pr
ov

em
en

t, 
an

d 
th

e
m

ea
ns

 ju
sti

fie
d 

by
 a

ct
ua

lly
 e

ffe
ct

in
g 

th
at

 e
nd

. L
ib

er
ty

, a
s 

a 
pr

in
ci

pl
e,

 h
as

 n
o 

ap
-

pl
ic

at
io

n 
to

 a
ny

 st
at

e 
of

 th
in

gs
 a

nt
er

io
r t

o 
th

e 
tim

e 
w

he
n 

m
an

ki
nd

 h
av

e 
be

co
m

e
ca

pa
bl

e 
of

 b
ei

ng
 im

pr
ov

ed
 b

y 
fre

e 
an

d 
eq

ua
l 

di
sc

us
sio

n.
 U

nt
il 

th
en

, 
th

er
e 

is
no

th
in

g 
fo

r t
he

m
 b

ut
 im

pl
ic

it 
ob

ed
ie

nc
e 

to
 a

n 
A

kb
ar

 o
r a

 C
ha

rle
m

ag
ne

, i
f t

he
y

1



that the am
usem

ent of som
e is the day’s w

ork of others; but the pleasure, not to
say the useful recreation, of m

any, is w
orth the labor of a few, provided the oc-

cupation is freely chosen, and can be freely resigned. The operatives are per-
fectly right in thinking that if all w

orked on Sunday, seven days’ w
ork w

ould
have to be given for six days’ w

ages: but so long as the great m
ass of em

ploy-
m

ents are suspended, the sm
all num

ber w
ho for the enjoym

ent of others m
ust

still w
ork, obtain a proportional increase of earnings; and they are not obliged to

follow
 those occupations, if they prefer leisure to em

olum
ent. If a further rem

-
edy is sought, it m

ight be found in the establishm
ent by custom

 of a holiday on
som

e other day of the w
eek for those particular classes of persons. The only

ground, therefore, on w
hich restrictions on Sunday am

usem
ents can be de-

fended, m
ust be that they are religiously w

rong; a m
otive of legislation w

hich
never can be too earnestly protested against. “D

eorum
 injuriae D

iis curae.” It re-
m

ains to be proved that society or any of its officers holds a com
m

ission from
 on

high to avenge any supposed offence to O
m

nipotence, w
hich is not also a w

rong
to our fellow

-creatures. The notion that it is one m
an’s duty that another should

be religious, w
as the foundation of all the religious persecutions ever perpe-

trated, and if adm
itted, w

ould fully justify them
. Though the feeling w

hich
breaks out in the repeated attem

pts to stop railw
ay travelling on Sunday, in the

resistance to the opening of M
useum

s, and the like, has not the cruelty of the old
persecutors, the state of m

ind indicated by it is fundam
entally the sam

e. It is a
determ

ination not to tolerate others in doing w
hat is perm

itted by their religion,
because it is not perm

itted by the persecutor’s religion. It is a belief that G
od not

only abom
inates the act of the m

isbeliever, but w
ill not hold us guiltless if w

e
leave him

 unm
olested.

I cannot refrain from
 adding to these exam

ples of the little account com
m

only
m

ade of hum
an liberty, the language of dow

nright persecution w
hich breaks out

from
 the press of this country, w

henever it feels called on to notice the rem
ark-

able phenom
enon of M

orm
onism

. M
uch m

ight be said on the unexpected and
instructive fact, that an alleged new

 revelation, and a religion, founded on it, the
product of palpable im

posture, not even supported by the prestige of extraordi-
nary qualities in its founder, is believed by hundreds of thousands, and has been
m

ade the foundation of a society, in the age of new
spapers, railw

ays, and the
electric telegraph. W

hat here concerns us is, that this religion, like other and bet-
ter religions, has its m

artyrs; that its prophet and founder w
as, for his teaching,

put to death by a m
ob; that others of its adherents lost their lives by the sam

e
law

less violence; that they w
ere forcibly expelled, in a body, from

 the country in
w

hich they first grew
 up; w

hile, now
 that they have been chased into a solitary

recess in the m
idst of a desert, m

any in this country openly declare that it w
ould

be right (only that it is not convenient) to send an expedition against them
, and

com
pel them

 by force to conform
 to the opinions of other people. The article of

the M
orm

onite doctrine w
hich is the chief provocative to the antipathy w

hich
thus breaks through the ordinary restraints of religious tolerance, is its sanction
of polygam

y; w
hich, though perm

itted to M
ahom

edans, and H
indoos, and Chi-

nese, seem
s to excite unquenchable anim

osity w
hen practised by persons w

ho
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are so fortunate as to find one. But as soon as m
ankind have attained the capac-

ity of being guided to their ow
n im

provem
ent by conviction or persuasion (a pe-

riod long since reached in all nations w
ith w

hom
 w

e need here concern our-
selves), com

pulsion, either in the direct form
 or in that of pains and penalties for

non-com
pliance, is no longer adm

issible as a m
eans to their ow

n good, and justi-
fiable only for the security of others.

It is proper to state that I forego any advantage w
hich could be derived to m

y
argum

ent from
 the idea of abstract right as a thing independent of utility. I re-

gard utility as the ultim
ate appeal on all ethical questions; but it m

ust be utility
in the largest sense, grounded on the perm

anent interests of m
an as a progressive

being. Those interests, I contend, authorize the subjection of individual spon-
taneity to external control, only in respect to those actions of each, w

hich con-
cern the interest of other people. If any one does an act hurtful to others, there is
a prim

a facie case for punishing him
, by law, or, w

here legal penalties are not
safely applicable, by general disapprobation. There are also m

any positive acts
for the benefit of others, w

hich he m
ay rightfully be com

pelled to perform
; such

as, to give evidence in a court of justice; to bear his fair share in the com
m

on de-
fence, or in any other joint w

ork necessary to the interest of the society of w
hich

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 defenceless

against ill-usage, things w
hich w

henever it is obviously a m
an’s duty to do, he

m
ay rightfully be m

ade responsible to society for not doing. A
 person m

ay cause
evil to others not only by his actions but by his inaction, and in neither case he is
justly accountable to them

 for the injury. The latter case, it is true, requires a
m

uch m
ore cautious exercise of com

pulsion than the form
er. To m

ake any one
answ

erable for doing evil to others, is the rule; to m
ake him

 answ
erable for not

preventing evil, is, com
paratively speaking, the exception. Yet there are m

any
cases clear enough and grave enough to justify that exception. In all things
w

hich regard the external relations of the individual, he is de jure am
enable to

those w
hose interests are concerned, and if need be, to society as their protector.

There are often good reasons for not holding him
 to the responsibility; but these

reasons m
ust arise from

 the special expediencies of the case: either because it is
a kind of case in w

hich he is on the w
hole likely to act better, w

hen left to his
ow

n discretion, than w
hen controlled in any w

ay in w
hich society have it in their

pow
er to control him

; or because the attem
pt to exercise control w

ould produce
other evils, greater than those w

hich it w
ould prevent. W

hen such reasons as
these preclude the enforcem

ent of responsibility, the conscience of the agent
him

self should step into the vacant judgm
ent-seat, and protect those interests of

others w
hich have no external protection; judging him

self all the m
ore rigidly,

because the case does not adm
it of his being m

ade accountable to the judgm
ent

of his fellow
-creatures.

But there is a sphere of action in w
hich society, as distinguished from

 the indi-
vidual, has, if any, only an indirect interest; com

prehending all that portion of a
person’s life and conduct w

hich affects only him
self, or, if it also affects others,

only w
ith their free, voluntary, and undeceived consent and participation. W

hen
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tation of existing facts, the state of things they describe is not only a conceivable
and possible, but a probable result of dem

ocratic feeling, com
bined w

ith the no-
tion that the public has a right to a veto on the m

anner in w
hich individuals shall

spend their incom
es. W

e have only further to suppose a considerable diffusion of
Socialist opinions, and it m

ay becom
e infam

ous in the eyes of the m
ajority to

possess m
ore property than som

e very sm
all am

ount, or any incom
e not earned

by m
anual labor. O

pinions sim
ilar in principle to these, already prevail w

idely
am

ong the artisan class, and w
eigh oppressively on those w

ho are am
enable to

the opinion chiefly of that class, nam
ely, its ow

n m
em

bers. It is know
n that the

bad w
orkm

en w
ho form

 the m
ajority of the operatives in m

any branches of in-
dustry, are decidedly of opinion that bad w

orkm
en ought to receive the sam

e
w

ages as good, and that no one ought to be allow
ed, through piecew

ork or other-
w

ise, to earn by superior skill or industry m
ore than others can w

ithout it. A
nd

they em
ploy a m

oral police, w
hich occasionally becom

es a physical one, to deter
skilful w

orkm
en from

 receiving, and em
ployers from

 giving, a larger rem
unera-

tion for a m
ore useful service. If the public have any jurisdiction over private

concerns, I cannot see that these people are in fault, or that any individual’s par-
ticular public can be blam

ed for asserting the sam
e authority over his individual

conduct, w
hich the general public asserts over people in general.

But, w
ithout dw

elling upon supposititious cases, there are, in our ow
n day,

gross usurpations upon the liberty of private life actually practised, and still
greater ones threatened w

ith som
e expectation of success, and opinions proposed

w
hich assert an unlim

ited right in the public not only to prohibit by law
 every-

thing w
hich it thinks w

rong, but in order to get at w
hat it thinks w

rong, to pro-
hibit any num

ber of things w
hich it adm

its to be innocent.
U

nder the nam
e of preventing intem

perance the people of one English colony,
and of nearly half the U

nited States, have been interdicted by law
 from

 m
aking

any use w
hatever of ferm

ented drinks, except for m
edical purposes: for prohibi-

tion of their sale is in fact, as it is intended to be, prohibition of their use. A
nd

though the im
practicability of executing the law

 has caused its repeal in several
of the States w

hich had adopted it, including the one from
 w

hich it derives its
nam

e, an attem
pt has notw

ithstanding been com
m

enced, and is prosecuted w
ith

considerable zeal by m
any of the professed philanthropists, to agitate for a sim

i-
lar law

 in this country. The association, or “A
lliance” as it term

s itself, w
hich

has been form
ed for this purpose, has acquired som

e notoriety through the pub-
licity given to a correspondence betw

een its Secretary and one of the very few
English public m

en w
ho hold that a politician’s opinions ought to be founded on

principles. Lord
 Stanley’s share

 in
 this correspondence

 is calculated
 to

strengthen the hopes already built on him
, by those w

ho know
 how

 rare such
qualities as are m

anifested in som
e of his public appearances, unhappily are

am
ong those w

ho figure in political life. The organ of the A
lliance, w

ho w
ould

“deeply deplore the recognition of any principle w
hich could be w

rested to jus-
tify bigotry and persecution,” undertakes to point out the “broad and im

passable
barrier” w

hich divides such principles from
 those of the association. “A

ll m
at-

ters relating to thought, opinion, conscience, appear to m
e,” he says, “to be w

ith-

1
3

considered as rights; and secondly, in each person’s bearing his share (to be
fixed on som

e equitable principle) of the labors and sacrifices incurred for de-
fending the society or its m

em
bers from

 injury and m
olestation. These condi-

tions society is justified in enforcing, at all costs to those w
ho endeavor to w

ith-
hold fulfilm

ent. N
or is this all that society m

ay do. The acts of an individual m
ay

be hurtful to others, or w
anting in due consideration for their w

elfare, w
ithout

going the length of violating any of their constituted rights. The offender m
ay

then be justly punished by opinion, though not by law. A
s soon as any part of a

person’s conduct affects prejudicially the interests of others, society has jurisdic-
tion over it, and the question w

hether the general w
elfare w

ill or w
ill not be pro-

m
oted by interfering w

ith it, becom
es open to discussion. But there is no room

for entertaining any such question w
hen a person’s conduct affects the interests

of no persons besides him
self, or needs not affect them

 unless they like (all the
persons concerned being of full age, and the ordinary am

ount of understanding).
In all such cases there should be perfect freedom

, legal and social, to do the ac-
tion and stand the consequences.

It w
ould be a great m

isunderstanding of this doctrine, to suppose that it is one
of selfish indifference, w

hich pretends that hum
an beings have no business w

ith
each other’s conduct in life, and that they should not concern them

selves about
the w

ell-doing or w
ell-being of one another, unless their ow

n interest is in-
volved. Instead of any dim

inution, there is need of a great increase of disinter-
ested exertion to prom

ote the good of others. But disinterested benevolence can
find

 other instrum
ents to

 persuade people to
 their good, than

 w
hips and

scourges, either of the literal or the m
etaphorical sort. I am

 the last person to un-
dervalue the self-regarding virtues; they are only second in im

portance, if even
second, to the social. It is equally the business of education to cultivate both. But
even education w

orks by conviction and persuasion as w
ell as by com

pulsion,
and it is by the form

er only that, w
hen the period of education is past, the

self-regarding virtues should be inculcated. H
um

an beings ow
e to each other

help to distinguish the better from
 the w

orse, and encouragem
ent to choose the

form
er and avoid the latter. They should be forever stim

ulating each other to in-
creased exercise of their higher faculties, and increased direction of their feel-
ings and aim

s tow
ards w

ise instead of foolish, elevating instead of degrading,
objects and contem

plations. But neither one person, nor any num
ber of persons,

is w
arranted in saying to another hum

an creature of ripe years, that he shall not
do w

ith his life for his ow
n benefit w

hat he chooses to do w
ith it. H

e is the per-
son m

ost interested in his ow
n w

ell-being, the interest w
hich any other person,

except in cases of strong personal attachm
ent, can have in it, is trifling, com

-
pared w

ith that w
hich he him

self has; the interest w
hich society has in him

 indi-
vidually (except as to his conduct to others) is fractional, and altogether indirect:
w

hile, w
ith respect to his ow

n feelings and circum
stances, the m

ost ordinary
m

an or w
om

an has m
eans of know

ledge im
m

easurably surpassing those that can
be possessed by any one else. The interference of society to overrule his judg-
m

ent and purposes in w
hat only regards him

self, m
ust be grounded on general

presum
ptions; w

hich m
ay be altogether w

rong, and even if right, are as likely as

4
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A
s a first instance, consider the antipathies w

hich m
en cherish on no better

grounds than that persons w
hose religious opinions are different from

 theirs, do
not practise their religious observances, especially their religious abstinences. To
cite a rather trivial exam

ple, nothing in the creed or practice of Christians does
m

ore to envenom
 the hatred of M

ahom
edans against them

, than the fact of their
eating pork. There are few

 acts w
hich Christians and Europeans regard w

ith
m

ore unaffected disgust, than M
ussulm

ans regard this particular m
ode of satis-

fying hunger. It is, in the first place, an offence against their religion; but this cir-
cum

stance by no m
eans explains either the degree or the kind of their repug-

nance; for w
ine also is forbidden by their religion, and to partake of it is by all

M
ussulm

ans accounted w
rong, but not disgusting. Their aversion to the flesh of

the “unclean beast” is, on the contrary, of that peculiar character, resem
bling an

instinctive antipathy, w
hich the idea of uncleanness, w

hen once it thoroughly
sinks into the feelings, seem

s alw
ays to excite even in those w

hose personal
habits are anything but scrupulously cleanly and of w

hich the sentim
ent of reli-

gious im
purity, so intense in the H

indoos, is a rem
arkable exam

ple. Suppose
now

 that in a people, of w
hom

 the m
ajority w

ere M
ussulm

ans, that m
ajority

should insist upon not perm
itting pork to be eaten w

ithin the lim
its of the coun-

try. This w
ould be nothing new

 in M
ahom

edan countries. W
ould it be a legiti-

m
ate exercise of the m

oral authority of public opinion? and if not, w
hy not? The

practice is really revolting to such a public. They also sincerely think that it is
forbidden and abhorred by the D

eity. N
either could the prohibition be censured

as religious persecution. It m
ight be religious in its origin, but it w

ould not be
persecution for religion, since nobody’s religion m

akes it a duty to eat pork. The
only tenable ground of condem

nation w
ould be, that w

ith the personal tastes and
self-regarding concerns of individuals the public has no business to interfere.

1

 The case of the Bom
bay Parsees is a curious instance in point. W

hen this industrious and enter-
prising tribe, the descendants of the Persian fire-w

orshippers, flying from
 their native country before

the Caliphs, arrived in W
estern India, they w

ere adm
itted to toleration by the H

indoo sovereigns, on
condition of not eating beef. W

hen those regions afterw
ards fell under the dom

inion of M
ahom

edan
conquerors, the Parsees obtained from

 them
 a continuance of indulgence, on condition of refraining

from
 pork. W

hat w
as at first obedience to authority becam

e 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 tim

e to grow
 into a custom

 of their tribe; and custom
, in the East, is a religion.

1

To com
e som

ew
hat nearer hom

e: the m
ajority of Spaniards consider it a gross

im
piety, offensive in the highest degree to the Suprem

e Being, to w
orship him

 in
any other m

anner than the Rom
an Catholic; and no other public w

orship is law
-

ful on Spanish soil. The people of all Southern Europe look upon a m
arried

clergy as not only irreligious, but unchaste, indecent, gross, disgusting. W
hat do

Protestants think of these perfectly sincere feelings, and of the attem
pt to enforce

them
 against non-Catholics? Yet, if m

ankind are justified in interfering w
ith each

other’s liberty in things w
hich do not concern the interests of others, on w

hat
principle is it possible consistently to exclude these cases? or w

ho can blam
e

people for desiring to suppress w
hat they regard as a scandal in the sight of G

od
and m

an?
N

o stronger case can be show
n for prohibiting anything w

hich is regarded as a

1
1

of feeling and intellect—
m

ust expect to be low
ered in the opinion of others, and

to have a less share of their favorable sentim
ents, but of this he has no right to

com
plain, unless he has m

erited their favor by special excellence in his social re-
lations, and has thus established a title to their good offices, w

hich is not af-
fected by his dem

erits tow
ards him

self.
W

hat I contend for is, that the inconveniences w
hich are strictly inseparable

from
 the unfavorable judgm

ent of others, are the only ones to w
hich a person

should ever be subjected for that portion of his conduct and character w
hich con-

cerns his ow
n good, but w

hich does not affect the interests of others in their rela-
tions w

ith him
. A

cts injurious to others require a totally different treatm
ent. En-

croachm
ent on their rights; infliction on them

 of any loss or dam
age not justified

by his ow
n rights; falsehood or duplicity in dealing w

ith them
; unfair or ungen-

erous use of advantages over them
; even selfish abstinence from

 defending them
against injury—

these are fit objects of m
oral reprobation, and, in grave cases, of

m
oral retribution and punishm

ent. A
nd not only these acts, but the dispositions

w
hich lead to them

, are properly im
m

oral, and fit subjects of disapprobation
w

hich m
ay rise to abhorrence. Cruelty of disposition; m

alice and ill-nature; that
m

ost anti-social and odious of all passions, envy; dissim
ulation and insincerity,

irascibility on insufficient cause, and resentm
ent disproportioned to the provoca-

tion; the love of dom
ineering over others; the desire to engross m

ore than one’s
share of advantages (the πλεονεξία of the G

reeks); the pride w
hich derives grat-

ification from
 the abasem

ent of others; the egotism
 w

hich thinks self and its con-
cerns m

ore im
portant than everything else, and decides all doubtful questions in

his ow
n favor;—

these are m
oral vices, and constitute a bad and odious m

oral
character: unlike the self-regarding faults previously m

entioned, w
hich are not

properly im
m

oralities, and to w
hatever pitch they m

ay be carried, do not consti-
tute w

ickedness. They m
ay be proofs of any am

ount of folly, or w
ant of personal

dignity and self-respect; but they are only a subject of m
oral reprobation w

hen
they involve a breach of duty to others, for w

hose sake the individual is bound to
have care for him

self. W
hat are called duties to ourselves are not socially obliga-

tory, unless circum
stances render them

 at the sam
e tim

e duties to others. The
term

 duty to oneself, w
hen it m

eans anything m
ore than prudence, m

eans
self-respect or self-developm

ent; and for none of these is any one accountable to
his fellow

-creatures, because for none of them
 is it for the good of m

ankind that
he be held accountable to them

.
The distinction betw

een the loss of consideration w
hich a person m

ay rightly
incur by defect of prudence or of personal dignity, and the reprobation w

hich is
due to him

 for an offence against the rights of others, is not a m
erely nom

inal
distinction. It m

akes a vast difference both in our feelings and in our conduct to-
w

ards him
, w

hether he displeases us in things in w
hich w

e think w
e have a right

to control him
, or in things in w

hich w
e know

 that w
e have not. If he displeases

us, w
e m

ay express our distaste, and w
e m

ay stand aloof from
 a person as w

ell
as from

 a thing that displeases us; but w
e shall not therefore feel called on to

m
ake his life uncom

fortable. W
e shall reflect that he already bears, or w

ill bear,
the w

hole penalty of his error; if he spoils his life by m
ism

anagem
ent, w

e shall
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du

ct
 th

ey
 c

en
su

re
, a

nd
 c

on
sid

er
in

g 
on

ly
 th

ei
r 

ow
n 

pr
ef

er
en

ce
.

Th
er

e 
ar

e 
m

an
y 

w
ho

 c
on

sid
er

 a
s a

n 
in

ju
ry

 to
 th

em
se

lv
es

 a
ny

 c
on

du
ct

 w
hi

ch
 th

ey
ha

ve
 a

 d
ist

as
te

 fo
r, 

an
d 

re
se

nt
 it

 a
s 

an
 o

ut
ra

ge
 to

 th
ei

r 
fe

el
in

gs
; a

s 
a 

re
lig

io
us

bi
go

t, 
w

he
n 

ch
ar

ge
d 

w
ith

 d
isr

eg
ar

di
ng

 th
e 

re
lig

io
us

 fe
el

in
gs

 o
f o

th
er

s, 
ha

s 
be

en
kn

ow
n 

to
 re

to
rt 

th
at

 th
ey

 d
isr

eg
ar

d 
hi

s f
ee

lin
gs

, b
y 

pe
rs

ist
in

g 
in

 th
ei

r a
bo

m
in

ab
le

w
or

sh
ip

 o
r c

re
ed

. B
ut

 th
er

e 
is

 n
o 

pa
rit

y 
be

tw
ee

n 
th

e 
fe

el
in

g 
of

 a
 p

er
so

n 
fo

r h
is

ow
n 

op
in

io
n,

 a
nd

 th
e 

fe
el

in
g 

of
 a

no
th

er
 w

ho
 is

 o
ffe

nd
ed

 a
t h

is
 h

ol
di

ng
 it

; n
o

m
or

e 
th

an
 b

et
w

ee
n 

th
e 

de
sir

e 
of

 a
 th

ie
f t

o 
ta

ke
 a

 p
ur

se
, a

nd
 th

e 
de

sir
e 

of
 th

e 
rig

ht
ow

ne
r t

o 
ke

ep
 it

. A
nd

 a
 p

er
so

n’
s t

as
te

 is
 a

s m
uc

h 
hi

s o
w

n 
pe

cu
lia

r c
on

ce
rn

 a
s h

is
op

in
io

n 
or

 h
is

 p
ur

se
. I

t i
s 

ea
sy

 fo
r 

an
y 

on
e 

to
 im

ag
in

e 
an

 id
ea

l p
ub

lic
, w

hi
ch

le
av

es
 th

e 
fre

ed
om

 a
nd

 c
ho

ic
e 

of
 in

di
vi

du
al

s 
in

 a
ll 

un
ce

rta
in

 m
at

te
rs

 u
nd

is-
tu

rb
ed

, a
nd

 o
nl

y 
re

qu
ire

s 
th

em
 to

 a
bs

ta
in

 fr
om

 m
od

es
 o

f c
on

du
ct

 w
hi

ch
 u

ni
ve

r-
sa

l e
xp

er
ie

nc
e 

ha
s c

on
de

m
ne

d.
 B

ut
 w

he
re

 h
as

 th
er

e 
be

en
 se

en
 a

 p
ub

lic
 w

hi
ch

 se
t

an
y 

su
ch

 li
m

it 
to

 it
s c

en
so

rs
hi

p?
 o

r w
he

n 
do

es
 th

e 
pu

bl
ic

 tr
ou

bl
e 

its
el

f a
bo

ut
 u

ni
-

ve
rs

al
 e

xp
er

ie
nc

e?
 In

 it
s 

in
te

rfe
re

nc
es

 w
ith

 p
er

so
na

l c
on

du
ct

 it
 is

 se
ld

om
 th

in
k-

in
g 

of
 a

ny
th

in
g 

bu
t t

he
 e

no
rm

ity
 o

f a
ct

in
g 

or
 fe

el
in

g 
di

ffe
re

nt
ly

 fr
om

 it
se

lf;
 a

nd
th

is
 st

an
da

rd
 o

f j
ud

gm
en

t, 
th

in
ly

 d
isg

ui
se

d,
 is

 h
el

d 
up

 to
 m

an
ki

nd
 a

s 
th

e 
di

ct
at

e
of

 re
lig

io
n 

an
d 

ph
ilo

so
ph

y,
 b

y 
ni

ne
 te

nt
hs

 o
f a

ll 
m

or
al

ist
s 

an
d 

sp
ec

ul
at

iv
e 

w
rit

-
er

s.
 T

he
se

 te
ac

h 
th

at
 th

in
gs

 a
re

 ri
gh

t 
be

ca
us

e 
th

ey
 a

re
 ri

gh
t; 

be
ca

us
e 

w
e 

fe
el

th
em

 to
 b

e 
so

. T
he

y 
te

ll 
us

 to
 s

ea
rc

h 
in

 o
ur

 o
w

n 
m

in
ds

 a
nd

 h
ea

rts
 fo

r 
la

w
s 

of
co

nd
uc

t b
in

di
ng

 o
n 

ou
rs

el
ve

s a
nd

 o
n 

al
l o

th
er

s. 
W

ha
t c

an
 th

e 
po

or
 p

ub
lic

 d
o 

bu
t

ap
pl

y 
th

es
e 

in
str

uc
tio

ns
, a

nd
 m

ak
e 

th
ei

r o
w

n 
pe

rs
on

al
 fe

el
in

gs
 o

f g
oo

d 
an

d 
ev

il,
if 

th
ey

 a
re

 to
le

ra
bl

y 
un

an
im

ou
s i

n 
th

em
, o

bl
ig

at
or

y 
on

 a
ll 

th
e 

w
or

ld
?

Th
e 

ev
il 

he
re

 p
oi

nt
ed

 o
ut

 is
 n

ot
 o

ne
 w

hi
ch

 e
xi

sts
 o

nl
y 

in
 th

eo
ry

; a
nd

 it
 m

ay
pe

rh
ap

s 
be

 e
xp

ec
te

d 
th

at
 I

 s
ho

ul
d 

sp
ec

ify
 th

e 
in

sta
nc

es
 in

 w
hi

ch
 th

e 
pu

bl
ic

 o
f

th
is 

ag
e 

an
d 

co
un

try
 im

pr
op

er
ly

 in
ve

sts
 it

s o
w

n 
pr

ef
er

en
ce

s w
ith

 th
e 

ch
ar

ac
te

r o
f

m
or

al
 la

w
s. 

I a
m

 n
ot

 w
rit

in
g 

an
 e

ss
ay

 o
n 

th
e 

ab
er

ra
tio

ns
 o

f e
xi

sti
ng

 m
or

al
 fe

el
-

in
g.

 T
ha

t i
s t

oo
 w

ei
gh

ty
 a

 su
bj

ec
t t

o 
be

 d
isc

us
se

d 
pa

re
nt

he
tic

al
ly

, a
nd

 b
y 

w
ay

 o
f

ill
us

tra
tio

n.
 Y

et
 e

xa
m

pl
es

 a
re

 n
ec

es
sa

ry
, t

o 
sh

ow
 th

at
 th

e 
pr

in
ci

pl
e 

I m
ai

nt
ai

n 
is

of
 se

rio
us

 a
nd

 p
ra

ct
ic

al
 m

om
en

t, 
an

d 
th

at
 I 

am
 n

ot
 e

nd
ea

vo
rin

g 
to

 e
re

ct
 a

 b
ar

rie
r

ag
ai

ns
t i

m
ag

in
ar

y 
ev

ils
. A

nd
 it

 is
 n

ot
 d

iffi
cu

lt 
to

 s
ho

w,
 b

y 
ab

un
da

nt
 in

sta
nc

es
,

th
at

 to
 e

xt
en

d 
th

e 
bo

un
ds

 o
f w

ha
t m

ay
 b

e 
ca

lle
d 

m
or

al
 p

ol
ic

e,
 u

nt
il 

it 
en

cr
oa

ch
es

on
 th

e 
m

os
t 

un
qu

es
tio

na
bl

y 
le

gi
tim

at
e 

lib
er

ty
 o

f 
th

e 
in

di
vi

du
al

, i
s 

on
e 

of
 th

e
m

os
t u

ni
ve

rs
al

 o
f a

ll 
hu

m
an

 p
ro

pe
ns

iti
es

.

1
0

no
t, 

fo
r 

th
at

 re
as

on
, d

es
ire

 to
 s

po
il 

it 
sti

ll 
fu

rth
er

: i
ns

te
ad

 o
f 

w
ish

in
g 

to
 p

un
ish

hi
m

, w
e 

sh
al

l r
at

he
r e

nd
ea

vo
r t

o 
al

le
vi

at
e 

hi
s 

pu
ni

sh
m

en
t, 

by
 sh

ow
in

g 
hi

m
 h

ow
he

 m
ay

 a
vo

id
 o

r c
ur

e 
th

e 
ev

ils
 h

is
 c

on
du

ct
 te

nd
s 

to
 b

rin
g 

up
on

 h
im

. H
e 

m
ay

 b
e

to
 u

s 
an

 o
bj

ec
t o

f 
pi

ty
, p

er
ha

ps
 o

f 
di

sli
ke

, b
ut

 n
ot

 o
f 

an
ge

r 
or

 re
se

nt
m

en
t; 

w
e

sh
al

l n
ot

 tr
ea

t h
im

 li
ke

 a
n 

en
em

y 
of

 s
oc

ie
ty

: t
he

 w
or

st
 w

e 
sh

al
l t

hi
nk

 o
ur

se
lv

es
ju

sti
fie

d 
in

 d
oi

ng
 is

 le
av

in
g 

hi
m

 to
 h

im
se

lf,
 if

 w
e 

do
 n

ot
 in

te
rfe

re
 b

en
ev

ol
en

tly
by

 sh
ow

in
g 

in
te

re
st

 o
r c

on
ce

rn
 fo

r h
im

. I
t i

s f
ar

 o
th

er
w

ise
 if

 h
e 

ha
s i

nf
rin

ge
d 

th
e

ru
le

s 
ne

ce
ss

ar
y 

fo
r t

he
 p

ro
te

ct
io

n 
of

 h
is

 fe
llo

w
-c

re
at

ur
es

, i
nd

iv
id

ua
lly

 o
r c

ol
le

c-
tiv

el
y.

 T
he

 e
vi

l c
on

se
qu

en
ce

s 
of

 h
is

 a
ct

s 
do

 n
ot

 th
en

 fa
ll 

on
 h

im
se

lf,
 b

ut
 o

n 
ot

h-
er

s;
 a

nd
 so

ci
et

y,
 a

s 
th

e 
pr

ot
ec

to
r o

f a
ll 

its
 m

em
be

rs
, m

us
t r

et
al

ia
te

 o
n 

hi
m

; m
us

t
in

fli
ct

 p
ai

n 
on

 h
im

 fo
r 

th
e 

ex
pr

es
s 

pu
rp

os
e 

of
 p

un
ish

m
en

t, 
an

d 
m

us
t t

ak
e 

ca
re

th
at

 it
 b

e 
su

ffi
ci

en
tly

 se
ve

re
. I

n 
th

e 
on

e 
ca

se
, h

e 
is

 a
n 

of
fe

nd
er

 a
t o

ur
 b

ar
, a

nd
 w

e
ar

e 
ca

lle
d 

on
 n

ot
 o

nl
y 

to
 si

t i
n 

ju
dg

m
en

t o
n 

hi
m

, b
ut

, i
n 

on
e 

sh
ap

e 
or

 a
no

th
er

, t
o

ex
ec

ut
e 

ou
r o

w
n 

se
nt

en
ce

: i
n 

th
e 

ot
he

r c
as

e,
 it

 is
 n

ot
 o

ur
 p

ar
t t

o 
in

fli
ct

 a
ny

 su
f-

fe
rin

g 
on

 h
im

, e
xc

ep
t w

ha
t m

ay
 in

ci
de

nt
al

ly
 fo

llo
w

 fr
om

 o
ur

 u
sin

g 
th

e 
sa

m
e 

lib
-

er
ty

 in
 th

e 
re

gu
la

tio
n 

of
 o

ur
 o

w
n 

af
fa

irs
, w

hi
ch

 w
e 

al
lo

w
 to

 h
im

 in
 h

is.
Th

e 
di

sti
nc

tio
n 

he
re

 p
oi

nt
ed

 o
ut

 b
et

w
ee

n 
th

e 
pa

rt 
of

 a
 p

er
so

n’
s l

ife
 w

hi
ch

 c
on

-
ce

rn
s 

on
ly

 h
im

se
lf,

 a
nd

 th
at

 w
hi

ch
 c

on
ce

rn
s 

ot
he

rs
, m

an
y 

pe
rs

on
s 

w
ill

 re
fu

se
 to

ad
m

it.
 H

ow
 (i

t m
ay

 b
e 

as
ke

d)
 c

an
 a

ny
 p

ar
t o

f t
he

 c
on

du
ct

 o
f a

 m
em

be
r o

f s
oc

i-
et

y 
be

 a
 m

at
te

r 
of

 in
di

ffe
re

nc
e 

to
 th

e 
ot

he
r 

m
em

be
rs

? 
N

o 
pe

rs
on

 is
 a

n 
en

tir
el

y
iso

la
te

d 
be

in
g;

 it
 is

 im
po

ss
ib

le
 fo

r a
 p

er
so

n 
to

 d
o 

an
yt

hi
ng

 s
er

io
us

ly
 o

r p
er

m
a-

ne
nt

ly
 h

ur
tfu

l t
o 

hi
m

se
lf,

 w
ith

ou
t m

isc
hi

ef
 re

ac
hi

ng
 a

t l
ea

st
 to

 h
is

 n
ea

r c
on

ne
c-

tio
ns

, a
nd

 o
fte

n 
fa

r 
be

yo
nd

 th
em

. I
f 

he
 in

ju
re

s 
hi

s 
pr

op
er

ty
, h

e 
do

es
 h

ar
m

 to
th

os
e 

w
ho

 d
ire

ct
ly

 o
r i

nd
ire

ct
ly

 d
er

iv
ed

 su
pp

or
t f

ro
m

 it
, a

nd
 u

su
al

ly
 d

im
in

ish
es

,
by

 a
 g

re
at

er
 o

r l
es

s a
m

ou
nt

, t
he

 g
en

er
al

 re
so

ur
ce

s o
f t

he
 c

om
m

un
ity

. I
f h

e 
de

te
ri-

or
at

es
 h

is
 b

od
ily

 o
r 

m
en

ta
l f

ac
ul

tie
s,

 h
e 

no
t o

nl
y 

br
in

gs
 e

vi
l u

po
n 

al
l w

ho
 d

e-
pe

nd
ed

 o
n 

hi
m

 fo
r 

an
y 

po
rti

on
 o

f 
th

ei
r 

ha
pp

in
es

s,
 b

ut
 d

isq
ua

lifi
es

 h
im

se
lf

 fo
r

re
nd

er
in

g 
th

e 
se

rv
ic

es
 w

hi
ch

 h
e 

ow
es

 to
 h

is
 fe

llo
w

-c
re

at
ur

es
 g

en
er

al
ly

; p
er

ha
ps

be
co

m
es

 a
 b

ur
de

n 
on

 th
ei

r 
af

fe
ct

io
n 

or
 b

en
ev

ol
en

ce
; a

nd
 if

 s
uc

h 
co

nd
uc

t w
er

e
ve

ry
 fr

eq
ue

nt
, h

ar
dl

y 
an

y 
of

fe
nc

e 
th

at
 is

 c
om

m
itt

ed
 w

ou
ld

 d
et

ra
ct

 m
or

e 
fro

m
 th

e
ge

ne
ra

l s
um

 o
f 

go
od

. F
in

al
ly

, i
f 

by
 h

is
 v

ic
es

 o
r 

fo
lli

es
 a

 p
er

so
n 

do
es

 n
o 

di
re

ct
ha

rm
 to

 o
th

er
s, 

he
 is

 n
ev

er
th

el
es

s (
it 

m
ay

 b
e 

sa
id

) i
nj

ur
io

us
 b

y 
hi

s e
xa

m
pl

e;
 a

nd
ou

gh
t t

o 
be

 c
om

pe
lle

d 
to

 c
on

tro
l h

im
se

lf,
 fo

r t
he

 sa
ke

 o
f t

ho
se

 w
ho

m
 th

e 
sig

ht
 o

r
kn

ow
le

dg
e 

of
 h

is 
co

nd
uc

t m
ig

ht
 c

or
ru

pt
 o

r m
isl

ea
d.

A
nd

 e
ve

n 
(it

 w
ill

 b
e 

ad
de

d)
 if

 th
e 

co
ns

eq
ue

nc
es

 o
f m

isc
on

du
ct

 c
ou

ld
 b

e 
co

n-
fin

ed
 to

 th
e 

vi
ci

ou
s 

or
 th

ou
gh

tle
ss

 in
di

vi
du

al
, o

ug
ht

 s
oc

ie
ty

 to
 a

ba
nd

on
 to

 th
ei

r
ow

n 
gu

id
an

ce
 th

os
e 

w
ho

 a
re

 m
an

ife
stl

y 
un

fit
 fo

r i
t?

 If
 p

ro
te

ct
io

n 
ag

ai
ns

t t
he

m
-

se
lv

es
 is

 c
on

fe
ss

ed
ly

 d
ue

 to
 c

hi
ld

re
n 

an
d 

pe
rs

on
s 

un
de

r 
ag

e,
 is

 n
ot

 s
oc

ie
ty

eq
ua

lly
 b

ou
nd

 to
 a

ffo
rd

 it
 to

 p
er

so
ns

 o
f m

at
ur

e 
ye

ar
s 

w
ho

 a
re

 e
qu

al
ly

 in
ca

pa
bl

e
of

 s
el

f-g
ov

er
nm

en
t?

 If
 g

am
bl

in
g,

 o
r 

dr
un

ke
nn

es
s,

 o
r 

in
co

nt
in

en
ce

, o
r 

id
le

ne
ss

,
or

 u
nc

le
an

lin
es

s,
 a

re
 a

s 
in

ju
rio

us
 to

 h
ap

pi
ne

ss
, a

nd
 a

s 
gr

ea
t a

 h
in

dr
an

ce
 to

 im
-

pr
ov

em
en

t, 
as

 m
an

y 
or

 m
os

t o
f t

he
 a

ct
s p

ro
hi

bi
te

d 
by

 la
w,

 w
hy

 (i
t m

ay
 b

e 
as

ke
d)

sh
ou

ld
 n

ot
 la

w,
 so

 fa
r a

s i
s c

on
sis

te
nt

 w
ith

 p
ra

ct
ic

ab
ili

ty
 a

nd
 so

ci
al

 c
on

ve
ni

en
ce

,
en

de
av

or
 to

 re
pr

es
s 

th
es

e 
al

so
? 

A
nd

 a
s 

a 
su

pp
le

m
en

t t
o 

th
e 

un
av

oi
da

bl
e 

im
pe

r-
fe

ct
io

ns
 o

f l
aw

, o
ug

ht
 n

ot
 o

pi
ni

on
 a

t l
ea

st
 to

 o
rg

an
iz

e 
a 

po
w

er
fu

l p
ol

ic
e 

ag
ai

ns
t

7



punished for not taking proper care of them
selves, I w

ould rather it w
ere for

their ow
n sake, than under pretence of preventing them

 from
 im

pairing their ca-
pacity of rendering to society benefits w

hich society does not pretend it has a
right to exact. But I cannot consent to argue the point as if society had no m

eans
of bringing its w

eaker m
em

bers up to its ordinary standard of rational conduct,
except w

aiting till they do som
ething irrational, and then punishing them

, legally
or m

orally, for it. Society has had absolute pow
er over them

 during all the early
portion of their existence: it has had the w

hole period of childhood and nonage
in w

hich to try w
hether it could m

ake them
 capable of rational conduct in life.

The existing generation is m
aster both of the training and the entire circum

-
stances of the generation to com

e; it cannot indeed m
ake them

 perfectly w
ise

and good, because it is itself so lam
entably deficient in goodness and w

isdom
;

and its best efforts are not alw
ays, in individual cases, its m

ost successful ones;
but it is perfectly w

ell able to m
ake the rising generation, as a w

hole, as good as,
and a little better than, itself. If society lets any considerable num

ber of its m
em

-
bers grow

 up m
ere children, incapable of being acted on by rational considera-

tion of distant m
otives, society has itself to blam

e for the consequences. A
rm

ed
not only w

ith all the pow
ers of education, but w

ith the ascendency w
hich the au-

thority of a received opinion alw
ays exercises over the m

inds w
ho are least fitted

to judge for them
selves; and aided by the natural penalties w

hich cannot be pre-
vented from

 falling on those w
ho incur the distaste or the contem

pt of those w
ho

know
 them

; let not society pretend that it needs, besides all this, the pow
er to is-

sue com
m

ands and enforce obedience in the personal concerns of individuals, in
w

hich, on all principles of justice and policy, the decision ought to rest w
ith

those w
ho are to abide the consequences. N

or is there anything w
hich tends

m
ore to discredit and frustrate the better m

eans of influencing conduct, than a re-
sort to the w

orse. If there be am
ong those w

hom
 it is attem

pted to coerce into
prudence or tem

perance, any of the m
aterial of w

hich vigorous and independent
characters are m

ade, they w
ill infallibly rebel against the yoke. N

o such person
w

ill ever feel that others have a right to control him
 in his concerns, such as they

have to prevent him
 from

 injuring them
 in theirs; and it easily com

es to be con-
sidered a m

ark of spirit and courage to fly in the face of such usurped authority,
and do w

ith ostentation the exact opposite of w
hat it enjoins; as in the fashion of

grossness w
hich succeeded, in the tim

e of Charles II., to the fanatical m
oral in-

tolerance of the Puritans. W
ith respect to w

hat is said of the necessity of protect-
ing society from

 the bad exam
ple set to others by the vicious or the self-indul-

gent; it is true that bad exam
ple m

ay have a pernicious effect, especially the ex-
am

ple of doing w
rong to others w

ith im
punity to the w

rong-doer. But w
e are

now
 speaking of conduct w

hich, w
hile it does no w

rong to others, is supposed to
do great harm

 to the agent him
self: and I do not see how

 those w
ho believe this,

can think otherw
ise than that the exam

ple, on the w
hole, m

ust be m
ore salutary

than hurtful, since, if it displays the m
isconduct, it displays also the painful or

degrading consequences w
hich, if the conduct is justly censured, m

ust be sup-
posed to be in all or m

ost cases attendant on it.
But the strongest of all the argum

ents against the interference of the public
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these vices, and visit rigidly w
ith social penalties those w

ho are know
n to prac-

tise them
? There is no question here (it m

ay be said) about restricting individual-
ity, or im

peding the trial of new
 and original experim

ents in living. The only
things it is sought to prevent are things w

hich have been tried and condem
ned

from
 the beginning of the w

orld until now
; things w

hich experience has show
n

not to be useful or suitable to any person’s individuality. There m
ust be som

e
length of tim

e and am
ount of experience, after w

hich a m
oral or prudential truth

m
ay be regarded as established, and it is m

erely desired to prevent generation af-
ter generation from

 falling over the sam
e precipice w

hich has been fatal to their
predecessors.

I fully adm
it that the m

ischief w
hich a person does to him

self, m
ay seriously

affect, both through their sym
pathies and their interests, those nearly connected

w
ith him

, and in a m
inor degree, society at large. W

hen, by conduct of this sort,
a person is led to violate a distinct and assignable obligation to any other person
or persons, the case is taken out of the self-regarding class, and becom

es
am

enable to m
oral disapprobation in the proper sense of the term

. If, for exam
-

ple, a m
an, through intem

perance or extravagance, becom
es unable to pay his

debts, or, having undertaken the m
oral responsibility of a fam

ily, becom
es from

the sam
e cause incapable of supporting or educating them

, he is deservedly
reprobated, and m

ight be justly punished; but it is for the breach of duty to his
fam

ily or creditors, not for the extravagence. If the resources w
hich ought to

have been devoted to them
, had been diverted from

 them
 for the m

ost prudent
investm

ent, the m
oral culpability w

ould have been the sam
e. G

eorge Barnw
ell

m
urdered his uncle to get m

oney for his m
istress, but if he had done it to set

him
self up in business, he w

ould equally have been hanged. A
gain, in the fre-

quent case of a m
an w

ho causes grief to his fam
ily by addiction to bad habits, he

deserves reproach for his unkindness or ingratitude; but so he m
ay for cultivat-

ing habits not in them
selves vicious, if they are painful to those w

ith w
hom

 he
passes his life, or w

ho from
 personal ties are dependent on him

 for their com
fort.

W
hoever fails in the consideration generally due to the interests and feelings of

others, not being com
pelled by som

e m
ore im

perative duty, or justified by allow
-

able self-preference, is a subject of m
oral disapprobation for that failure, but not

for the cause of it, nor for the errors, m
erely personal to him

self, w
hich m

ay
have rem

otely led to it. In like m
anner, w

hen a person disables him
self, by con-

duct purely self-regarding, from
 the perform

ance of som
e definite duty incum

-
bent on him

 to the public, he is guilty of a social offence. N
o person ought to be

punished sim
ply for being drunk; but a soldier or a policem

an should be pun-
ished for being drunk on duty. W

henever, in short, there is a definite dam
age, or

a definite risk of dam
age, either to an individual or to the public, the case is

taken out of the province of liberty, and placed in that of m
orality or law.

But w
ith regard to the m

erely contingent or, as it m
ay be called, constructive

injury w
hich a person causes to society, by conduct w

hich neither violates any
specific duty to the public, nor occasions perceptible hurt to any assignable indi-
vidual except him

self; the inconvenience is one w
hich society can afford to bear,

for the sake of the greater good of hum
an freedom

. If grow
n persons are to be
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