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1806

1809

1820-21

1821

1822

1823

1824

1825

John Stuart Mill:
A Brief Chronology

Born 20 May in London, the eldest son of James and Harriet
Mill. Eight sisters and brothers born berween 1808 and
1825.

Beginning of intensive education at home, which continues

until his visit to France in 1820.
Year in France, in the household of Sir Samuel Bentham.

Studies the work of Bentham; the principle of utility

becomes his “religion.”

Studies law with John Austin. First publication: two letters

In a newspaper.

Forms Utilitarian Sociery, lasting until 1826. Begins career
with East India Company as a clerk in the office of the

Examiner of India Correspondence. Arrested for distributing

birth-control tracts.

Fuunding of Westminster Review, for which he wrote until
1828.

Begins editing Jeremy Bentham's Rationale of Judicial
Evidence, published 1827. Helps found London Debaring
Sociery.

On LIBERTY = 9



1826

1830

1831

1832

1835

1836

1838

1840

1843

1844

1848

1851

Mental crisis,

Meets and soon falls in love with Harriet Hardy Taylor, wife
of John Taylor. Visits Paris during the Revolution, and starts

to write extensively on French political affairs,

Publishes a series of articles on “The Spirit of the Age” in
the Examiner. Meets Carlyle,

Death of Jeremy Bentham. Passage of first Reform Bill.
Founds and edits the London Review, which continues (after
first year) as London and Westminster Review until 1840,
Accidentally destroys first volume of Carlyle’s French
Revelution,

Death of father, James Mill. Several months of severe illness.
Publishes “Bentham” in London and Westminster Review.
Publishes “Coleridge” in London and Westminster Review.

Publishes A System of Logic (eight editions in his lifetime),

Publishes Essays on Some Unsettled Questions of Political

Economy,

Publishes Principles of Political Economy (seven editions in

his lifetime).

Marries Harriet Taylor, whose husband John had died in
1849. Begins to sever links with his own family.
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1854

1856

1858

1859

1861

1862

1865

1866

1867

1868

From December until June 1855, on extended holiday for

reasons of health in Italy and Greece.

Becomes Chief Examiner of India Correspondence in East

India Company, as his father had once been.

Retires from East India Company when it is taken over by
the Crown. Harrier Taylor Mill dies in Avignon, where Mill
will subsequently spend half of each year.

Publishes On Libersy. Thoughts on Parliamentary Reform, and

Dissertations and Discussions, volumes [ and 11,

Publishes Considerations on Representative Government and
Utilitarianizm (in Frasers Magazine, and then as a book in
1863).

Visits Greece with Helen Taylor.

Elected as Member of Parliament for Westminster, and serves
until defeat in 1868, Publishes Auguste Comte and Positivism
and An Examination of Sir William Hamilton’s Philosophy.

Secures freedom of speech in Hyde Park.

Publishes fnaugural Address Delivered vo the University of St.
Andrew’s (Scotland), of which he had been elected Rector in

1866, and Dissertations and Discussions, volume I11. Passage

of second Reform Bill, which Mill had tried to amend to
allow for women's suffrage and proportional representation.

Tries to prosecute Governor Eyre of Jamaica for murder,
Publishes England and Ireland.
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1869 Publishes The Subjection of Women and a new edition of
James Mill's Analysis of the Phenomena of the Human Mind.

1870 Publishes Chaprers and Speeches on the Irish Land Question
(reprinted from Principles of Political Economy and Hansard's
Parliamentary Debates).

1873 Dies on 7 May in Avignon.

Posthumous publications, all edited by his stepdaughter, Helen Taylor:

1873 Autobiography.

1874  Three Essays on Religion.

1875  Dissertations and Discussions, volume 1V,

1879 Chapters on Socialism.
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Introduction

“How the sweet, ingenuous nature of the man has lived and thriven
out of his father’s cold and stringent atheism is wonderful to think,
and most so to me, who during fifteen years have seen his gradual

growth and ripening.”
John Sterling (letter to Ralph Waldo Emerson, 7 Ocrober 1843)!

OHN STUART MILL was one of the most ardent feminists of the
Victorian era. Yet one searches his autobiography in vain for a single
mention of his mother, Harriet Mill. She did appear in Mill's early

draft of the book, but Mill—ever deferential to the instructions of his wite
(also, as Freudians have noted with glee, Harriet Mill)—deleted all
references to her. Among the cancelled passages, pethaps the one most
revealing of the emotional tone that prevailed in the Mill family, of the
predominance of fear over love, is the following: “1 believe there is less
personal affection in England than in any other country of which I know
anything, & | give my father’s family not as peculiar in this respect burt
only as a too faithful exemplification of the ordinary fact. That rarity in
England, a really warm hearted mother, would in the first place have made
the children grow up loving & being loved. Bur my mother with the very
best intentions, only knew how to pass her life in drudging for them...burt
to make herself loved, looked up to, or even obeyed, required qualities
which she unfortunarely did not possess. I thus grew up in the absence of
love & in the presence of fear: & many & indelible are the effects of this
bringing-up, in the stunting of my moral growth.™

The dominant figure in Mill's childhood and early education was his

father, James Mill, radical political reformer, historian of British India,

associationist psychologist, theorist of education. The elder Mill presented
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his theory of education in an article that appeared in the supplement 1o
the fifth edition of the Encyclopedia Britannica. In it he argued that
educartion is essentially the skillful manipulation of sequences of thoughts
or impressions. Since all differences between individuals and classes of
men result from differences of educarion, education is the sovereign remedy
for individual or class inferiority, and the means for raising the whole human
race to the level of its noblest individuals. “What a field for exertion!”
exclaimed Mill. “What a prize to be won!" To apply the science of educarion
to the perfection of human life, one must decide whar are the objects of
human desire, select the morally best means of attaining them, and
“accustom the mind to fill up the intermediate space between the present
sensation and the ultimare nhjn:t, with nuthing bur the idea of those
beneficent means.” Since sequences of impressions begin to occur as soon
as a child is born, it becomes extremely important to begin the child’s
education while he is still in the cradle.?

James Mill decided to practice what he preached in the education of
his tirst son, John Stuart, who was born on May 20, 1806, in London. He
assumed exclusive charge of John's education from the beginning, and
brought him up in isolation from other children and from adults whe
were not certified radicals, for sound education had to be in conflict with
custom and communal traditions. Little John Stuart was also kepr out of
schools, which, his father believed, tended generally to reenforce the
influence of a vicious and ignorant society. When opportunities arose in
1821 and 1823 for John to go to Cambridge, James Mill told the interested
parties that his son already knew more than he could ever be raught ar
Cambridge. When John went abroad to France in 1820, he was put in
custody of the brother of Jeremy Bentham, chief theorist of the radical
movement; during the year there he became fluent in French.

It is no exaggeration vo say that John Stwart Mill was brought up as the
secret weapon (or, in Carlyle’s jaundiced view, the "son of a- demonstration”™)
of the radical movement in England, a carefully nurtured prodigy from
whom grear things were expected (and from whom, after all, some great

things did come). Just how closely the Benthamites guarded their special
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prodigy is suggested by a lerter from Bentham to James Mill in 1812,
when John was six. Hearing that James Mill was ill, Bentham, fearing the
worst, offered his services in the education of the budding social reformer

in case Mill did not live to complete the rask:

If you will appoint me guardian to Mr. John Stuare Mill, T will, in
the event of his father’s being disposed of elsewhere...by whipping
or otherwise, do whatsoever may seem most necessary and proper,
for teaching him to make all proper distinctions, as between the
Devil and the Heoly Ghost, and how to make Codes and
Encyclopedias, and whatsoever else may be proper to be made, so

lung as [ remain an inhabitant of this vale of tears.*

Mill claimed that he wrote his autobiography primarily to provide a
record of “an education which was unusual and remarkable and which...has
proved how much more than is commonly supposed may be taught, and
well taughr, in those early years which, in the common modes of what is
called instruction, are little better than wasted.” Although prior to 1819
(when he obtained an appointment in the India House) James Mill had no
means of support except writing, he would always find time—perhaps more
than any parent ever has—for the instruction of his son. "I have no
remembrance of the time when I began to learn Greek. | have been told
that it was when [ was three years old. My earliest recollection on the
subject, is that of committing to memory what my father rermed Vocables,
being lists of common Greek words, with their signification in English,
which he wrote out for me on cards....] learnt no Latin until my eighth
year. At that time | had read, under my father’s tuition, a number of Greek
prosc H.thhﬂf!-,, AMOngE w]]um 1 l'l:lTI-ElT.II]CI' I.'I'IE WI.'ID].E UF Hl:l'ﬂ'd.ﬂ‘[l.ls, and ﬂf
Xenophon's Cyropaedia and Memorials of Socrates; some of the lives of
the philosophers by Diogenes Laertius; part of Lucian, and Isocrates ad
Demonicum and ad Nicoclem. | also read, in 1813, the first six
dialogues...of Plato, from the Euthyphron to the Theaetetus inclusive:

which last dialogue, I venture o think, would have been better omirted,
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as it was totally impossible I should understand it.” To this (somewhart
humorless) recollection, Mill adds the highly revealing decail thar since in
those days Greek-English lexicons did not exist and, not having yet learned
Latin, he could not make use of a Greek-Latin lexicon, he had to pester
his father for the meaning of every single word he did not know. “This
incessant interruption he, one of the most impatient of men, submitted
to, and wrote under that interruption several volumes of his History and
all else that he had to write during those years.™

Mill had no toys or children’s books, apart from an occasional gift
from a naive relative or acquaintance. Although his father did not
consciously exclude such things from his son’s childhood, it never occurred
to him thar they had any utilicy. This may explain why this highly unusual
education has sometimes been thought the real-life model tor Thomas
Gradgrind’s regimen of “fact” in Dickens’ Hard Times, and for its disastrous
effect on Gradgrind’s daughter Louisa especially. Since Hard Times was
published in 1854, Dickens could not have read Mill’s aurobiographical
recollections before writing his novel, but he might have heard something
of the extraordinary tale from Carlyle, the formidable gossip and onetime
friend of Mill's to whom Hard Times is dedicated. In any case, the rigorous
intellectual instruction that John Stuart received from his Father was,
whatever its shortcomings, very far from the anci-literary education of “fact”
and cramming that Dickens contrives in his novel. Indeed, James Mill
greatly preferred theory to fact; and his son read a great deal of poetry.

One aspect of Mill's unusual education worth keeping in mind when
reading On Liberty is whar his father taught him abour religion. Although
he had begun adult life as a Presbyterian clergyman, James Mill had long
since rejected the doctrines of not only the Scotrish, bur of all churches.
Indeed, he considered it his duty to inculcate in his son the conviction
that Christianity was not merely false but was the epitome of wickedness.
“Think (he used to say) of a being who would make a Hell—who would
create the human race with the infallible foreknowledge, and therefore
with the intention, thar the great majority of them were to be consigned

to horrible and everlasting torment.” As a result of this training in anti-
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religion, John Mill became one of the very few Victorians who did not have
the experience of losing, or of throwing off, religious belief because he never
had it and was brought up in a wholly negative state with regard to i,

In 1823, when he was seventeen, Mill began his career with the East
India Company as a clerk in the office of the Examiner of India
Correspondence, where he wrote dispatches and made policy for the
Princely States. When his father was promoted to second place in the
Examiner’s office of India House, his vacared post was conferred by the
court of directors upon his son, “on a fﬂﬂting," wrote James Mill, “on
which he will in all probability be in the receipr of a larger income ar an
early age than he would be in any profession.”™ The young Mill did not in
fact receive a great deal of money (an annual gratuity of thirty pounds),
but he had marerial security for life at a remarkably early age. True, he had
to work under the eye and order of his father, but only for six hours a day,
not very much by Millite standards of diligence and application.

In 1824 James Mill, having decided that England needed a third
political party, a radical one, founded the Westminster Review to promote
the radical program, and his son became an eager and prolific contributor.
For the first eighteen numbers of the new quarterly, John Stuart supplied
thirteen articles, more than any other contributor. He was a most able
expounder of the principles of Benthamism, which was for him the secular
substitute for the religious belief his father had denounced. Indeed, religious
language permeates his account of how, after his first reading of Bentham's
magnum opus, the Traité de Législation, the great principle of utility had
unified all he had formerly thoughrt and known, and given him “a creed, a
doctrine, a philosophy; in one among the best senses of the word, a religion;
the inculcation and diffusion of which could be made the principal ourward
purpose of a life.”” (Later, when he departed from Benthamirte orthodoxy,
Mill had a strong sense of having apostatized. David Masson recalls how,
in 1843, Mill, while discussing Bentham’s remaining disciples, suddenly
remarked: “And | am Peter, who denied his master.” )

But Benthamism, like many another Victorian attempt to find a secular

substitute for values thar the religious tradition could no longer sustain,
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failed Mill in his time of crisis. This came in the autumn of 1826, when
Mill, ar age twenty, in “a dull state of nerves...one of those moods when
what is pleasure at other times, becomes insipid or indifferent,” awoke
from the dream that dedication to the Benthamite goal of the greatest
happiness for the greatest number would also make /#im happy. This crisis
in his mental history was the defining moment of Mill's life; and his account
of it in the fifth chapter of his autobiography affords a rare Victorian
instance of a radical telling the truth about the personal failure of his

political system:

...[1]t occurred to me to put the question directly to myself,
“Suppose that all your objects in life were realized; thar all the
changes in institutions and opinions which you are looking forward
to, could be completely effected at this very instant: would this be
a great joy and happiness to you?!” And an irrepressible self-
consciousness distinctly answered, “No!™ At this my heart sank
within me: the whole foundation on which my life was constructed
fell down. All my happiness was to have been found in the continual
pursuit of this end. The end had ceased to charm, and how could
there ever again be any interest in the means? | seemed o have

nothing left to live for.”

Mill goes on to affix blame for his crisis on the associationist psychology
of his father’s educational regimen: “My education, which was wholly his
work, had been conducted without any regard to the possibility of its ending
in this result.” The rescue from suicidal despair came from Mill’s accidental
reading of Marmontel's Memoirs, in which the French writer relates his
father’s death, the distressed position of his family, "and the sudden
inspiration by which he, then a mere boy, felt and made them feel that he
would be everything to them—would supply the place of all that they had
lost.”™™® Mill was moved to tears by Marmontel’s account; and from that
moment forward his burden grew lighter. Mill does not comment on what

nowadays would be called the “Freudian”™ implication of this episode, the
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suggestion that he harbored a death wish towards his own father. Freud
himself did comment on Mill, but enly on his (and his wife's) “inhuman”®
aversion to sensuality, as Freud had concluded on the basis of Mill's
Autobiography."! Nor does he make explicit what surely is crucial in this
contrast between Marmontel's youth and his own: namely, that it is
suffering, not the pursuit of happiness, that is crucial in human experience.

Although Mill had several relapses after this recovery, he was never
again so miserable as he had been before his experience of Marmontel.
The crisis and its immediate aftermath led him to adopt a new theory of
life, very similar to Carlyle's anti-self-consciousness theory: namely, that
although happiness is indeed the test of all rules of conduct, as urilitarianism
stipulated, “those only are happy...who have their minds fixed on some
object other than their own happiness; on the happiness of others, on the
improvement of mankind....Ask yourself whether you are happy, and you
cease to be s0.”'*

The second great change that resulted from Mill’s erisis and recovery
from it was that, for the first time, he assigned its rightful place among the
necessary elements of human well-being to “the internal culrure of the
individual.” He now understood that the passive susceptibilities needed to
be cultivated as much as the active ones. He enlarged rather than rejected
his old creed. Having discovered what may befall the mind through excess
and distortion, the scanting of impulse and will, he stll affirmed the idea
of mind, which, properly used, is the sole means by which human beings
can communicate with each other. “I never turned recreant to intellectual
culture, or ceased to consider the power and practice of analysis as an
essential condition both of individual and of social improvement. Burt |
thought that it had consequences which required to be corrected, by joining
other kinds of cultivation with 1c.”"?

By way of creating a due balance among his faculties, Mill now began
to read poetry and listen to music with new seriousness. Crucial in his
new idea of self-cultivation was the poetry of Wordsworth, whom he read
for the first time (a remarkable admission!) in the autumn of 1828.

Wordsworth’s poems were “a medicine” for his state of mind, the very
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culture of the feelings which he was in quest of. The inward joy they
conferred was independent of politics, had no connection with partisan
struggle, and “could be shared in by all human beings.”'* At a time when
Wordsworth had become a béte noir of radicals because of his growing
conservatism, including support of capirtal punishment and of the
established church, Mill—as if in defiance of his old teachers and his
inherited creed—sought out Wordsworth's company. In July 1831, he made
several pilgrimages to Grasmere in order to sit at the feet of the aging poet.
Indeed, John Sterling told Mill that he had shared the widespread view of
the urilitarians’ prodigy as a manufactured man unril he found thar
Wordsworth “belonged”™ to Mill just as much as to Sterling and his friends.

It should be remembered that our knowledge of the crisis in Mill’s
mental history derives largely from the account he gave of it in the early
draft of the Autobiography, which he was working on in 18534, the very
time that he had begun work on On Liberty, the work that concerns us in
this volume, We should not therefore be surprised that the ideas abour
self-development and “many-sidedness” and the complexity of human
characrer that are adumbrated in the fifth chaprer of the Aurobiography
appear in a more socio-political form in On Liberty.

Almost as crucial in Mill's personal development as his mental crisis
and recovery from it—a process extending almost three years and which
he called the only actual revolution ever to take place in his way of
thinking—was his meeting with Harriet Hardy Taylor (of Unitarian
background) in 1830. Both of them were twenty-four years old; bur Mill
was single, and Harriet was very much married. She and her husband John,
who was eleven years older than she, already had two children when Mill
made their acquaintance; and he soon learned of her dissatisfaction both
with her dull husband and with the messy experience of childbirth, which
she would endure once more in 1832. By thac time, encouraged by Mill,
she was trying to become a writer like Harriet Martineau, contributing
regularly to the Monthly Repository book reviews, poems, and articles.

A foreshadowing of the relation berween illusion and reality in Mill's

conception of Harriet's sublime genius, poetical and intellectual, may be
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found in an incident of July 1832, On a ramble in the Isle of Wight, Mill
recalled an unsigned landscape description which he had read in the
Repository and assumed to have been written by Harriet. He wrote in his
journal: “To some it [Sandown Bay] might appear less interesting than
many Dtht"r Pﬂ.nﬁ- D:F tht .'.-'.l}utl'll:rn CIAST, I]l..lt Lo me i[ Was Cﬂnﬁ-ﬂfrﬂtﬂd b}'
the touch of genius: it had been the subject of one of the most beauriful
sketches in our recent literature, which, though it appeared in a fugitive
publication (the Monthly Repository) will, | trust, some time or other be
reprinted, and will hold a distinguished place among the works of its
author.”" Unfortunarely, Mill learned (in November of the following year)
that the author of the sketch was W. ]. Fox, editor of the journal. Bur this
did not lessen his confidence that Harriet could, and would, do something
even betrer.

The question of Harriet Taylor’s abilities and influence upon Mill has
been debated for over a century. Not only Mill's fervent disciples such as
Alexander Bain and John Morley, but later figures like Harold Laski ook
the view that Mill was “literally the only person who was in the least
impressed by her”; and Diana Trilling acerbically remarked that the woman
whom Mill considered the intellectual beacon of his life was really much
closer to being a vest-pocket flashlight of a mind. But in the 1970s, with
the resurgence of feminism, both her abilities and her influence began o
be reassessed. Alice Rossi, for example, cast doubt on the accuracy of some
of the scathing earlier judgments and questioned the motives behind them.
Gertrude Himmeltarb argued, largely on the basis of a comparison of Mill’s
writing with the few sustained pieces of writing known to be by Taylor,
that both On Liberty and The Subjection of Women were indeed much
influenced by her; but Himmelfarb also went on to deplore that influence,
finding that it made Mill a more dogmatic and less nuanced writer than
he was in works not conceived jointly with her."

Himmelfarb’s thesis of “the two Mills" was itself called into question
by both Phyllis Rose (Parallel Lives: Five Victorian Marriages, 1983) and
C.L. Ten (Mill on Liberty, 1980). Rose argued that Taylor's strong sense of

direction continued to exert influence on Mill's writing long after her death.
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Ten criticized the “two Mills”™ thesis without arguing the question of Harriet
Taylor’s abilities or influence. The controversy is unlikely ever to be
resolved, but the general view today is that although Taylor greatly
influenced Mill in the conception and execution of On Liberty, the writing
ieself is his."

What is entirely clear is that Mill was desperately in love with Mrs.
Taylor, and she with him; nor, despite Carlyle’s habir of referring ro Harriet
as “Mrs. (Platonica) Taylor,” and Mill's tendency to speak of human
sexuality as an “animal function,” was their feeling for each other exclusively
Platonic. Jane Welsh Carlyle was nearer the mark than her husband when
she described Harriet as “a dangerous looking woman and engrossed with
a dangerous passion.”"” There is, nevertheless, no reason to doubt Mill's
claim (strongly supported by their correspondence) that their relation ro
each other prior to John Taylor's death was one of strong affection and
confidential intimacy only. Carlyle might deride the relationship as “a verra
foolish piece o' friendliness,” and Alexander Bain might warn Helen Taylor,
when she was ediring the autobiography for publication in 1873, of the
impropriety of “your printing those sentences where he declares her to be
a greater poet than Carlyle...and a greater thinker than himself—and...a
greater leader cthan his father™"®; and that father himself might chastise his
son (in a spectacular instance of “failure of communication” berween the
two) for forgetting that Mrs. Taylor was another man’s property, and that
utilitarians srill believed in the sanctiry of private property. But there is no
denying that, for better or worse, Harriet exercised considerable influence
on Mill, and nowhere more so than in the composition of On Liberty, as
the dedication to it suggests.

After a great deal of disputation, frantic trips berween London and
Paris, attempts by Harriet to break off with Mill, the threesome finally
worked our a friendly, if bizarre, arrangement in abour 1834. For the next
fifteen years, until John Taylor’s death in 1849, John and Harriet took
care never to be seen “in sociery” as a couple, bur were allowed to go off on
holidays together—one of the more peculiar examples of the Victorian

“compromise.”
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Although the personal lives of some of the leading reformers were in
turmoil—of the people he acidly referred ro as “friends of the species,”
Carlyle said that “though this world is already blooming...in everlasting
‘happiness of the greatest number,” these people’s own howses. . are little
hells of impmvidcncc, discord and unreason”™——the FLEE of Reform
proceeded apace. The first Reform Bill was passed in 1832, but Mill and
his fellow Radicals were quickly disappointed with the caurious spirit of
the triumphant Whigs, whose leader John Russell announced in 1837 that
no further reform of Parliament was necessary. In the Victorian period, as
in modern times, Radicals, when frustrated, decided to start a magazine to
promote their program. The idea of a new quarterly magazine had been in
the mind of John Mill (who as an India House official was debarred from
politics) ever since the passage of the bill; and in June of 1834 his wish was
realized when a wealthy young baronet named William Molesworth
guaranteed the money for the magazine on the sole condition that Mill
should have roral control over ir,

As the Autobiography indicates, his editorship of whart started in April
1835 as the London Review and then became the London and Westminster
KReview preoccupied Mill uncil 1840, Since he was now less firmly aligned
with the old Westminster Review school of philosophic radicals than he
once had been, he decided that every article in the new journal should
carry an initial, or some other signature, indicating thar it expressed the
opinion solely of the individual writer, not of the editor or the magazine.
While Mill was struggling with his new editorial responsibiliries, he also
had to face the decline in his father’s health. Pulmonary consumption, a
discase James Mill probably passed on to his son (who in turn probably
infected Harriet with it, fatally) carried off James Mill on 23 June 1836,

In his conduct of the new review, Mill had two priru:ipa] nbjccts: one
was ‘to free philosophic radicalism from the reproach of secrarian
Benthamism”; the other was “to stir up the educated Radicals, in and out
of Parliament, to exertion, and induce them to make themselves...a
powerful party capable of taking the government of the country, or at least

of dictating the terms on which they should share it with the Whigs.™™
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The latter attempt, Mill readily grants, proved chimerical. But the former
resulted in two of his greatest essays, the paired philosophical estimates of
the radical Bentham and the conservative Coleridge, the former published
in the London and Westminster in 1838, the latter in the same journal in 1840,

These essays are important precursors to On Liberty, which they both
foreshadow and contradict. Perhaps the wisest formulation of the
complementary essays is the statement in “Coleridge” that "He has been,

almost as truly as Bentham, ‘the great questioner of things established™:

for a questioner needs not necessarily be an enemy. By Bentham,
beyond all others, men have been led to ask themselves in regard 1o
any ancient or received opinion, Is it true? and by Coleridge, What
is the meaning of it? The one took his stand eutside the received
opinion, and surveyed it as an entire stranger to it; the other looked
at it from within, and endeavored to see it with the eyes of a believer
in it....Bentham judged a proposition true or false as it accorded
or not with the resule of his own inquiries....With Coleridge, on
the contrary, the very fact thar any doctrine had been believed by
thoughtful men, and received by whole nations or generations of
mankind, was part of the problem 1o be solved, was one of the

phenomena to be accounted for.

The fine evenhandedness of this comparison, shading slightly into a
sympathy for the conservative idealist over the radical urilitarian, stands
in contrast to the progressive Mill of On Liberty. So too does Mill's
sympathetic rendition of Coleridge’s insistence that one requisite of every
civil society is the feeling of loyalty o “semerhing which is settled, something
permanent, and not to be called in question.™

But the essays also anticipate On Liberty in the theory of controversy
that pervades them, the dialectical and synthetic method of seeking truth.
Opposed thinkers like Bentham and Coleridge, Mill argues, may acrually

complement each other; each of them is so thoroughly the master of thar
P gy

portion of truth which he does see that he is blind to its incompleteness. It
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remains for the disinterested b}rstand:r (could he be ]. 5. Mill?) to syn thesize
into the whole truth the partial truths set forth by exponents of antitherical
philosophical positions. What Mill in 1840 calls “the noisy conflict of
half-truths” would much later, in On Liberty, supply one of his main
justifications for freedom to challenge accepted opinions, which may be
true or false, or only a part of the whole truth.

When the last hope for the formation of a Radical party disappeared,
Mill decided it was time for him to stop the heavy expenditure of time and
money which the London and Westminster cost him. After his Coleridge
essay appeared, he turned the Review over to William Hickson and
stipulated that the change be marked by its resuming the old name of the
Westminster Review. As a writer, he preferred the greater circulation of the
Edinburgh Review, and his inaugural contribution to it was his lengthy
(and, for readers of On Liberty, very important) essay on Alexis de
Tocqueville’s Demaocracy in America. Even as he was composing his laudatory
review, Mill told its author: “I do not think that anything more important
than the publication of your book has happened even in this age of grear
events.” Mill was especially pleased thar Tocqueville had arrived ar a
conclusion exactly like the one that Mill had previously been “almost
alone in standing up for here [in England]”—namely, that “the real
danger in democracy, the real evil to be scruggled against, and which all
human resources employed while it is not yet too late are not more than
sufficient to fence off—is not anarchy or love of change, but Chinese
stagnation & immobility.” Nineteen years before the publication of On
Liberty, Mill's reflections on Tocqueville's analysis of American democracy
shadow forth not only a central cheme of On Liberty bur even its "Chinese”
obsession.

From this time forth, says Mill at the beginning of Chapter VII of his
autobiography, what is worth relating of his life can be contained within
very small compass. In words that are eerily similar to those starting the
fifth chapter of Newman's Apologia pro Vita sua—"From the time thar I
became a Catholic [1845], of course | have no further history of my religious

opinions to narrate.”—he declares that he has “no further mental changes
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to tell of, but only...a continued mental progress; which does not admir
of a consecutive history, and the results of which...will be best found in
my writings,

The first use he made of his new leisure was to finish the Syseem of
Logic, a massive project that he had begun in 1830 and which would
eventually be published in 1843. The book grew out of his (and his father's)
conviction that cvcr}rthing rests on thcnr}r, that bad institutions and
oppressive traditions derive from an unsound conception of the nature of
the mind and of human knowledge: “The notion thar truths external to
the mind may be known by intuition or consciousness, independently of
observation and experience is, | am persuaded, in these times, the great
intellectual support of false doctrines and bad institutions.™* His chief
adversary was the German, or & prieri view of human knowledge. As he
told his German friend Theodor Gomperz, his great philosophical aim
was to place “meraphysical and moral science on a basis of analysed
experience, in opposition to the theory of innate principles so unfortunately
patronized by the philosophers of your country....I consider that school
of philosophy as the greatest speculative hindrance to the regeneration so
urgently required, of man and society.”® The Logic would provide the
philosophical underpinning for On Liberty's belief in the possible
improvement of mankind, and still more for .'i'ubjrr:fm: af%m:ﬂis relentless
assault on mistaking culrure tor biological destiny.

While he was laboring over the System of Logic Mill became involved
with the work of Auguste Comte, at least with the first two volumes of the
French philosopher’s Cours de Philosophie Positive. Mill considered himself
greatly indebred to Comute for insights into the theory of induction, and
was for a time intensely respectful of his genius. But his disillusionment
with Comte was perhaps as important a precursor of On Liberty as his
unstinting devotion to Tocqueville,. When Comrte, in reaction against the
Catholic Church, conceived a kind of Catholicism withour Christianiry,
Mill became alarmed, and concluded thart although they might be unified
as logicians they were now sharply separated as sociologists. In the

Autobiagraphy, Mill observed that Comute, in his final work, the “Systéme
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de Politique Positive,” had laid down “the completest system of spirirual
and tcmpura] dcspntism, which ever yet emanated from a human brain,
unless possibly that of Ignatius Loyola.” In che first chapter of On Liberty
Comte figures prominently as a frightening example of those modern
reformers who, though they strongly opposed the religions of the pas,
asserted a right of spiritual domination at least equal to that of the churches
or sects they had repudiated. The voice of Comrte had been one of the
clearest and most dangerous siren calls Mill ever heard; in 1859 he hoped
to save others from the temprtation that had nearly ensnared him.

In a cancelled passage of the original manuscript of his autobiography,
Mill observed that the success of the Leogic led to the publication in 1844
of the Political Economy essays. With these, he goes on, ended “what may
be termed the second period of my writings; reckoning the old Westminster
Review period as the first. The ‘Principles of Political Economy’ and all
subsequent writings belong 1o a third and different stage of my mental
progress, which was essentially characterized by the predominaring
influence ﬂfm]r wife's intellect and characrer.”? In this chird pttiud, Mill
turned back from whart he thought to have been excessive in his reaction
against Benthamism.

Mill's main intellectual preoccupations during the decade of the 1840s
were the Iug:'r and the Fﬂ'ﬂﬂ"pfﬂ ﬂf Political Economy, which he worked
on, with interruptions, from autumn 1845 until the end of 1847, The
interruptions were occasioned mainly by Ireland’s calamity—depopulation
of that country occasioned by famine and continued by emigration. In the
winter of 18467 Mill laid aside the Frinn:pfrj to urge (in a series of articles
in the Morning Chronicle) the formartion of peasant properties on the waste
lands of Ireland in order both to relieve the immediate crisis and to effeet
the permanent improvement of the social and economic conditions of the
Irish people.

Through these years Mill continued as a dutiful official of the British
East India Company, albeir one who could complete his assigned tasks in
half the hours he spent ar India House and devore the remaining two or

three to the Logic and the Polirical Economy, or to reading manuscripts—
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he was very generous in this way—of neophyte writers. One of them
described him as follows: “His tall slim figure, his youthful face and bald
head, fair hair and ruddy complexion, and the twitching of his eyebrow
when he spoke, first arrested the attention: then the vivacity of his manner,
his thin voice approaching to sharpness, but with nothing shrill or painful
about it, his comely features and sweet expression—would have remained

in my memory though I had never seen him again.”™

The Principles of Political Econamywas published in April 1848. Tt would
run into thirty-two edirons in the next fifty years, and its peculiar evoludion
in its early years shows more strikingly (or shockingly) than anything else
what Michael Packe calls “Harriet's astounding, almost hypnotic control
of Mill's mind."* The book commenced its life as one of the classic
expressions of leissez-faire economics and the desirability of a free marker
unfettered by monopoly: “wherever competition is not, monopoly is;
and...monopoly, in all its forms, is the taxation of the industrious for the
support of indolence, if not for plunder.”™™ But Harriet was attached to
communism, and instructed Mill to expunge from the second edition all
his previous objections to socialism and communism. By the time Mill set
to work on the third edition, Harriet had convinced him that the disabilities
of women were the central issue of social philosophy. A newly inserted
paragraph in the third edinion asserted that once women “cease to be confined
by custom to one physical function as their means of living and their source
of influence,...they would have for the first time an equal voice with men
in what concerns that funcrion: and of all improvements in reserve for
mankind which it is now possible to forsee, none might be expected to be
so ferrile as this in almost every kind of moral and social benefir.™

In July of 1849 John Taylor died, and after a decent interval of nearly
two years Mill and Harriet married on Easter Monday 1851. The first year
of marriage was a happy one, but by 1853 they began to be plagued by
health problems, especially pulmonary consumprion, diagnosed in Mill's
case by March of 1854. The spectre of early death gave a sense of urgency
to their work. In August 1853 Mill wrote this extraordinary (and dismaying)

letter to Harriet:

28 * JouN STuART MiILL



We must finish the best we have got to say, & not only that, but
publish it while we are alive—I do not see what living depositary
[sic] there is likely to be of our thoughts, or who in this weak
generation rthat is growing up will even be capable of thoroughly
mastering & assimilating vour ideas, much less of re-originaring
them—so we must write them & print them, & then they can wair

till there are again thinkers.”

The emphasis now shifted from publication to writing everything of
importance in draft. Five months later, repeating the slightly hysterical
(and very arrogant) forecast of a dearth of future thinkers, Mill wrote:
“Two years, well employed, would enable us 1 think to get most of it into
a stare fit for printing—if not in the best form for popular effect, yer in
the state of concentrated thought—a sort of mental pemican, which
thinkers, when there are any after us, may nourish themselves with & then
dilute for other people.” And they did indeed plan together most of Mill's
subsequent major works, including On Liberty, Urilitarianism,
Representative Government, Chapters on Socialism, and Three Essays on
Religion. In addition, the first draft of Mill's Autobiography was written
between 1853 and 1856. The Subjection of Women (not published until
1869) grew our of the article Harriet wrote ar this time called “The
Enfranchisement of Women.” Mill's biographer Packe argues convincingly
that “every major work Mill published after the Polirical Economy, was
drafted or at any rate planned during his first few years of married life.”™

In 1858 Mill rerired from the East India Company, with a pension of
1500 pounds, a considerable sum at that time. But the idyllic retirement
he had hoped blissfully to share with Harriet was not to be: on November
3, 1858 she finally succumbed to her long-standing lung affliction. Six
days later the bereaved Mill wrote to his friend W. T. Thornton: "It is
doubtful if I shall ever be fit for anything public or private, again. The
spring of my life is broken.”™ On November 25 he wrote in a slightly more
hopeful vein to Herbert Spencer: “I have now next to nothing left to care for

in life, except to use such power as | have of helping forward my opinions,™
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He carried out this intention a few days later by submicing On Liberry,
which had in fact been ready since spring of 1857, to the publishers. The
book’s seminal idea had been in Mill's mind still eaclier. In January 1855,
as he was climbing the steps of the Capirel in Rome, Mill had an intuition
that a short essay he had written the year before, on the subject of liberty,
should be made into a book: “So many things might be brought into it &
nothing seems more to be needed—it is a growing need too, for opinion
tends to encroach more & more on liberty, & almost all the projects of
social reformers in these days are really Lberticide,”* Nor was his concern
over what might be called the illiberal tendencies of many Vicrorian liberals
and moral reformers in an age when morality seemed to be advancing, like
a juggernaut, on a broad and invincible front confined o this (rarely
mentioned) letter. It appears in the aforementioned remarks on Auguste
Comte in the introductory chapter of the book and again in Chaprer I1I.
Here Mill remarks that “spontaneity forms no part of the ideal of the
majority of moral and social reformers, but is rather looked on with jealousy,
as a troublesome and perhaps rebellious obstruction to the general
acceptance of what these reformers, in their own judgment, think would
be best for mankind.” Still later, in this discussion of individualicy, Mill
warns that “the spirit of improvement is not always a spirit of liberty, for it
may aim at forcing improvements on an unwilling people; and the spirit
of liberty, in so far as it resists such artempts, may ally itself locally and
temporarily with the opponents of improvement.”

Up until now, we have been viewing On Liberty against the background
of Mill’s life and developing ideas. But it also needs to be seen against the
historical and intellectual background of Victorian England. Like many of
his contemporaries, Mill was a critic of the new democratic dispensation.
But, as Mill frequently pointed out, a critic need not necessarily be an
enemy. Since boyhood he had been involved in the struggle to extend the
franchise—to the middle classes in 1832 and to the working classes (with
the notable and, for Mill, egregious exceprion of women) in 1867. For
outright opponents of democracy like Carlyle, the Second Reform Bill of

1867 was a leap into the botromless pit of anarchy and atheism. His
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apoplectic essay of that year, entitled "Shooting Niagara: And Afrer?,”
described the new measure as follows: “Complete ‘liberty’ to all persons;
Count of Heads to be the Divine Court of Appeal on every question and
interest of mankind....The calling in of new supplies of blockheadism,
gullihiliqr, amcnahﬂit}r to beer and balderdash, b:,.' way of amending the
woes we have had from our previous supplies of that bad arricle.” Matthew
Arnold was closer to Mill than to Carlyle in his sense of unease abour the
new democracy, but he too saw the threat of anarchy, as the ttle of his
great book of 1869, Culture and Anarchy, clearly indicated. Where Arnold
thought that anarchy would ensue if democracy did not have the sanction
of a strong central state to control unruly individuals and selfish classes in
the interests of the nation as a whole, Mill was convinced, as we have seen,
thart the real threat of democracy lay not in anarchy at all but in “Chinese”
stagnation, immobility, and conformiry.

Also in the background of On Liberty is what the eminent Canadian
critic Northrop Frye called the Victorian search for the source of spiritual
authority.® Carlyle, having little interest in spiritual authority distinct from
temporal authority, wanted to identify the two, if possible, by reactivating
the principle of aristocracy and relocating it in the “Caprains of Industry.”
Mewman located the source of spiritual authority in the Church Catholic,
and then had to decide whether that principle was embodied in the Anglican
or the Roman Church. Arnold tried to locate the principle of spiritual
authority in the State, burt only in a State based on the "best self” rather
than the “ordinary self” of each of its constituent classes and all of its
citizens. Mill, in On Liberty, recognizes that the progress of democracy, in
which he had played a great role, involved making the will of the majoriry
of people the source of temporal authoriry; yet he believed that because the
majority of people lived in a morass of habit and prejudice they could not
be the source of :P:'r:'.l‘ndf :-luthuriq.r. This, he was convinced, derived from
individuals, especially liberal individuals, who initiated all wise and noble
things. On Liberty may usefully be viewed as an attempt to find truch in
the paradox that the majority is always right because, in a democratic

society, it is the source of temporal authority, and that the majority is
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always wrong because it cannot be the source of spiritual authoriry, which
resides in “the counsels and guidance” of the gifted and highly instrucred
One or Few.

Mill sometimes spoke of On Libersyas if it were less a critique of existing
evils than a warning against impending dangers. Like other Victorians, he
saw his own period as one of transition, in which, because old doctrines
and institutions were unsettled and new ones not yet established, there
was still a relatively fair and open field accorded to new opinions. But
democracy, which Mill had long and strenuously supparted, was soon to
establish itself, and Mill (as noted above) had been frightened by
Tocqueville's picture of the tyranny of the majority which had been one of
the less happy results of democracy in America.

Nearly every contention of Mill's in On Liberty is contradicted or at
least critically analyzed in the selection of contemporary critical essays
included in this volume. (The great majority of the essays, naturally enough
for a work which in Mill’s view applied exclusively to the English situation,
are English, but samples of French, Russian, and American reaction are
also included.) It would be improper for the editor of this volume ro
prejudge the lively and numerous disputes engendered by On Liberty,
whether over Mill’s initial assumption that it is possible to distinguish
between actions thar affect only oneself and actions thar affect other people,
or his critique of Calvinist (and indeed all Christian) morality, or his
insistence that individuality withers (rather than flourishes) under social
pressures, or his declararion thar all silencing of opinion is an assumption
of infallibility, or his assertion that Western nations merit dominance over
“the East” because they are more progressive.

Nevertheless, a few cautionary notes to modern readers inclined to
transfer their assumptions about what consttures liberalism to the Victorian
period may be in order. Mill did nort think of tree speech and individuality
as “rights” or things intrinsically and invariably good.” He believed that
liberty, like everything else, had to be judged according to the principle of
utility; bur, as he states in the opening chapter, “it must be urility in the
largest sense, grounded on the permanent interests of a man as a progressive
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being.” On Liberty therefore defends freedom of expression not because
the collision of antitherical opinions is always salutary. Indeed, Mill
acknowledges in Chaprer II that “the tendency of all opinions to become
sectarian is not cured by the freest discussion, bur is often heighrened and
exacerbated thereby” and that “it is not on the impassioned partisan, it is
on the calmer and more disinterested bystander, that this collision of
opinions works its salutary effect.” Rather, he argues thar freedom is essential
to the full and harmonious development of society and human narure
Unlike many modern defenders of freedom of thought and discussion
and unfettered individuality, Mill believed that truth and perfection, elusive
and complex though they are, do exist and may one day be discovered. He
did not suppose it illiberal or intolerant to believe and assert that one view
of a question is more true than another. Moreover, he believed, as he wrote
in his autobiography, that one day his own era of criticism and negation
would be supplanted by one which had not only complere liberty of thought
and unbounded freedom of individual action in ways not hurtful to others,
bur also "convictions as o what is right and wrong, useful and pernicious,
deeply engraven on the feelings by early education and general sentiment,
and so firmly grounded in reason and the true exigencies of life, that they
shall not, like all former and present creeds, religious, ethical, and polirical,
require to be periodically thrown off and replaced by others.”™"
Inevitably the polirical concerns which had been the original spring of
his life drew Mill back inte the public arena. His long-standing desire to
dilure the absolute power of the numerical majority in a democratic polity
led him first to propose a scheme of plural voting and then (more sensibly)
Thomas Hare's doctrine of proportional representation. In 1861 he wrote
The Subjection of Women, but withheld it from publication unztil 1869, In
March 1865 he was urged 1o stand as radical Parliamentary candidarte for
Westminster in the General Election. He had declined a similar offer in
1851; this time he agreed, though only after his very stringent {perhaps
priggish) conditions had been accepred. These were as follows: 1. if elected
he would not support any special local interest; 2. since his only reason to

be in Parliament was to promote the ideas cxprcsscd in his writings, he
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would tell his constituents how he intended to vote but would give no
pledge of party loyalty; 3. he would not campaign for office; 4. he would
not pay a penny towards the cost of his election. The Westminster electors
nevertheless chose Mill as their candidate. Despite his adhering fairly strictly
to his conditions—he even held our for some time against having his
photograph taken for display—he was elected on 12 July 1865 to one of
the two Westminster seats (the other going to the Liberal Party candidare).

Mill was slow to work himself into the rhythm of Parliamentary
speechifying. His friend Kate Amberley wrote of his earliest performances
that he “seems to bore the house, they say he has spoken too often—much,
and cannot be heard.™* Leslie Stephen described him as “a slight frail figure,
trembling with nervous irritability. He poured out a series of perfectly
formed sentences with an excraordinary rapidity suggestive of learning by
heart; and when he lost the thread of his discourse closed his eyes for two

or three minutes till.. he could again take up his parable.” The sharp-
mngucd Disraeli, after secing Mill in the House of Commons for the first
time, said: “Ah, I see, the finishing governess.™

But with time Mill became much more adroit in the give and rake of
Parliamentary debate, and was even called upon 1o give “keynote” addresses
at grand political occasions, Perhaps his most memorable and nimble retort
in the House came when he was taunted by a Conservative member about
his assertion in Representative Government that Conservatives are always
the stupidest party in the stare. Mill defended this (often insufferable)
piety of radicals and liberals as follows: "1 never meant to say that the
Conservatives are generally stupid. I meant to say thar stupid people are
generally Conservative. ... Suppose any party, in addidon to whatever share it
may possess of the ability of the community, has nearly the whole of its stupidiry,
that party must, by the law of its constitution, be the stupidest party; and I do
not see why honourable gentlemen should see thar position as at all offensive
to them, for it ensures their being always an extremely powerful party.”#

Mill acquired the repuration of a conscientious member of Parliament,
durifully artending dull debates and accepting his share of committee work.

He continued to work for the furtherance of proportional representation
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and voring rights for women. He even became something of a public figure
in connection with three major political controversies. The Hyde Park
riots incited by the Reform League in 1866, in large part thanks to Mill’s
intervention, led to the establishment of that place as a corner of London
where anyone has a right to say whart he likes on virtually any subject. The
Governor Eyre affair of the same year saw Mill lead a campaign to bring
the British governor of Jamaica to the gallows for wanton killing of rebels
in that colony. After the Fenian Brotherhood rebellion of 1867, Mill
persuaded Disraeli’s government 1o forego capital punishment for the
leaders of the uprising.

Mill stood for Westminster once more, in the election of November
1868, and was defeated. Among the reasons for his ouster were the
superiority of the Tory party machine to his own, his refusal to pay anything
towards election expenses, his history of meddling in other elections o
support reformist candidates against incumbents, and—perhaps fatally—
his contriburion (of ten pounds) to the campaign of the militant atheist
Charles Bradlaugh for a sear in Northampron. But Mill was more than
content to “return to the only occupations which agree with my tastes and
habits,” that is to say, his writing.** Returning to unfinished work of earlier
years, he published in 1869 a revised edition of James Mill's Analysis of the
Human Mind, amplified by his own notes and introduction. In 1869-70
he completed the essay, “Theism,” the last of the Three Essays on Religion,
which would not, however, be published until 1874. Also revised for
posthumous publication was the Aurobiography. By now Mill had also
become something of a national institution and even an ancient sage. He
was besieged by correspondence, much of it from people secking his wisdom
on every conceivable subject, ranging from corporal punishment of
schoolboys to pacifism and universal military conscription. (He was for
the first and third, against the second.)

But the major political interest of his last years was the suffragerte
movement to obtain for women the right o vote. While still in Parliament
he had proposed, during debate on the Reform Bill in May 1867, to replace

the word “man” with the word “person,” and his eloquence garnered a
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third of the votes of those (few) present. In 1869 he published The
Subjection of Women, thinking the time was now right for a work that had
been ready for publication for eight years, His name would henceforth be
firmly attached ro the most radical of Victorian causes, one opposed not
only by conservatives like Fitzjames Stephen, but by sometime comrades
of Mill like Alexander Bain and Herbert Spencer, to say nothing of such
prominent women as George Eliot, Elizabeth Gaskell (biographer of yet
another opponent of female suffrage, Charlotte Bronté), Elizabeth Barrett
Browning, and Christina Rossetti,

Whatever may have been the general virtue of Mill's feminist position,
it brought him into a kind of subservience to his overbearing step-daughrer
Helen Taylor that reflects badly on his personal character and, more
crucially here, on the disinterestedness of his devorion to liberry. She
persuaded him to work for the elimination of “dissident” members of the
London Committee for Women's Suffrage and to make sure that new
members should be on her side of disputes over feminist politics. In one
letter of November 1871 to George Croom Robertson, for example, Mill
writes: “It would be madness to add any more members to the Committee
of whom you are not abselutely certain.” The rone and moral style of this
and similar letters to Robertson are an unnerving reminder of Mill's warning
that “almost all the projects of social reformers in these days are really
liberticide,” Professors Mineka and Lindley, the editors of Mill’s letters,
justifiably remark thar “this series of letters...is the only one in all his
correspondence that reflects discredit upon Mill the advocate of freedom
of opinion”; and they quote Charles Eliot Norton's letter expressing doubr
as to “whether Mill's interest in the cause of woman is serviceable to him
as a thinker. It has a tendency to develop the sentimental parr of his
intelligence, which is of immense force.”*

Mthﬂugh she exacted a price tor it, Helen Ta}’|ur’5 solicitousness for
Mill was genuine. She remained loyally by his side throughout his last
years and was present at his end, which came on the morning of 7 May
1873, in his beloved Avignon. His last words, uttered to her, were: “You

know thar | have done my work.™
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A Note on the Text

HE text of On Liberty used here is from the University of Toronto

edition of Mill's Collected Works, published in 1977. The Toronto

editor, the late Professor John M. Robson, based his text on that
of the fourth edition of the book, the last to appear in Mill's lifetime, and
collated it with the texts of the third, second, first, and People’s Editions.
Mill declared (in a passage printed in Appendix B of this volume) that
after his wife died he “made no alteration or addition to [On Liberty] nor
shall 1 ever.” Nevertheless, Robson notes, “as is the case in all of Mill's
major works, there was some revision, though in this instance very slight,
and not of much consequence....In short, Mill’s statement is not strictly
accurate...but On Liberty is, by a significant margin, the least revised of
his works.™

' John M. Robson, “Textual Introduction,” Essays on Politics and Seciety,
Collected Works af Jobn Stnart Mill (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1977)
XV, Ixxxiv.
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On Liberty

“The grand, leading principle, rowards which every argument
unfolded in these pages directly converges, is the absolute and

essential importance of human development in its richest diversity.”

Wilhelm von Humboldt, Sphere and Duties of Government.
[Trans. Joseph Coulthard (London: Chapman, 1854), p. 65.]

0 the beloved and deplored memory of her who was the inspirer,

and in part the author, of all thar is best in my writings—the

friend and wife whose exalred 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 drgrrc, the inestimable ad?antagt of her revision; some of the
most important portions having been reserved for a more careful re-
examination, which they are now never destined to receive. Were 1 but
capable of interpreting to the world one half the grear 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 anything that I can write,

unprompted and unassisted by her all bur unequalled wisdom.
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Chapter 1:
Introductory

HE SuBJECT of this Essay is not the so-called Liberty of the Will,

so unfortunately opposed to the misnamed doctrine of

Philosophical Necessity; but Civil, or Social Liberry: the narure
and limits of the power which can be legitimately exercised by society over
the individual. A question seldom stared, and han:ﬂ}r ever discussed, in
general terms, but which profoundly influences the practical controversies
of the age by its latent presence, and is likely soon to make itself recognised
as the vital guestion of the furure. It is so far from hcing new, that, in a
certain sense, it has divided mankind, almost from the remorest ages; but
in the stage of progress into which the more civilized portions of the species
have now entered, it presents itself under new conditions, and requires a
different and more fundamental treatment.

The struggle berween Liberty and Authority is the most conspicuous
feature in the portions of history with which we are earliest familiar,
particularly in that of Greece, Rome, and England. But in old times this
contest was between subjects, or some classes of subjects, and the
Government. By liberty, was meant protection against the tyranny of the
political rulers. The rulers were conceived (except in some of the popular
govErnments of Greece) as in a necessarily antagonistic position to the
people whom they ruled. They consisted of a governing One, or a governing
tribe or caste, who derived their authority from inheritance or conquest,
who, art 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 might be taken against its oppressive exercise. Their
power was regarded as necessary, but also as highly dangerous; as a weapon

which they would attempt to use against their subjects, no less than against
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external enemies. To prevent the weaker members of the community from
being preved upon by innumerable vultures, it was needful that there should
be an animal of prey stronger than the rest, commissioned to keep them
down. Bur as the king of the vultures would be no less bent upon preying
on the flock than any of the minor harpies, it was indispensable to be in a
perpetual attitude of defence against his beak and claws. The aim, therefore,
of patriots was to set limits to the power which the ruler should be suffered
to exercise over the community; and this limitation was whart they meant
by liberry. It was attempred in two ways. First, by obtaining a recognition
of certain immunities, called political liberties or righes, which it was o
be regarded as a breach of duty in the ruler to infringe, and which, if he
did infringe, specific resistance, or rebellion, was held ro be justifiable. A
second, and generally a later expedient, was the establishment of
constitutional checks, by which the consent of the communiry, or of a
body of some sort, supposed to represent its interests, was made a necessary
condition to some of the more important acts of the governing power. To
the first of these modes of limiration, the ruling power, in most European
countries, was compelled, more or less, to submirt. It was not so with the
second; and, to atrain this, or when already in some degree possessed, to
atrain it more completely, became everywhere the principal object of the
lovers of liberty. And so long as mankind were content to combat one
enemy by another, and to be ruled by a master. on condition of being
guaranteed more or less efficaciously against his tyranny, they did not carry
their aspirations beyond this point.

A time, however, came, in the progress of human affairs, when men
ceased to think it a necessity of nature thar their governors should be an
independent power, opposed in interest to themselves. It appeared to them
much better that the various magistrates of the State should be their tenants
or delegates, revocable at their pleasure. In that way alone, it seemed, could
they have complete security that the powers of government would never
be abused to their disadvantage. By degrees this new demand for elective
and temporary rulers became the prominent object of the exertions of the

popular party, wherever any such party existed; and superseded, to a
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considerable extent, the previous efforts to limit the power of rulers. As
the struggle proceeded for making the ruling power emanate from the
periodical choice of the ruled, some persons began o think that too much
importance had been attached to the limitation of the power itself. Thar
(it might seem) was a resource against rulers whose interests were hahi[ually
opposed to 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 interest and will of the nation. The nation did not need to be protecred
against its own will, There was no fear of its tyrannizing over itself. Let the
rulers be effectually responsible to 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 feeling, was common among the last generation of European
liberalism, in the Continental section of which it still apparently
predominates. Those who admirt any limir to whar a government may do,
EIEEPI in [I'IE Cadsg -DF EI..I-Ch gﬂ\ftrnm:nts as I.'I'IE}"' thiﬂ]{ ﬂ-l,l.ght not oo E"His'[,
stand out as brilliant exceptions among the political thinkers of the
Continent. A similar tone of sentiment might by this time have been
prevalent in our own country, if the circumsrances which for a time
encouraged it, had continued unalrered.

But, in political and philosophical theories, as well as in persons, success
discloses faults and infirmities which failure might have concealed from
observation. The notion, that the people have no need to limit their power
over themselves, might seem axiomatic, when popular government was a
thing only dreamed about, or read of as having existed at some distant
period of the past. Neither was that norion necessarily disturbed by such
temporary aberrations as those of the French Revolution, the worst of which
WERe thf‘ Wl}l.'k Df A1 I.].'il,l.l"FiﬂE :FEW, ﬂ.n.l:! Whic}\, in any Casc, I:“:Iﬂl'lgl:d-,. not
to the permanent working of popular institutions, but to a sudden and
convulsive outbreak against monarchical and aristocratic desporism. In
time, however, a democratic republic came to occupy a large portion of

the earth’s surface, and made itself felr as one of the most powerful members
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of the community of nations; and elective and responsible government
became subject to the observations and criticisms which wait upon a great
existing fact. It was now perceived that such phrases as “self-government,”
and “the power of the people over themselves,” do not express the true
state of the case. The “people” who exercise the power are not always the
same people with those over whom it is exercised; and the “self-government”
spoken of is not the government of each by himself, but of each by all the
rest. The will of the people, moreover, pracrically means the will of the
most numerous or the most active parr of the people; the majority, or
those who succeed in making themselves accepted as the majority; the
people, consequently, may desire to 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 to the community, thar is, to the strongest party
therein. This view of things, recommending itself equally to the intelligence
of thinkers and ro the inclination of those important classes in European
society to whose real or supposed interests democracy is adverse, has had
no difficulty in establishing itself; and in political speculations “the tyranny
of the majority” 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 ar 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 separate individuals who
compose it—irs means of tyrannizing 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, it
practices a social tyranny more formidable than many kinds of political
oppression, since, though nor usually upheld by such extreme penalties, it
leaves fewer means of escape, penetrating much more deeply into the details

of life, and enslaves the soul itself. Protection, therefore, against the tyranny
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of the magistrate is not enough: there needs protection also against the
tyranny of the prevailing opinion and feeling; against the tendency of
society to impose, by other means than civil penaldes, its own ideas and
practices as rules of conduct on those who dissent from them; to ferter the
dn'clnpmcnt, and, inussihit, prevent the formation, ufan:-,r individualit}r
not in harmony with its ways, and compel all characters to fashion
themselves upon the model of its own. There is a limit to the legitimate
interference of collective opinion with individual independence: and to
find that limir, and maincain it against encroachment, is as indispensable 1o a
good condition of human affairs, as protection against political despotism.
Bur though this proposition is not likely to be contested in general
terms, the practical question, where to place the limit—how ro make the
ficting adjustment berween individual independence and social control—
is a subject on which nearly everything remains to be done. All that makes
existence valuable to any one, depends on the enforcement of restraints
upon the actions of other people. Some rules of conduct, therefore, must
be imposed, by law in the firsc place, and by opinion on many things
which are not fit subjects for the operation of law. What these rules should
be, is the principal question in human affairs; but if we excepr a few of the
most obvious cases, it is one of those which least progress has been made
in resolving. No two ages, and scarcely any rwo countries, have decided ir
alike; and the decision of one age or country is a wonder to another. Yet
the people of any given age and country no more suspect any difficulty in
it, than if it were a subject on which mankind had always been agreed.
The rules which obrain among themselves appear to them self-evident and
self-justifying. This all bur universal illusion is one of the examples of the
magical influence of custom, which is not only, as the proverb says, a second
nature, but is continually mistaken for the first. The effect of custom, in
preventing any misgiving respecting the rules of conduct which mankind
impose on one another, is all the more complete because the subject is one
on which it is not generally considered necessary that reasons should be
given, either by one person to others, or by each to himself. People are

accustomed to believe, and have been encouraged in the belief by some
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who aspire to the characrer ufph“usnphcrs, that their Fct|ings, on subjl:cl:s
[!I-F Ihis nature, arc IJE[['L'I' than MEdsnns, ﬂl'll:i. IEI'I[I.C[ rcasons Unneccssary.
The practical principle which guides them to their opinions on the
regulation of human conducr, is the feeling in each person’s mind that
everybody should be required to act as he, and those with whom he
sympathizes, would like them to act. No one, indeed, acknowledges o
himself that his standard of judgment is his own liking; but an opinion on
a point of conduct, not supported by reasons, can only counr as one person’s
preference; and if the reasons, when given, are a mere appeal 1o a similar
preference felt by other people, it is still only many people’s liking instead
of one. To an ordinary man, however, his own preference, thus supporred,
is not only a perfectly satisfactory reason, but the only one he generally
has for any of his notions of morality, taste, or propriety, which are not
expressly written in his religious creed; and his chief guide in the
interpretation even of that. Men's opinions, accordingly, on what is laudable
or blameable, are affected by all the multifarious causes which influence
their wishes in regard to the conducrt of others, and which are as numerous
as those which determine their wishes on any other subject. Sometimes
their reason—ar other times their prejudices or superstitions: often their
social affections, not seldom their antisocial ones, their envy or jealousy,
their arrogance or contemptuousness: but most commonly, their desires
or fears for themselves—their legitimate or illegitimare self-interest.
Wherever there is an ascendant class, a large portion of the morality of the
country emanates from its class interests, and irs feelings of class superioriry.
The morality between Spartans and Helots, between planters and negroes,
berween princes and subjects, between nobles and roturiers', berween men
and women, has been for the most part the creation of these class interests
and feelings: and the sentiments thus generated, react in turn upon the
moral feelings of the members of the ascendant class, in their relations

among themselves. Where, on the other hand, a class, formerly ascendant,

! Sparta was a Dorian city-state in ancient Greece renowned for military prowess,
political rigidity, and cultural austerity; Helots were a class of serfs in Sparra;
roturiers are commoners, persons of plebeian rank.
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has lost its asccndan-:}', or where its ascend ancy is unpupu]ar, the prcvailing
moral sentiments frequently bear the impress of an impartient dislike of
superiority. Another grand determining principle of the rules of conducr,
both in act and forbearance, which have been enforced by law or opinion,
has been the servility of mankind rowards the supposed preferences or
aversions of their temporal masters, or of their gods. This servility, though
essentially selfish, is not hypocrisy; it gives rise to perfectly genuine
sentiments of abhorrence; it made men burn magicians and heretics. Among
so many baser 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, however, as a matter of reason, and on their own account,
than as a consequence of the symparhies and antipathies which grew out
of them: and sympathies and antipathies which had little or nothing to do
with the interests of society, have made themselves felt in the establishment
of moralities with quire as great force.

The likings and dislikings of society, or of some powerful portion of it,
are thus the main thing which has pracrically determined the rules laid
down for general observance, under the penalties of law or opinion. And
in general, those who have been in advance of society in thought and feeling,
have left this condition of things unassailed in principle, however they
may have come into conflict with it in some of its details. They have
occupied themselves rather in inquiring what things society oughr ro like
or dislike, than in questioning whether its likings or dislikings should be a
law to individuals. They preferred endeavouring to alter the feelings of
mankind on the particular points on which they were themselves heretical,
rather than make common cause in defence of freedom, with hererics
generally. The only case in which the higher ground has been taken on
principle and maintained with consistency, by any bur an individual here
and there, is thar of religious belief: a case instructive in many ways, and
not least so as forming a most striking instance of the fallibility of what is

called the moral sense: for the odium theologicum?, in a sincere bigot, is

* lodium theologicum)] animosity characteristic of religious controversy.
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one of the most unequivocal cases of moral feeling. Those who first broke
the yoke of what called itself the Universal Church, were in general as
little willing o permit difference of religious opinion as that church iwself.
But when the hear of the conflict was over, withour giving a complete
victory to any party, and each church or sect was reduced to limir its hopes
to retaining possession of the ground it already occupied; minorities, seeing
that they had no chance of becoming majorities, were under the necessity
of pleading to those whom they could not convert, for permission ro differ.
It is accordingly on this battle field, almost solely, that the rights of the
individual against society have been asserted on broad grounds of principle,
and the claim of society to exercise authority over dissentients, openly
controverted. The great writers to whom the world owes whar religious
liberty it possesses, have mostly asserted freedom of conscience as an
indefeasible right, and denied absolurely thar a human being is accountable
to others for his religious belief. Yet so natural to mankind is intalerance
in whatever they really care abour, that religious freedom has hardly
anywhere been practically realized, except where religious indifference,
which dislikes to have its peace disturbed by theological quarrels, has added
its weight to the scale. In the minds of almost all religious persons, even in
the most tolerant countries, the duty of toleration is admitted with tacit
reserves. One person will bear with dissent in martters of church
E[ﬂ"tl’nmt"h I'.“.lt not UF&DE.ITIE.'. ﬂ.l'll}tl.'lt'l' cdn tﬂIEIEtE WEI}’I'JU'CI}’, SI.'I.I'_'I'I"[ U'Fﬂ.
Papist or an Unitarian; another, every one who believes in revealed religion;
a few extend their chariry a little furcher, bur stop ar the belief in a God
and in a future state. Wherever the sentiment of the majority is still genuine
and intense, it is found ro 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
direct interference, 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 still subsisting habit of looking on the government

as representing an opposite interest to the public. The majority have not
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yet learnt to feel the power of the government their power, or its opinions
their opinions. When they do so, individual liberty will probably be as
much exposed to invasion from the government, as it already is from public
opinion. But, as yet, there is a considerable amount of feeling ready to be
called forth against any attempr of the law to control individuals in things
in which they have not hitherto been accustomed to be controlled by it
and this with very little discrimination as to whether the matter is, or is
not, within the legitimare sphere of legal control; insomuch that the feeling,
highly salutary on the whole, is perhaps quite as often misplaced as well
grounded in the particular instances of its application. There is, in fact, no
recognised principle by which the propriety or impropriety of government
interference is customarily tested. People decide according ro their personal
preferences. Some, whenever they see any good to be done, or evil 1o be
remedied, would willingly instigate the government to undertake the
business; while others prefer to bear almost any amount of social evil,
rather than add one to the departments of human interests amenable to
governmental control. And men range themselves on one or the other side
in any particular case, according to this general direction of their sentiments;
or according to the degree of interest which they feel in the particular
thing which it is proposed that the government should do, or according to
the belief they entertain that the governmenr would, or would nor, do it
in the manner they prefer; but very rarely on account of any opinion to
which they consistently adhere, as to what things are fit to be done by a
government. And it seems to me that in consequence of this absence of
rule or principle, one side is at present as often wrong as the other; the
interference of government is, with about equal frequency, improperly
invoked and improperly condemned,.

The object of this Essay is to assert one very simple 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 moral coercion of public opinion. That
principle is, that the sole end for which mankind are warranted, individually

or collectively, in interfering with the liberty of action of any of their
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number, is self-protection. Thar the only purpose for which power can be
rightfully exercised over any member of a civilized communiry, against his
will, is to prevent harm to others. His own good, either physical or moral,
is not a sufficient warrant. He cannot rightfully be compelled to do or
forbear because it will be better for him to do so, because it will make him
happier, because, in the opinions of others, to do so would be wise, or
even right. These are good reasons for remonstrating with him, or reasoning
with him, or persuading him, or entreating him, but not for compelling
him, or visiting him with any evil in case he do otherwise. To justify thar,
the conduct from which it is desired to deter him, must be calculated to
produce evil to some one else. The only part of the conduct of any one, tor
which he is amenable to sociery, is that which concerns others. In the part
which merely concerns himself, his independence is, of right, absolute.
Over himself, over his own body and mind, the individual is sovereign.
It is, perhaps, hardly necessary to say that this doctrine is meant to
apply only to human beings in the maturity of their faculties. We are not
speaking of children, or of young persons below the age which the law
may fix as manhood or womanhood. Those who are still in a state to require
being taken care of by others, must be protected against their own actions
as well as against external injury. For the same reason, we may leave out of
consideration those backward states of society in which the race itself may
be considered as in its nonage. The early difficulties in the way of
spontaneous 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 a legitimate mode of government in
dealing with barbarians, provided the end be their improvement, and the
means jusriﬁrd h}' :u:tuslll],.r r.:ff:cting that end. Lihcrl:y, as a principh:, has
no application to any state of things anterior to the time when mankind
have become capable of being improved by free and equal discussion. Until
then, there is nothing for them but implicit obedience to an Akbar or a
Charlemagne,” if they are so fortunate as to find one. But as soon as

mankind have attained the capacity of being guided to their own
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improvement by conviction or persuasion (a period long since reached in
all narions with whom we need here concern ourselves), compulsion, either
in the direct form or in that of pains and penalties for non-compliance, is
no longer admissible as to their own good, and justifiable only for the
security of others.

It is proper to state that | forego any advantage which could be derived
to my argument from the idea of abstrace right, as a thing independent of
utility. T regard utility as the ultimarte appeal on all ethical questions; but
it must be utility in the largest sense, grounded on the permanent interests
of man as a progressive being. Those interests, | contend, authorize the
subjection of individual spontaneity to external control, only in respect to
those actions which concern the interest of other people. If any one does
an act hurtful to others, there is a prima facie case for punishing him, by
law, or, where legal penalties are not safely applicable, by general
disapprobation. There are also many positive acts for the benefir of others,
which he may rightfully be compelled to perform; such as, o give evidence
in a court of justice; to bear his fair share in the common defence, or in
any other joint work necessary ro the interest of the society 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
defenceless against ill-usage, things which whenever it is obviously a man’s
dury to do, he may rightfully 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 rrue, requires a much more caurious exercise of compulsion than
the former. To make any one answerable for doing evil to others, is the
rile; to make him answerable for not preventing evil, is, comparatively
speaking, the exceprion. Yer there are many cases clear enough and grave
enough to justify that exceprion. In all things which regard the external

relations of the individual, he is de jure amenable to those whose interests

* Akbar the Grear was Mogul emperor of India from 1556 1605; Charlemagne,
known as “Charles the Great,” was King of the Franks from 768-814 and
was crowned emperor of the Romans in 800,
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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
must arise from the special expediencies of the case: either because it is a
kind of case in which he is on the whole likely to act better, when left to
his own discretion, than when controlled in any way in which society have
it in their power to control him; or because the attempt to exercise control
would produce other evils, greater than those which it would prevent, When
such reasons as these preclude the enforcement of responsibility, the
conscience of the agent himself should step into the vacant judgment seat,
and protect those interests of others which have no external protection;
judging himself all the more rigidly, because the case does not admir of his
being made accountable to the judgment of his fellow-crearures.

But there is a sphere of action in which society, as distinguished from
the individual, has, if any, only an indirect interest; comprehending all
that portion of a person’s life and conduct which affects only himself, or if
it also affects others, only with their free, voluntary, and undeceived consent
and participation. When | say only himself, | mean directly, and in the
first instance: for whatever affects himself, may affect others through
himself; and the objection which may be grounded on this contingency,
will receive consideration in the sequel. This, then, is the appropriate region
of human liberty. It comprises, first, the inward domain of consciousness;
demanding liberty of conscience, in the most comprehensive sense; liberty
of thought and feeling; absolute freedom of opinion and sentiment on all
suhjtcts. practicﬂ or 5pcculati:'.rl:. scientific, moral, or thmlﬂgic.a]. The
liberty of expressing and publishing opinions may seem to fall under a
different principle, since it belongs to that part of the conduct of an
individual which concerns other people; bur, being almost of as much
importance as the liberty of thought itself, and resting in grear part on the
same reasons, is practically inseparable from it. Secondly, the principle
requires liberty of tastes and pursuits; of framing the plan of our life to
suit our own character; of doing as we like, subject to such consequences
as may follow: without impediment from our fellow-creatures, so long as

what we do does not harm them, even though they should think our
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conduct foolish, perverse, or wrong. Thirdly, from this liberty of each
individual, follows the liberty, within the same limits, of combination
among individuals; freedom to unite, for any purpose not involving harm
to others: the persons combining being supposed to be of full age, and not
forced or deceived.

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

Though this doctrine is anything but new, and, to some persons, may
have the air of a truism, there is no doctrine which stands more directly
opposed to the general tendency of existing opinion and practice. Society
has expended fully as much effort in the attempt (according to its lights)
to compel people to conform to its notions of personal, as of social
excellence. The ancient commonwealths thought themselves entitled to
practice, and the ancient philosophers countenanced, the regulation of
every part of private conduct by public authority, on the ground that the
State had a deep interest in the whole bodily and mental discipline of
every one of its citizens; a mode of thinking which may have been admissible
in small republics surrounded by powerful enemies, in constant peril of
being subverted by foreign artack or internal commotion, and o which
even a short interval of relaxed energy and self-command mighr so easily
be fatal, that they could not afford 1o wairt for the salutary permanent
effects of freedom. In the modern world, the greater size of polirical
communities, and above all, the separation between spiritual and temporal
authority (which placed the direction of men's consciences in other hands
than those which controlled their worldly affairs), prevented so great an

interference by law in the details of private life; but the engines of moral
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repression have been wielded more strenuously against divergence from
the reigning opinion in self-regarding, than even in social matters; religion,
the most powerful of the elements which have entered into the formation
of moral feeling, having almost always been governed either by the ambition
of a hierarchy, seeking control over every department of human conducr,
or by the spirit of Puritanism. And some of those modern reformers who
have placed themselves in strongest opposition to the religions of the past,
have been noway behind either churches or sects in their assertion of the
right nfspiritua| domination: M. Comte, in par‘ticuhir, whose social system,

4 aims at establishing (though

as unfolded in his Systéme de Politique Positive,
by moral more than by legal appliances) a despotism of society over the
individual, surpassing anything contemplated in the political ideal of the
most rigid disciplinarian among the ancient philosophers.

Apart from the peculiar tenets of individual thinkers, there is also in
the world at large an increasing inclination to strerch unduly the powers
of society over the individual, both by the force of opinion and even by
that of legislation: and as the tendency of all the changes taking place in
the world is to strengthen society, and diminish the power of the individual,
this encroachment is not one of the evils which tend spontaneously to
disappear, burt, on the contrary, to grow more and more formidable. The
disposition of mankind, whether as rulers or as fellow-citizens, to impose
their own opinions and inclinations as a rule of conduct on others, is so
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 convicrion 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 ourselves in the first instance to a

* Auguste Comte (1798 - 1857) published Systéme de politigue positive in Paris
in 1851 -54. See Mill’s book of 1865, Augusee Comte and Positivism, on the
French philosopher and founder of Positivism.
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single branch of it, on which the principle here stated is, if not fully, yet 1o
a certain point, recognised by the current opinions. This one branch is the
Liberty of Thought: from which it is impessible to separate the cognare
liberty of speaking and of writing. Although these liberties, to some
considerable amount, form part of the political morality of all countries
which profess religious toleration and free institutions, the grounds, both
philosophical and practical, on which they rest, are perhaps not so familiar
to the general mind, nor so thoroughly appreciated by many even of the
leaders of opinion, as might have been expected. Those grounds, when
rightly understood, are of much wider application than to only one division
of the subject, and a thorough consideration of this part of the question
will be found the best introduction to the remainder. Those to whom
nothing which I am abourt to say will be new, may therefore, I hope, excuse
me, if on a subject which for now three centuries has been so often

discussed, | venture on one discussion more.
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Chapter II:
Of the Liberty of Thought

and Discussion

HE TIME, it is to be hoped, is gone by, when any defence 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 execurive,
not identified in interest with the people, to prescribe opinions to them,
and determine whar doctrines or what arguments they shall be allowed o
hear. This aspect of the question, besides, has been so 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 subject 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 discussion,
except during some temporary panic, when fear of insurrrection drives
ministers and judges from their propriety;’ and, speaking generally, it is
not, in constitutional countries, to be apprehended, that the government,
whether completely responsible to the people or not, will often attempr 1o
control the expression of opinion, except when in doing so it makes itself
the organ of the general intolerance of the public. 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 agreement with what it conceives
to be their voice. But [ deny the right of the people 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 exerted in accordance with public opinion, than

when in opposition to it. If all mankind minus one, were of one opinion,
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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, thart 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 grear a benefit, the clearer

' These words had scarcely been written, when, as if to give them an emphatic
contradiction, occurred the Government Press Prosecutions of 1858, That
ill-judged interference with the liberry of public discussion has not, however,
induced me to alter a single word in the text, nor has it ar all weakened my
conviction that, moments of panic excepted, the era of pains and penalries for
political discussion has, in our own country, passed away. For, in the first
place, the prosecutions were not persisted in; and, in the second, they were
never, properly speaking, polirical prosecutions. The offence charged was not
that of criticising institurions, or the acts or persons of rulers, bur of circularing
what was deemed an immeoral doctrine, the lawfulness of Tyrannicide.

If the arguments of the present chapter are of any validity, there oughrt to
exist the fullest liberty of professing and discussing, as a martter of ethical
conviction, any doctrine, however immoral it may be considered. It would,
therefore, be irrelevant and out of place to examine here, whether the doctrine
of Tyrannicide deserves that ritle. I shall content myself with saying that the
subject has been at all times one of the open questions of morals; that the act
of a private cirizen in striking down a criminal, who, by raising himself above
the law, has Plactd himself h-:}rnnd the reach of h:gal Punishment or control,
has been accounted by whole nations, and by some of the best and wisest of
men, not a crime, but an act of exalted virtue; and thar, right or wrong, it is
not of the nature of assassination, burt of civil war. As such, [ hold thar the
instigation to it, in a specific case, may be a proper subject of punishment,
but only if an overt act has followed, and art least a probable connexion can be
established between the acr and the instigarion. Even then, it is not a foreign
government, but the very government assailed, which alone, in the exercise of

self-defence, can legitimately punish attacks direcred against its own existence.
{Mill's note.)
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perception and livelier Impression of truth, pmduccd h}r 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 ::ndc:-lmuring to stifle is a false opinion;
and if we were sure, stifling it would be an evil sall.

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 judging.
To refuse a hearing to an opinion, because they are sure thart it is false, is to
assume thar their certainty is the same thing as abselute certainty. All
silencing of discussion is an assumption of infallibility. [ts condemnarion
may hf a“uwcd [O rest on [hiE COMmaon -H.I'EUITIEI'":, not '[I'I'E Worsc 'Fl.'.ll' bl:iﬂ.g_
COIMLM O

Unfnrtunatdy for the gnnd sense of mankind, the fact of their fa”ibilit}r
is far from carrying the weight in their practical judgment, which is always
allowed ro ir in theory; for while every one well knows himself to be fallible,
few think it necessary to take any precautions against their own ﬁ:,"i1;'.l'||il:},l'1
or admit the supposition that any opinion, of which they feel very cerrain,
may be one of the examples of the error to which they acknowledge
themselves to be liable. 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 situared, who
somerimes 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 judgment, 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 sociery: the man may be called, by comparison, almost

liberal and large-minded to whom it means anything so comprehensive as
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his own country or his own age. Nor is his faith in this collective authority
at all shaken by his being aware thar 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 Pekin. Yet it is as evident in itself, as any amount of argument can make
it, that ages are no more infallible than individuals; every age having held
many opinions which subsequent ages have deemed nor only false but
absurd; and it is as cerrain that many opinions, now general, will be rejected
by future ages, as it is that many, once general, are rejected by the present.

The objecrion likely to be made to this argument, would probably
take such form as the following. There is no greater assumprtion of
infallibility 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
erroneously, are men to be told that they ought not to use it ac all? To
prohibit what they think pernicious, is not claiming exemprtion from error,
but fulfilling the duty incumbent on them, although fallible, of acting on
conscientious conviction. If we were never to act on our opinions, because
those opinions may be wrong, we should leave all our interests uncared
for, 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
dury of governments, and of individuals, to form the truest opinions t]'u:}r
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 reasoners
may say), it is not conscientiousness but cowardice to shrink from acting
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 enlightened times,

have persecuted opinions now believed to be true. Let us take care, it may
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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 raxes, made unjust wars.
Ought we therefore to lay on no taxes, and, under whatever provocarion,
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 assurance 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 assuming 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
difference berween presuming an opinion to be true, because, with every
opportunity for contesting it, it has not been refuted, and assuming its
truth for the purpose of not permitting its refutation. Complete liberty of
contradicting 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 martter not self-evident, there are ninety-nine
persons 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, thac his errors are corrigible. He is

capable of rectifying his mistakes, by discussion and experience. Not by
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experience alone. There must be discussion, to show how experience is to
be interpreted. Wrong opinions and practices gradually yield o fact and
argument: but facts and arguments, to produce any effect on the mind,
must be brought before it. Very few facts are able to tell their own story,
without comments to bring ourt their meaning. The whole strength and
value, then, of human judgment, depending on the one property, thar it
can be set right when it is wrong, reliance can be placed on it only when
the means of setting it right are kept constanty at hand. In the case of any
person whose judgment is really deserving of confidence, how has it become
so? Because it has kept his mind open to criticism of his opinions and
conduct. Because it has 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 abour it
by persons of every variety of opinion, and studying all modes in which it
can be looked ar 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 opinion by collating it with those of others, so far
from causing doubt and hesitation in carrying it into practice, is the only
stable foundarion for a just reliance on it: for, being cognisant of all thar
can, at least obviously, be said against him, and having taken up his position
against all gainsayers—knowing that he has sought for objections and
difficulties, instead of avoiding them, 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.

It is not too much to require that what the wisest of mankind, those
who are best entitled to trust their own judgment, find necessary to warrant
their relying on it, should be submirtted to by that miscellaneous collection
of a few and many foolish individuals, called the public. The most intolerant

of churches, the Roman Catholic Church, even at the canonization of a
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saint, admits, and listens patiently to, a “devil’s advocate.” The holiest of
men, it appears, cannot be admitred to posthumous honours, until all char
the devil could say against him is known and weighed. If even the
Newtonian philosophy were not permitted 1o be questioned, mankind
could not feel as complete assurance of its truth as they now do. The beliefs
which we have most warrant for, have no safeguard to rest on, but a standing
invitation to the whole world to prove them unfounded. If the challenge
is not accepted, or is accepted and the artempt fails, we are far enough
from certainty still; but we have done the best that the existing state of
human affairs admits of; we have neglected nothing that could give the
truth d I:]'IEHEE UP rEﬂ.-Ehin.E 152 i.f- I.'I'IE ].i!ti arc kEP[ opcn, wc ma}" I'I.UPI: thﬂ.t
if there be a better truth, it will be found when the human mind is capable
of receiving it; and in the meantime we may rely on having attained such
approach to truth, as is possible in our own day. This is the amount of
certainty artainable by a fallible being, and this the sole way of artaining it.

Strange it is, that men should admir the validity of the arguments for
free discussion, bur nhj‘:ct to their h:ing “push:d [0 an extreme ; not seeing
that unless the reasons are good for an extreme case, they are not good for
any case. Strange that they should imagine thar they are not assuming
infallibility, when they acknowledge that there should be free discussion
on all subjects which can possibly be doubtful, but think that some
particular principle or doctrine should be forbidden to be questioned
because it is so certain, that is, because they are certain that it is certain. To
call any proposition certain, while there is any one who would deny its
certainty if permitted, but who is not permitted, is to assume thar we
ourselves, and those who agree with us, are the judges of certainty, and
judges without hearing the other side.

In the present age—which has been described as “destitute of faith,
burt terrified at scepricism™ —in which people feel sure, not so much that
their opinions are true, as that they should not know what to do without
them—the claims of an opinion to be protected from public attack are

* Quoted from Thomas Carlyle, “Memoirs of the Life of S¢ott,” London and
Weseminster Review V1 & XXVIII (January 1838): 315.
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rested not so much on its truth, as on its importance to society. There are,
it is alleged, certain beliefs, so useful, not to say indispensable to well-
being, that it is as much the duty of governments to uphold those beliefs,
as to protect any other of the interests of society. In a case of such necessity,
and so directly in the line of their duty, something less than infallibility
may, it is maintained, warranr, and even bind, governments, to acr on
their own opinion, confirmed by the general opinion of mankind. It is
also often argued, and still oftener thought, that none but bad men would
desire to weaken these salurary beliefs; and there can be nothing wrong, it
is thought, in restraining bad men, and prohibiting whar only such men
would wish to practice. This mode of thinking makes the justificarion of
restraints on discussion not a question of the truth of doctrines, but of
their usefulness; and flatters itself by that means to escape the responsibility
of claiming to be an infallible judge of opinions. But those who thus satisfy
themselves, do not perceive that the assumption of infallibility is merely
shifted from one point to another. The usefulness of an opinion is itself
matter of opinion: as disputable, as open to discussion, and requiring
discussion as much, as the opinion itself. There is the same need of an
infallible judge of opinions to decide an opinion to be noxious, as to decide
it to be false, unless the opinion condemned has full opportunity of
defending itself. And it will not do to say that the heretic may be allowed
to maintain the vrility or harmlessness of his opinion, though forbidden
to maintain its truth. The truth of an opinion is part of its utility. If we
would know whether or not it is desirable that a proposition should be
believed, is it possible to exclude the consideration of whether or not it is
true! In the opinion, not of bad men, but of the best men, no belief which
is contrary to truth can be really useful: and can you prevent such men
from urging that plea, when they are charged with culpability for denying
some doctrine which t|'u::,r are told is useful, but which th:}r believe to be
false? Those who are on the side of received opinions, never fail to rake all
possible advantage of this plea; you do not find #hem handling the question
of utility as if it could be completely abstracted from that of truth: on the

contrary, it is, above all, because their doctrine is the “truth,” thar the
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knowledge or the belief of it is held to be so indispensable. There can be
no fair discussion of the question of usefulness, when an argument so vital
may be employed on one side, but not on the other. And in point of fact,
when law or public feeling do not permit the truth of an opinion to be
disputed, they are just as little tolerant of a denial of its usefulness. The
utmost they allow is an extenuation of its absolute necessity, or of the
positive guilt of rejecting it

In order more fully to illustrate the mischief of denying a hearing 1o
opinions because we, in our own judgment, have condemned them, it will
be desirable to fix down the discussion to a concrete case; and I choose, by
preference, the cases which are least favourable to me—in which the
argument against freedom of opinion, both on the score of truth and on
that of utility, is considered the strongest. Let the opinions impugned be
the belief in God and in a future state, or any of the commonly received
doctrines of morality. To fight the battle on such ground, gives a great
advantage to an unfair antagonist; since he will be sure to say (and many
who have no desire to be unfair will say it internally), Are these the doctrines
which you do not deem sufficiently certain to be taken under the protection
of law? Is the belief in a God one of the opinions, to feel sure of which,
vou hold to be assuming infallibility? But I must be permirted to observe,
that it is not the feeling sure of a doctrine (be it whart it may) which [ call
an assumption of infallibility. It is the undertaking to decide that question
for athers, withour allowing them to hear what can be said on the contrary
side. And | denounce and reprobate this pretension not the less, if put
forth on the side of my most solemn convictions. However positive any
one’s persuasion may be, not only of the falsity bur of the pernicious
consequences—not only of the pernicious consequences, but (ro adopt
expressions which 1 altogether condemn) the immorality and impiety of
an opinion; yet if, in pursuance of that private judgment, though backed
by the public judgment of his country or his cotemporaries, he prevents
the opinion from hting heard in its defence, he assumes infaﬂibilirf,, And
so far from the assumption being less objectionable or less dangerous

because the opinion is called immoral or impious, this is the case of all
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others in which it is most fatal. These are exactly the occasions on which
the men of one generation commirt those dreadful mistakes, which excite
the astonishment and horror of posterity. It is among such that we find
the instances memaorable in history, when the arm of the law has been
employed to root out the best men and the noblest doctrines; with
deplorable success as to the men, though some of the doctrines have
survived to be (as if in mockery) invoked, in defence of similar conduct
towards those who dissent from them, or from their received interpretation.

Mankind can hardf}r be too often reminded, thar there was once a man
named Socrates, berween whom and the legal authorities and public opinion
of his time, there took place a memorable collision. Born in an age and
country abounding in individual greatness, this man has been handed down
to us by those who best knew both him and the age, as the most virtuous
man in it; while we know him as the head and prototype of all subsequent
teachers of virtue, the source equally of the lofty inspiration of Plato and
the judicious utilitarianism of Aristotle, “7 maestri di color che sanna,” the
two headsprings of ethical as of all other philosophy. This acknowledged
master of all the eminent thinkers who have since lived—whose fame, still
growing after more than two thousand years, all but ourweighs the whole
remainder of the names which make his native city illustrious—was put o
death by his countrymen, after a judicial conviction, for impiety and
immorality. Impiety, in denying the gods recognised by the State; indeed
his accuser asserted (see the Apelogia) that he believed in no gods ar all,
Immorality, in being, by his doctrines and instructions, a “corrupter of
youth.™ Of these charges the tribunal, there is every ground for believing,
hﬂnfEt]}r Fﬂund hl"Tl Euﬂt}-‘. and f—ﬂ‘ndfmnﬂd '.'l'“: man w"'ﬂ‘ thﬂhl}r ﬂr :I"
then born had deserved best of mankind, to be put to death as a criminal.

To pass from this to the only other instance of judicial iniquiry, the

mention of which, after the condemnarion of Socrates, would not be an

* [ maestri di color che sanno] “the masters of those who know.” (Adapred from
Dante’s Inferno, Canto IV, 131, where the line, in the singular, refers 1o
Aristotle.)

* See Plato's Apology. Socrates’ accuser was Meletus.
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anti-climax: the event which took place on Calvary rather more than
eighteen hundred years ago. The man who left on the memory of those
who witnessed his life and conversation, such an impression of his moral
grandeur, that eighteen subsequent centuries have done homage to him as
the Almighty in person, was ignominiously put to dearh, as what? As a
blasphemer. Men did not merely mistake their benefactor; they mistook
him for the exact contrary of what he was, and treated him as that prodigy
of impiety, which they themselves are now held to be, for their trearment
of him.” The feelings with which mankind now regard these lamentable
tranEHCtiﬂHS. 'EEFCEiE“}I' tI'IC |at:r UFII'IE twi, rcnr.‘ll:r thtm :xtr:m:l}' l..l.ﬂ_il.l!t
in their judgment of the unhappy actors. These were, to all appearance,
not bad men—nort worse than men commonly are, but rather the contrary;
men who possessed in a full, or somewhat more than a full measure, the
religious, moral, and patriotic feelings of their time and people: the very
kind of men who, in all times, our own included, have every chance of
passing through life blameless and respected. The high-priest who rent his
EEI'ITIC]'IIS thn thf wﬂrds WEre prunuunc:d's‘ “"hiﬂh, H.ECD]'diI'I.E o ﬂ." [I'I.E
ideas of his counrtry, constituted the blackest guilt, was in all probability
quite as sincere in his horror and indignation, as the generality of respectable
and pious men now are in the religious and moral sentiments they profess;
and most of those who now shudder ar his conducr, if they had lived in his
time, and been born Jews, would have acted precisely as he did. Orthodox
Christians who are tempted ro think that those who stoned to death the
first martyrs must have been worse men than they themselves are, ought
to remember that one of those persecurors was Saint Paul.”

Let us add one more example, the most striking of all, if the
impressiveness of an error is measured by the wisdom and virtue of him

who falls into it. If ever any one, pnsscss:d of power, had gmunds for

* Mill's shadowy language suggests that he subscribed to the {long exploded)
notion thar it was the Jews, rather than the Romans, who were responsible for
the sentencing and execution of Jesus.

* Caiaphas; see Mawthew, 26:65.

" See Acts, 7:58 - 8:4.
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thinking himself the best and most enlightened among his cotemporaries,
it was the Emperor Marcus Aurelius. Absolute monarch of the whole
civilized world, he preserved through life not only the most unblemished
justice, but what was less to be expected from his Stoical breeding, the
tenderest heart. The few failings which are attributed to him, were all on
the side of indulgence: while his writings, the highest ethical product of
the ancient mind, differ scarcely perceptibly, if they differ ar all, from the
most characteristic teachings of Christ. This man, a better Christian in all
but the dogmatic sense of the word than almost any of the ostensibly
Christian sovereigns who have since reigned, persecuted Christianiry. Placed
at the summit of all the previous attainments of humanity, with an open,
unfertered intellect, and a character which led him of himself to embody
in his moral writings the Christian ideal, he yert failed to see that Christianity
was to be a good and nort an evil to the world, with his duties to which he
was 50 deeply penerrated. Existing society he knew to be in a deplorable
state. But such as it was, he saw, or thoughr he saw, that it was held rogether,
and prevenred from being worse, by belief and reverence of the received
divinities. As a ruler of mankind, he deemed it his duty not to suffer society
to fall in pieces; and saw not how, if its existing ties were removed, any
others could be formed which could again knir it together. The new religion
openly aimed at dissolving these ties: unless, therefore, it was his duty 1o
adopt that religion, it seemed to be his duty ro put it down. Inasmuch
then as the theology of Christianity did not appear to him true or of divine
origin; inasmuch as this strange histnr}r of a crucified God was nort credible
to him, and a system which purported to rest entirely upon a foundation
to him so wholly unbelievable, could not be foreseen by him to be that
renovating agency which, after all abatements, it has in fact proved 1o be;
the gentlest and most amiable of philosophers and rulers, under a solemn
sense of duty, authorized the persecution of Christianity. To my mind this
is one of the most tragical facts in all history. It is a birter thought, how
different a thing the Christianity of the world might have been, if the
Christian faith had been adopted as the religion of the empire under the

auspices of Marcus Aurelius instead of those of Constantine.” But it would
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be equally unjust to him and false to truth, to deny, that no one plea
which can be urged for punishing anti-Christian reaching, was wanting to
Marcus Aurelius for punishing, as he did, the propagation of Christianiry.
No Christian more firmly believes that Atheism is false, and tends to the
dissolution of society, than Marcus Aurelius believed the same things of
Christianity; he who, of all men then living, might have been thought the
most capable of appreciating it. Unless any one who approves of
punishment for the promulgation of opinions, flatters himself that he is a
wiser and better man than Marcus Aurelius—more deeply versed in the
wisdom of his time, more elevated in his intellect above it—more earnest
in his search for truth, or more single-minded in his devotion to it when
found;—Iler him abstain from thar assumption of the joint infallibility of
himself and the multitude, which the great Antoninus made with so
unforrunate a result.

Aware of the impossibility of defending the use of punishment for
restraining irreligious opinions, by any argument which will not justfy
Marcus Antoninus, the enemies of religious freedom, when hard pressed,
occasionally accept this consequence, and say, with Dr. Johnson, that the
persecutors of Christianity were in the right”; that persecution is an ordeal
through which truth ought to pass, and always passes successfully, legal
penalties being, in the end, powerless against truch, though sometimes
beneficially effective against mischievous errors. This is a form of the
argument for religious intolerance, sufficiently remarkable not to be passed
without notice.

A theory which maintains that truth may justifiably be persecuted
because persecution cannot possibly do it any harm, cannot be charged
with being intentionally hostile to the reception of new truths; but we
cannot commend the generosity of its dealing with the persons to whom
mankind are indebted for them. To discover to the world something which

deeply concerns it, and of which it was previously ignorant; to prove to it

* Constantine was the Roman Emperor (from 306-337) who adopted
Christianity.
? See James Boswell, Life of Jobnson (1791), vol. I1. (Entry for 7 May 1773.)
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thar it had been mistaken on some viral point of temporal or spiritual
interest, is as important a service as a human being can render to his fellow-
creatures, and in certain cases, as in those of the early Christians and of
the Reformers, those who think with Dr. Johnson believe it to have been
the most precious gift which could be bestowed on mankind. Thar the
authors of such splendid benefits should be requited by martyrdom; that
their reward should be to be dealt with as the vilest of criminals, is not,
upon this theory, a deplorable error and misfortune, for which humanicy
should mourn in sackcloth and ashes, but the normal and justifiable state
of things. The propounder of a truth, according to this doctrine, should
stand, as stood, in the legislation of the Locrians, the proposer of a new
law, with a halter round his neck, to be instantly rightened if the public assembly
did not, on hearing his reasons, then and there adopt his propositon.’
People who defend this mode of treating benefacrors, cannot be
supposed to set much value on the benefit; and [ believe this view of the
subject is mostly confined to the sort of persons who think thar new truths
may have been desirable once, but that we have had enough of them now.
Bur, indeed, the dictum thar truth always triumphs over persecurion,
is one of those pleasant falsehoods which men repeart after one another till
they pass into commonplaces, but which all experience refures. History
teems with instances of truth put down by persecution. If not suppressed
for ever, it may be thrown back for centuries. To speak only of religious
opinions: the Reformarion broke out at least twenty times before Luther,
and was put down. Arnold of Brescia was put down. Fra Dolcino was put

down. Savonarola was put down. The Albigeois were put down. The

Vaudois were put down. The Lollards were put down. The Hussites were
put down.'! Even after the era of Luther, wherever persecution was persisted
in, it was successful. In Spain, Italy, Flanders, the Austrian empire,

Protestantism was rooted out; and, most likely, would have been so in

England, had Queen Mary lived, or Queen Elizabeth died. Persecution

1 See Demosthenes, “Against Timocrates,” Locris was a minor state in ancient
Greece.
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has always succeeded, save where the heretics were too strong a party to be
effectually persecuted. No reasonable person can doubt that Christianity
might have been extirpated in the Roman Empire. It spread, and became
predominant, because the persecutions were only occasional, lasting bur a
short time, and separated by long intervals of almost undisturbed
propagandism. It is a piece of idle sentimentality that truth, merely as
truth, has any inherent power denied to error, of prevailing against the
dungeon and the stake. Men are not more zealous for truth than they
often are for error, and a sufficient application of legal or even of social
penalties will generally succeed in stopping the propagation of either. The
real advantage which truth has, consists in this, that when an opinion is
true, it may be extinguished once, twice, or many times, bur in the course
of ages there will generally be found persons to rediscover it, until some
one ﬂ:F 15 Tedppeardnocs 'FEIIS- on a tme WI'IEI'I Frnm Favnurablc ci:n:umstam:cs
it escapes persecution until it has made such head as to withstand all
subsequent attempts to suppress it.

It will be said, that we do not now put to death the introducers of new
opinions: we are not like our fathers who slew the prophets, we even build
sepulchres to them. It is true we no longer put heretics to death; and the
amount of penal infliction which modern feeling would probably tolerarte,
even against the most obnoxious opinions, is nor sufficient to extirpate
them. But let us not flatter ourselves that we are yer free from the stain
even of legal persecution. Penalties for opinion, or at least for its expression,
still exist by law; and their enforcement is not, even in these times, so

unexampled as to make it ar all incredible thar they may some day be

" The ltalian religious reformers Arnold of Brescia, Fra Dolcino, and Girolamo
Savonarola were put to death as heretics in the twelfth, fourteenth, and fifteenth
centuries, respectively. The Albigeois, or Albigenses, were a religious sect thar
flourished in southern France in the twelfth and thirteen centuries, only to be
murdered by the Inquisition under Pope Innocent [Il. The Vaudois, or
Waldenses, were a Christian sect in southern France in the late twelfth century.
The Lollards were a sect of English religious reformers in the fourteenth and
fiftcenth centuries, followers of John Wycliffe. Hussites followed the religious
theories of John Huss, a Bohemian religious reformer burned at the stake.

72 * JOHN STUART ML



revived in full force. In the year 1857, at the summer assizes of the county
of Cornwall, an unfortunate man,™ said to be of unexceptionable conduct
in all relations of life, was sentenced to twenty-one months’ imprisonment,
for uttering, and writing on a gate, some offensive words concerning
Christianity. Within a month of the same time, at the Old Bailey, two
persons, on two separate occasions,'” were rejected as jurymen, and one of
them grossly insulted by the judge and by one of the counsel, because they
honestly declared thatr they had no theological belief; and a third, a
foreigner,' for the same reason, was denied justice against a thief. This
refusal of redress took place in virtue of the legal doctrine, that no person
can be allowed to give evidence in a court of justice, who does not profess
belief in a God (any god is sufficient) and in a furure state; which is
equivalent to declaring such persons to be outlaws, excluded from the
protection of the tribunals; who may not only be robbed or assaulted with
impunity, if no one but themselves, or persons of similar opinions, be
present, but any one else may be robbed or assaulted with impuniry, if the
proof of the fact depends on their evidence. The assumption on which
this is grounded, is that the oath is worthless, of a person who does not
believe in a future stare; a proposition which betokens much ignorance of
history in those who assent to it (since it is historically true thar a large
proportion of infidels in all ages have been persons of distinguished integriry
and honour); and would be maintained by no one who had the smallest
conception how many of the persons in greatest repute with the world,
both for virtues and for attainments, are well known, at least to their
intimates, to be unbelievers. The rule, besides, is suicidal, and cuts away
its own foundation. Under pretence that atheists must be liars, it admits
the testimony of all atheists who are willing to lie, and rejects only those
who brave the obloguy of publicly confessing a detested creed rather than

affirm a falschood. A rule thus self-convicted of absurdity so far as regards

" Thomas Pooley, Bodmin Assizes, July 31, 1857, In December following, he
received a free pardon from the Crown. (Mill's note.)

" George Jacob Holyoake, 17 August, 1857; Edward Truelove, July, 1857,

** Baron de Gleichen, Marlborough-street Police Court, 4 August 1857,
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its professed purpose, can be kepr in force only as a badge of hatred, a relic
of persecution; a persecution, too, having the peculiarity, that the
qualification for undergoing i, is the being clearly proved not to deserve
it. The rule, and the theory it implies, are hardly less insulting to believers
than to infidels. For if he who does not believe in a future state, necessarily
lies, it follows that they who do believe are only prevented from lying, if
prevented they are, by the fear of hell. We will not do the authors and
abettors of the rule the injury of supposing, that the conceprion which
they have formed of Christian virtue is drawn from their own consciousness.

These, indeed, are but rags and remnants of persecution, and may be
thought to be not so much an indication of the wish to persecute, as an
example of thar very frequent infirmity of English minds, which makes
them take a preposterous pleasure in the assertion of a bad principle, when
they are no longer bad enough to desire to carry it really into pracrice. But
unhappily there is no security in the state of the public mind, that the
ﬁuspcnsinn EIFWDTEE Fﬂrms ﬂf J.CEHI PE[EfCU[iﬂ"T WhiCh 1'13_5 Iﬂﬁtfd Fur ﬂ.hﬂl..".'
the space of a generation, will continue. In this age the quiet surface of
routine is as often ruffled h}-’ attempts to resuscitate past evils, as to
introduce new benefits. What is boasted of at the present time as the revival
of religion, is always, in narrow and uncultivated minds, ac least as much
the revival of bigotry; and where there is the strong permanent leaven of
intolerance in the feelings of a people, which at all times abides in the
middle classes of this country, it needs but little to provoke them inro
actively persecuring those whom they have never ceased to think proper
objects of persecution.”

For it is this—it is the opinions men entertain, and the feelings they
cherish, respecting those who disown the beliefs they deem important,
which makes this country not a place of mental treedom! For a long time
past, the chief mischief of the legal penalties is that they strengthen the
social stigma. It is cthat stigma which is really effective, and so effective is
it, that the profession of opinions which are under the ban of society is
much less common in England, than is, in many other countries, the avowal

of those which incur risk of judicial punishment. In respect to all persons
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but those whose pecuniary circumstances make them independent of the
good will of other people, opinion, on this subject, is as efficacious as law;
men might as well be imprisoned, as excluded from the means of earning
their bread. Those whose bread is already secured, and who desire no favours
from men in power, or from bodies of men, or from the public, have nothing
to fear from the open avowal of any opinions, burt to be ill-thoughr of and
ill-spoken of, and this it ought not to require a very heroic mould ro enable

them to bear. There is no room for any appeal ad misericordiam'® in behalf

" Ample warning may be drawn from the large infusion of the passions of a
persecutor, which mingled with the general display of the worst parts of our
national character on the occasion of the Sepoy insurrection. The ravings of
fanatics or charlatans from the pulpit may be unworthy of notice; but the
heads of the Evangelical party have announced as their principle for the
government of Hindoos and Mahomedans, that no schools be supported by
public money in which the Bible is not taught, and by necessary consequence
that no public employment be given to any but real or pretended Christians.
An Under-Secretary of Stare [William N. Massey], in a speech delivered to
his constituents on the 12th of November, 1857, is reported to have said;
“Toleration of their faith” (the faith of a hundred millions of British subjects),
“the superstition which they called religion, by the British Government, had
had the efftect of retarding the ascendancy ot the British name, and preventing
the salutary growth of Christianity.... Toleration was the great corner-stone
of the religious liberties of this country; but do not let them abuse that precious
word tolerarion. As he understood it, it meant the complete liberty ro all,
freedom of worship, ameng Christians, whe worshipped upon the same
foundation. It meant tolerarion of all secrs and denominarions of Christians
who believed in the one mediarion.” [See The Times, 14 Nov., 1857, p. 4.] 1
desire to call attention to the fact, thar a man who has been deemed fir to fill
a high office in the government of this country, under a liberal Ministry,
maintains the doctrine thar all who do not believe in the divinity of Christ
are beyond the pale of toleration. Who, after this imbecile display, can indulge
the illusion that religious persecution has passed away, never to return? (Mill’s
note.) The Sepoy insurrection, also called the Indian Mutiny, was the revolt
early in 1857 of 70,000 narive troops (sepoys) in the Bengal army of the Easr
India Company who objected to the issue of cartridges greased with animal
fat, an act they took as insulting to their belief in the sacredness of animals.
The revolt was suppressed in the following year, when the government of
India was transferred from the East India Company to the Crown,
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of such persons. But though we do not now inflict so much evil on those
who think differently from us, as it was formerly our custom to do, it may
be that we do ourselves as much evil as ever by our treatment of them,
Socrates was put to death, but the Socraric philosophy rose like the sun in
heaven, and spread its illumination over the whole intellectual firmament.
Christians were cast to the lions, burt the Christian church grew up a stately
and spreading tree, overtopping the older and less vigorous growths, and
stifling them by its shade. Our merely social intolerance kills no one, roots

out no opinions, bur induces men to disguise them, or to abstain from any
acrive effort for their diffusion. With us, heretical opinions do not

perceptibly gain, or even lose, ground in each decade or generation; they
never blaze out far and wide, but continue to smoulder in the narrow
circles of thinking and studious persons among whom they originarte,
without ever lighting up the general affairs of mankind with either a true
or a deceptive light. And thus is kept up a state of things very satisfactory
to some minds, because, without the unpleasant process of fining or
imprisoning anybody, it maintains all prevailing opinions ourwardly
undisturbed, while it does not absolutely interdict the exercise of reason
by dissentients afflicted with the malady of thought. A convenient plan
for having peace in the intellectual world, and keeping all things going on
therein very much as they do already. But the price paid for this sort of
intellectual pacification, is the sacrifice of the entire moral courage of the
human mind. A state of things in which a large portion of the most active
and inquiring intellects find it advisable to keep the genuine principles
and grounds of their convictions within their own breasts, and attempt, in
whart they address to the public, to fit as much as they can of their own
conclusions to premises which they have internally renounced, cannot send
forth the open, fearless characters, and logical, consistent intellects who
once adorned the thinking world. The sort of men who can be looked for
under it, are either mere conformers to commonplace, or time-servers for

truth, whose arguments on all grear subjects are meant for their hearers,

'* |ad misericordiam] to pity. Said of an argument or appeal.
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and are not those which have convinced themselves. Those who avoid this
alternative, do so by narrowing their thoughts and interest to things which
can be spoken of without venturing within the region of principles, that
is, to small practical martters, which would come right of themselves, if
but the minds of mankind were strengthened and enlarged, and which
will never be made effecrually right until then: while that which would
strengthen and enlarge men’s minds, free and daring speculation on the
highest subjects, is abandoned.

Those in whose eyes this reticence on the part of heretics is no evil,
should consider in the first place, that in consequence of it there is never
any fair and thorough discussion of heretical opinions; and thar such of
them as could not stand such a discussion, though they may be prevented
from spreading, do not disappear. Bur it is not the minds of hererics that
are deteriorated most, by the ban placed on all inquiry which does not end
in the orthodox conclusions. The greatest harm done is to those who are
not heretics, and whose whole mental development is cramped, and their
reason cowed, by the fear of heresy. Who can compute what the world
loses in the multitude of promising intellects combined with timid
characters, who dare not follow out any bold, vigorous, independent train
of thought, lest it should land them in something which would admirt of
being considered irreligious or immoral? Among them we may occasionally
see some man of deep conscientiousness, and subtle and refined
understanding, who spends a life in sophisticating with an intellect which
he cannot silence, and exhausts the resources of ingenuity in attempring
to reconcile the promptings of his conscience and reason with orthodoxy,
which yet he does not, perhaps, to the end succeed in doing. No one can
be a great thinker who does not recognise, that as a thinker it is his first
duty to follow his intellect to whatever conclusions it may lead. Truth
Eﬂ.j“s maore cven h}r th: CErTors ﬂrﬂ"ﬂ Whﬂ, Wi[h duc EIU-I:I.}-" ﬂﬂd Prfp‘ﬂfﬂtiﬂn.,
thinks for himself, than by the true opinions of those who only hold them
because they do not suffer themselves to think., Noc that it is solely, or
chiefly, to form grear thinkers, that freedom of thinking is required. On

the contrary, it is as much and even more indispensable, to enable average

On LIBERTY * 77



human beings ro atrain the mental stature which they are capable of, There
have been, and may again be, great individual thinkers, in a general
atmosphere of mental slavery. Bur there never has been, nor ever will be,
in that atmusphcrc, an inttlll:ctuall}r active p::up]t. When any ptnpk has
made a temporary approach to such a character, it has been because the
dread of heterodox speculation was for a time suspended. Where there is a
tacit convention thart principles are not to be disputed; where the discussion
of the greatest questions which can occupy humanity is considered to be
closed, we cannot hope to find that generally high scale of mental activity
which has made some periods of history so remarkable. Never when
controversy avoided the subjects which are large and important enough to
kindle enthusiasm, was the mind of a people stirred up from its foundarions,
and the impulse given which raised even persons of the most ordinary
intellect to something of the dignity of thinking beings. Of such we have
had an example in the condition of Europe during the times immediately
following the Reformation; another, though limited to the Continent and
to a more cultivated class, in the speculative movement of the latter half of
the eighteenth century;’” and a third, of still briefer duration, in the
intellectual fermentation of Germany during the Goethian and Fichrean
period." These periods differed widely in the particular opinions which
they developed; but were alike in this, that during all three the yoke of
authority was broken. In each, an old mental despotism had been thrown
off, and no new one had yer taken its place. The impulse given at these
three periods has made Europe whar it now is. Every single improvement
which has taken place either in the human mind or in institutions, may be
traced distinctly to one or other of them. Appearances have for some time
indicared thar all three impulses are well nigh spenrt; and we can expect no

fresh start, until we again assert our mental freedom.

'" The Enlightenment.

'# Johann Wolfgang von Goethe (1749—-1832); Johann Gortlieb Fichte (1762 -
1814},
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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 admir the
possibility that his opinion may be false, he ought to be moved by the
consideration that however true it may be, if it is not fully, frequently, and
fearlessly discussed, it will be held as a dead dogma, not a living truth.

There is a class of persons (happily not quite so numerous as formerly)
who think it enough if a person assents undoubrtingly to whar they think
true, though he has no knowledge whatever of the grounds of the opinion,
and could not make a tenable defence of it against the most superficial
objections. Such persons, if they can once ger 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
considerately, though it may still be rejected rashly and ignorantly; for 1o
shut our 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, bur abides as a prejudice, a belief
independent of, and proof against, argument—rthis 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.

If the intellect and judgment of mankind oughr to be culrivared, a
thing which Protestants at least do not deny, on whar can these faculties
be more appropriately exercised by any one, than on the things which
concern him so much that it is considered necessary for him to hold
opinions on them? If the cultivation of the understanding consists in one
thing more than in another, it is surely in learning the grounds of one’s
own opinions. Whatever people believe, on subjects on which it is of the

first importance to believe rightly, they ought to be able to defend against
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at least the common objections. But, some one may say, “Let them be
raught the grounds of their opinions. It does not follow that opinions must
be merely parroted because they are never heard controverted. Persons who
learn geometry do not simply commit the theorems to memory, but
understand and learn likewise the demonstrations: and it would be absurd
to say that they remain ignorant of the grounds of geomerrical truths,
because they never hear any one deny, and attemprt to disprove them.”
Undoubtedly: and such teaching suffices on a subject like mathemarics,
where there is nothing ar all to be said on the wrong side of the question.
The peculiarity of the evidence of mathematical truths is, thar all the
argument is on one side. There are no objections, and no answers to
objections. But on every subject on which difference of opinion is possible,
[I'll: trut]!'l dcpfndﬂ on d hﬂ.laﬂfc o I]f Etrucll: bfmﬂl’:n WO SCrs ﬂFCﬂ“ﬂictiﬂg
reasons. Even in natural philosophy, there is always some other explanation
possible of the same facts; some geocentric theory instead of heliocentric,
some phlogiston instead of oxygen; and it has to be shown why that other
theory cannot be the true one: and unril this is shown, and until we know
how it is shown, we do not understand the grounds of our opinion. Burt
when we turn to subjects infinitely more complicared, to morals, religion,
politics, social relations, and the business of life, three-fourths of the
arguments for every dispured opinion consist in dispelling the appearances
which favour some opinion different from it. The greatest orator, save
one, of antiquity,'? has left it on record that he always studied his adversary’s
case with as great, it not with still greater, intensity than even his own.
What Cicero practiced as the means of forensic success, requires to be
imitated by all who study any subject in order to arrive at the truth. He
who knows only his own side of the case, knows little of that, His reasons
may be good, and no one may have been able to refute them. Bur if he is
equally unable to refute the reasons on the opposite side; if he does not so
much as know whar they are, he has no ground for preferring either opinion.
The rational position for him would be suspension of judgment, and unless

" Cicero, e.g., in De Oratore 11, xxiv. The one greater orator of antiquity was
Demosthenes.
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he contents himself with thar, he is either led h}r authurit}r, or adupts, like
the generality of the world, the side to which he feels most inclinarion.
Nor is it enough that he should hear the arguments of adversaries from his
own teachers, presented as they state them, and accompanied by whart they
offer as refutations. That 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 earnest,
and do their very utmost for them. He must know them in their most
plausible and persuasive form; he must feel the whole force of the difficulry
which the true view of the subject has to encounter and dispose of; else he
will never really possess himself of the portion of truth which meets and
removes that difficulty. Ninety-nine in a hundred of whart are called
educated men are in this condition; even of those who can argue fluently
for their opinions. Their conclusion may be true, burt 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
EU.CI]. PEIEDHE ma}’ ha\"c Lo 53}"; ﬂl'll:l. L_ﬂl'lsl:q ucntl}i’ thl:'}" I:I.ﬂ' not, in En}l" Pm?f[
sense of the word, know the doctrine which they themselves profess. They
do not know those parts of it which explain and justify the remainder; the
considerations which show that a facr which seemingly conflicts with
another is reconcilable with it, or that, of two apparently strong reasons,
Onc Hﬂd not tl'l: ﬂthfr Dught Lo I._.":' PrfFEITEd. .IAI.].] thﬂ.t Pﬂrt Df I.'I'l.l: 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 endeavoured o
see the reasons of both in the strongest light. So essendal is this discipline
to a real understanding of moral and human subjects, thar if opponents of
all important truths do not exist, it is indispensable to imagine them, and
supply them with the strongest arguments which the most skilful devil’s
advocate can conjure up.

To abate the force of these considerations, an enemy of free discussion
may be supposed to say, thar there is no necessiry for mankind in general

to know and understand all that can be said against or for their opinions
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by philosophers and theologians. That it is not needful for common men
to be able to expose all the misstatements 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. That simple minds, having been taught the obvious
grounds of the truths inculcared 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 thar 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 docrrine acknowledges
that mankind ought to have a rational 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 satisfacmr}r, if the uhj:cmrs have no opportunity of shuwing thar it is
unsatisfactory? 1f 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
accump]ishtd U.I'IIES.S- th:}l’ Al Fl'ft].}l’ Etﬂtfd, E.I'ld Fiﬂ.f!‘d in tI'IE maost
advantageous light which they admit of. The Cathoelic Church has its own
way of dealing with this embarrassing problem. It makes a broad separation
between those who can be permitted to receive its doctrines on conviction,
and those who must accept them on trust. Neither, indeed, are allowed
any choice as to whart they will accept; but the clergy, such at least as can
be fully confided in, may admissibly and meritoriously make themselves
acquainted with the arguments of opponents, in order to answer them,
and may, therefore, read heretical books; the laity, not unless by special
permission, hard to be obtained. This discipline recognises a knowledge of
the enemy’s case as beneficial to the teachers, but finds means, consistent

with this, of denying it to the rest of the world: thus giving to the elite
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more ml:"tﬂ] Eulrl..l.rf, thﬂugh not more mfﬂtﬂ.l 'Frfﬂd.ﬂm, thﬂ.n it EHDWS o
the mass. By this device it succeeds in obraining the kind of mental
superiority which its purposes require; for though culture without freedom
never made a large and liberal mind, it can make a clever nisi priws™ advocare
of a cause. Bur in countries professing Protestantism, this resource is denied;
since Protestants hold, at least in theory, that the responsibility for the
choice of a religion must be borne by each for himself, and cannort be
thrown off upon reachers. Besides, in the present state of the world, it is
practically impossible that writings which are read by the instructed can
be kept from the uninstructed. If the teachers of mankind are to be
cognisant of all that they oughrt to know, everything must be free to be
written and published withour restraint.

If, however, the mischievous operation of the absence of free discussion,
when the received opinions are true, were confined to leaving men ignorant
of the grounds of those opinions, it might be thought that this, if an
intellectual, is no moral evil, and does not aftfect 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
living 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 chaprer in human history which rhis fact occupies
and fills, cannot be too earnestly studied and meditated on.

It is illustrated in the experience of almost all ethical doctrines and
religious creeds. They are all full of meaning and vitality to those who
originate them, and to the direct disciples of the originators. Their meaning
continues to be felt in undiminished strength, and is perhaps broughrt out

into even fuller consciousness, so long as the struggle lasts to give rthe

* [ Nisi prius] unless previously—a legal expression having several special uses.
Mill probably means either a clever lawyer in a misi priws court, or one who
argues a cause on the grounds thar it is valid unless shown ro be invalid,
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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 admirtted sects or divisions of opinion: those who
hold it have generally inherited, not adopted it; and conversion from one
of these doctrines 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 alert either to defend themselves against the world, or o
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 favour. From
this time may usually be dated the decline in the living power of the
doctrine. We often hear the reachers of all creeds lamenting the difficulty
of keeping up in the minds of believers a lively apprehension of the truth
which they nominally recognise, so that it may penertrare the feelings, and
acquire a real mastery over the conduct. 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
berween 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 imporrant bearings, and have experienced the full effect on the
character, which belief in that creed ought produce in a 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 progressive tendency to forget all
of the beliet excepr the formularies, or to give it a dull and rorpid assent,
as if accepting it on trust dispensed with the necessity of realizing it in
consciousness, or testing it by personal experience; until it almost ceases

to connect itself ar all with the inner life of the human being. Then are
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seen the cases, so frequent in this age of the world as almost to form the
majority, in which the creed remains as it were ourside the mind, incrusting
and perrifying it against all other influences addressed to the higher parts
of our nature; manifesting its power by not suffering any fresh and living
conviction to get in, but itself doing nothing for the mind or heart, except
standing sentinel over them ro keep them vacant.

To what an extent doctrines intrinsically fitted to make the deepest
impression upon the mind may remain in it as dead beliefs, without being
ever realized in the imagination, the feelings, or the understanding, is
exemplified by the manner in which the majority of believers hold the
doctrines of Christianity. By Christianity I here mean what is accounted
such by all churches and sects—the maxims and precepts contained in the
New Testament. These are considered sacred, and accepted as laws, by all
professing Christians. Yet it is scarcely too much to say that not one
Christian in a thousand guides or tests his individual conduct by reference
to those laws. The standard to which he does refer ir, is the custom of his
nartion, his class, or his religious profession. He has thus, on the one hand,
a collection of ethical maxims, which he believes to have been vouchsafed
to him by infallible wisdom as rules for his government; and on the other,
a set of every-day judgments and practices, which go a certain length with
some of those maxims, not so great a length with others, stand in direct
opposition to some, and are, on the whole, a compromise between the
Christian creed and the interests and suggestions of worldly life. To the
first of these standards he gives his homage; to the other his real allegiance.,
All Christians believe that the blessed are the poor and humble, and those
who are ill-used by the world; thar it is easier for a camel to pass through
the eye of a needle than for a rich man to enter the kingdom of heaven;
that they should judge not, lest they be judged; that they should swear not
at all; that they should love their neighbour as themselves; thart if one take
their cloak, they should give him their coar also; that they should take no
thought for the morrow; that if they would be perfect, they should sell all
that they have and give it to the poor.®’ They are not insincere when they

say thart they believe these things. They do believe them, as people believe
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what they have always heard lauded and never discussed. Burt in the sense
of that |i1ring belief which regulates conduct, they believe these doctrines
just up ro the point to which it is usual to act upon them. The doctrines in
their integrity are serviceable to pelt adversaries with; and it is understood
that they are to be put forward {when possible) as the reasons for whatever
people do that they think laudable. But any one who reminded them that
the maxims require an infinity of things which they never even think of
doing, would gain nothing but to be classed among those very unpopular
characters who affect o be better than other people. The doctrines have
no hold on ordinary believers—are not a power in their minds. They have
an habitual respect for the sound of them, but no feeling which spreads
from the words to the things signiﬁcd, and forces the mind to take them
in, and make them conform to the formula. Whenever conduct is
concerned, they look round for Mr. A and B o direct them how far to go
in obeying Christ.

Now we may be well assured that the case was not thus, but far
otherwise, with the early Christians. Had it been thus, Christianity never
would have expanded from an obscure sect of the despised Hebrews into
the religion of the Roman empire. When their enemies said, “See how
these Christians love one another™ (a remark not likely to be made by
anybody now), they assuredly had a much livelier feeling of the meaning
of their creed than they have ever had since. And to this cause, probably, it
is chiefly owing that Christianity now makes so litdle progress in extending
its domain, and after eighteen centuries, is still nearly confined to Europeans
and the descendants of Furopeans. Even with the strictly religious, whe
are much in earnest about their doctrines, and artach a greater amount of
meaning to many of them than people in general, it commonly happens
thar the part which is thus comparatively active in their minds is that
which was made by Calvin, or Knox,” or some such person much nearer

in character to themselves. The sayings of Christ coexist passively in their

' See, respectively, Luke, 6:20-3 and Marthew, 19:24, 7:1, 5:34, 19:19, 5:40,
6:34, 19:21.
# Tertullian, Apologeticus XXXIX, 7.
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minds, producing hardly any effect beyond whar is caused by mere listening
to words so amiable and bland. There are many reasons, doubtless, why
doctrines which are the badge of a sect retain more of their vitality than
those common to all recognised sects, and why more pains are taken by
teachers to keep their meaning alive; but one reason certainly is, that the
peculiar doctrines are more questioned, and have to be oftener defended
against open gainsayers.

Both reachers and learners go to sleep at their post, as soon as there is
no enemy in the field,

The same thing holds true, generally speaking, of all traditional
doctrines—those of prudence and knowledge of life, as well as of morals
or religion. All languages and literatures are full of general observations on
lite, both as to what it is, and how to conduct oneself in it; observations
which everybody knows, which everybody repeats, or hears with
acquiescence, which are received as truisms, yet of which most people first
truly learn the meaning, when experience, generally of a painful kind, has
made it a reality to them. How often, when smarting under some unforeseen
misfortune or disappointment, does a person call to mind some proverb
or common saying, familiar to him all his life, the meaning of which, if he
had ever before felt it as he does now, would have saved him from the
calamity. There are indeed reasons for this, other than the absence of
discussion: there are many truths of which the full meaning cannot be
realized, until personal experience has brought it home. But much more
of the meaning even of these would have been understood, and whart was
understood would have been far more deeply impressed on the mind, if
the man had been accustomed to hear it argued pre and con by people who
did understand it. The fatal tendency of mankind to leave off thinking
about a thing when it is no longer doubtful, is the cause of half their
errors. A cotemporary author has well spoken of “the deep slumber of a

decided opinion.”™

2 John Calvin (1509 -64), French theologian and religious reformer; John Knox
(1505=72), Scotrish Protestant reformer.
* Sir Archur Helps, Thoughts in the Cloister and the Crowd (1835).
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But what! (it may be asked) Is the absence of unanimity an indispensable
condition of true knowledge? Is it necessary thar some part of mankind
should persist in error, to enable any to realize the truth? Does a belief
cease to be real and vital as soon as it is generally received—and is a
proposition never thoroughly understood and felt unless some doubrt of it
remains? As soon as mankind have unanimously accepred a truth, does the
truth perish within them? The highest aim and best result of improved
intelligence, it has hitherto been thought, is to unite mankind more and
more in the acknowledgment of all important truths: and does the
intelligence only last as long as it has not achieved its object? Do the fruits
of conquest perish by the very completeness of the victory?

I affirm no such thing. As mankind improve, the number of doctrines
which are no longer disputed or doubted will be constantly on the increase;
and the well-being of mankind may almost be measured by the number
and gravity of the rruths which have reached the point of being uncontested.
The cessation, on one question after another, of serious controversy, is one
of the necessary incidents of the consolidation of opinion; a consolidation
as salutary in the case of true opinions, as it is dangerous and noxious
when the opinions are erroneous. But though this gradual narrowing of
the bounds of diversity of opinion is necessary in both senses of the term,
being at once inevitable and indispensable, we are not therefore obliged to
conclude thar all its consequences must be beneficial. The loss of so
important an aid to the intelligent and living apprehension of a truth, as is
afforded by the necessity of explaining it to, or defending it against,
opponents, though not sufficient to ourweigh, is no trifling drawback from,
the benefit of its universal recognition. Where this advantage can no longer
be had, I confess [ should like to see the reachers of mankind endeavouring
to provide a substiture for it; some contrivance for making the difficulties
of the question as present to the learner’s consciousness, as if they were
pressed upon him by a dissentient champion, eager for his conversion.

But instead of seeking contrivances for this purpose, they have lost
those they formerly had. The Socratic dialectics, so magnificently

exemplified in the dialogues of Plato, were a contrivance of this descriprion.
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They were essentially a negative discussion of the grear questions of
philasophy and life, directed with consummare skill to the purpose of
convincing any one who had merely adopred the commonplaces of received
opinion, that he did not understand the subject—that he as yet attached
no definite meaning to the doctrines he pmfcsstd: in order thar, hl:l:ﬂl'l'lil'lE
aware of his ignorance, he might be purt in the way 1o attain a stable belief,
resting on a clear apprehension both of the meaning of doctrines and of
their evidence. The school disputations of the middle ages had a somewhar
similar object. They were intended to make sure thar the pupil understood
his own opinion, and (by necessary correlation) the opinion opposed 1o ir,
and could enforce the grounds of the one and confute those of the other.
These last-mentioned contests had indeed the incurable defect, thar the
premises appealed ro were taken from authority, not from reason; and, as
a discipline to the mind, they were in every respect inferior to the powerful
dialectics which formed the intellects of the “Socratici viri™:* bur the
modern mind owes far more to both than it is generally willing to admir,
and the present modes of educarion contain nothing which in the smallest
degree supplies the place either of the one or of the other. A person who
derives all his instruction from teachers or books, even if he escape the
beserting temptation of contenting himself with cram, is under no
compulsion to hear both sides; accordingly it is far from a frequent
accomplishment, even among thinkers, to know both sides; and the weakest
part of what everybody says in defence of his opinion, is what he intends
as a reply to antagonists. It is the fashion of the present time to disparage
negative logic—rthar which points out weaknesses in theory or errors in
practice, without establishing positive truths. Such negative criticism would
indeed be poor enough as an ultimare result; bur as a means to atraining
any positive knowledge or conviction worthy the name, it cannot be valued
too highly; and until people are again systematically trained to it, there
will be few grear thinkers, and a low general average of intellect, in any

but the mathematical and physical departments of speculation. On any

5 | Socratici viri] disciples of Socrarves.
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other subject no one’s opinions deserve the name of knowledge, except so
far as he has either had forced upon him by others, or gone through of
himself, the same mental process which would have been required of him
in carrying on an active controversy with opponents. Thart, therefore, which
when absent, it is so indispensable, but so difficult, to create, how worse
than absurd it is to forego, when spontaneously offering itself! If there are
any persons who contest a received opinion, or who will do so if law or
opinion will let them, let us thank them for it, open our minds to listen to
them, and rejoice that there is some one to do for us what we otherwise
ought, if we have any regard for either the certainty or the vitality of our
convictions, to do with much greater labour for ourselves.

It still remains to speak of one of the principal causes which make
diversity of opinion advantageous, and will continue to do so until mankind
shall have entered a stage of intellectual advancement which ac present
seems at an incalculable distance. We have hitherto considered only two
possibilities: thar the received opinion may be false, and some other opinion,
consequently, 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. Bur there is a commoner case than either of these; when the
conflicting doctrines, instead of being one true and the other false, share
the truth berween them; and the nonconforming opinion is needed to
supply the remainder of the truth, of which the received doctrine embodies
only a part. Popular opinions, 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, burt exaggerated, distorted,
and disjoined from the truths by which they ought to be accompanied and
limited. Hererical opinions, on the other hand, are generally some of these
suppressed and neglected truths, bursting the bonds which kept them down,
and either seeking reconciliarion with the truth conrained 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
frequent, as, in the human mind, one-sidedness has always been the rule,

and many-sidedness the exception. Hence, even in revolutions of opinion,
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one part of the truth usually sers while another rises. Even progress, which
ought to superadd, for the most part only substitutes, one partial and
incomplete truth for another; improvement consisting chiefly in this, that
the new fragment of truth is more wanted, more adapred to the needs of
the time, than that which it displaces. Such being the partial characrer of
prevailing opinions, even when resting on a true foundation, every opinion
which embodies somewhat of the portion of truth which the common
opinion omits, nuEht to be considered precious, with whatever amounr of
error and confusion that truth may be blended. No sober judge 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 thar so long as popular truth
is one-sided, it is more desirable than otherwise thar unpopular truth should
have one-sided asserters too; such being usually the most energetic, and
the most likely to compel reluctant attention to the fragment of wisdom
which they proclaim as if it were the whole.

Thus, in the :ightt:cnth century, when ntar|}r all the instructed, and all
those of the uninstructed who were led by them, were lost in admiration
of whart is called civilization, and of the marvels of modern science,
literature, and philosophy, and while greatly overrating the amount of
unlikeness between the men of modern and those of ancient rimes, indulged
the belief that the whole of the difference was in their own favour; with
what a salutary shock did the paradoxes of Rousseau explode like bombshells
in the midst, dislocating the compact mass of one-sided opinion, and
forcing its elements to recombine in a better form and with additional
ingredients. Not thart the current opinions were on the whole farther from
the truth than Rousseau’s were; on the contrary, they were nearer to it
they contained more of positive truth, and very much less of error.
Nevertheless there lay in Rousseau’s doctrine, and has floated down the
stream of opinion along with it, a considerable amount of exactly those
eruths which the popular opinion wanted; and these are the deposit which
was left behind when the flood subsided. The superior worth of simplicity

of life, the enervating and demoralizing effect of the trammels and
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hypocrisies of artificial society, are ideas which have never been entirely
absent from cultivated minds since Rousseau wrote; and they will in time
produce their due effect, though ar present needing to be asserted as much
as ever, and to be asserted by deeds, for words, on this subject, have nearly
exhausted their power.

In politics, again, it is almost a commonplace, that a party of order or
stability, and a party of progress or reform, are both necessary elements of
a healthy state of political life; until the one or the other shall have so
enlarged its mental grasp as to be a party equally of order and of progress,
knowing and distinguishing what is fir to be preserved from whar ought ro
be swept away. Each of these modes of thinking derives its utility from the
deficiencies of the other; but it is in a great measure the opposition of the
other that keeps each within the limits of reason and sanity. Unless opinions
favourable to democracy and to aristocracy, o properry and o equality, o
co-operation and to competition, to luxury and to abstinence, to sociality
and individuaﬁt}r, to |ih|:rt_f,.r and ::lif.:.:ipﬁm:, and all the other standing
antagonisms of practical life, are expressed with equal freedom, and
enforced and defended with equal talent and energy, there is no chance of
both elements obraining their due; one scale is sure to go up, and the
other down. Truth, in the great practical concerns of life, is so much a
question of the reconciling and combining of opposites, that very few have
minds sufficiently capacious and impartial to make the adjustment with
an approach to correctness, and it has ro be made by the rough process of
a struggle between combatants fighting under hostile banners. On any of
the great open questions just enumerated, if either of the two opinions has
a better claim than the other, not m-t:n:l}f to be tolerated, but to be
encouraged and countenanced, it is the one which happens ar the particular
time and place to be in a minority. That is the opinion which, for the rime
being, represents the neglected interests, the side of human well-being
which is in danger of obtaining less than its share. | am aware that there is
not, in this country, any intolerance of differences of opinion on most of
these topics. They are adduced to show, by admitted and mulriplied
examples, the universality of the fact, that enly through diversity of opinion
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is there, in the existing state of human intellect, a chance of fair pla}r to all
sides of the truth. When there are persons to be found, who form an
exception to the apparent unanimity of the world on any subject, even it
the world is in the right, it is always probable thar dissentients have
something worth hearing to say for themselves, and that truth would lose
something by their silence.

It may be objected, “But some received principles, especially on the
highest and most vital subjects, are more than half-truths. The Christian
morality, for instance, is the whole truth on that subject, and if any one
teaches a morality which varies from it, he is wholly in error.” As this is of
all cases the most important in practice, none can be fitter o test the
general maxim. Bur before pronouncing what Christian morality is or is
not, it would be desirable to decide what i1s meant by Christian moraliry.
If it means the morality of the New Testament, I wonder that any one who
derives his knowledge of this from the book itself, can suppose that it was
announced, or intended, as a complete doctrine of morals. The Gospel
always refers to a pre-existing morality, and confines its precepts to the
particulars in which that morality was to be correcred, or superseded by a
wider and higher; expressing itself, moreover, in terms most general, often
impossible to be interpreted literally, and possessing rather the
impressiveness of poetry or eloquence than the precision of legislation. To
extract from it a budy of ethical doctrine, has never been pnssiblt without
eking it out from the Old Testament, that is, from a system elaborate indeed,
but in many respects barbarous, and intended only for a barbarous people.
St. Paul, a declared enemy to this Judaical mode of interpreting the doctrine
and filling up the scheme of his Master, equally assumes a pre-existing
morality, namely that of the Greeks and Romans; and his advice to
Christians is in a grear measure a system of accommodartion to that; even

to the extent of giving an apparent sanction to slavery.® Whar is called

* See, for example, Colossians, 3:22-4:1. Mill, one of the prominent feminises
of his age, delicately refrains from mentioning thar 5t. Paul also says, in the

same paragraph (Colossians,3:18): “Wives, be subject to your husbands, as is
fitting in the Lord.”
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Christian, but should rather be termed theological, morality, was not the
work of Christ or the Apostles, but is of much later origin, having been
gradually buile up by the Catholic church of the first five centuries, and
though not implicitly adopred by moderns and Protestants, has been much
less modified by them than might have been expected. For the most part,
indeed, they have contented themselves with cutting off the additions which
had been made to it in the middle ages, each sect supplying the place by
fresh addirions, adapred to its own character and tendencies. That mankind
owe a great debt to this morality, and to its early teachers, | should be the
last person to deny; but I do not scruple to say of it, that it is, in many
important points, incomplete and one-sided, and thar unless ideas and
feelings, not sanctioned by it, had contributed to the formartion of European
life and character, human affairs would have been in a worse condirion
than they now are. Christian morality (so called) has all the characters of a
reaction; it is, in grear part, a protest against Paganism. Its ideal is negative
rather than positive; passive rather than acrive; Innocence rather than
Maobleness; Abstinence from Ewil, rather than cncrgctic Pursuit of Good:
in its precepts (as has been well said) “thou shalt not” predominates unduly
over “thou shalt.” In its horror nfs—:nsua]it}r, it made an idol of asceticism,
which has been gradually compromised away into one of legalicy. It holds
out the hope of heaven and the threat of hell, as the appointed and
appropriate motives to a virtuous life: in this falling far below the best of
the ancients, and doing what lies in it to give to human morality an
essentially selfish character, by disconnecting each man's feelings of duty
F[U'm thl.' iﬂtf[cﬁts UF I].Il_"'n- FE“DW'CIE‘H‘“[ES, ExEEPt 50 Fﬂ.r a5 d S-E].'r‘i“tﬂrcs'[fd
inducement is offered to him for consulting them. It is essentially a doctrine
of passive obedience; it inculcates submission to all authorities found
established; who indeed are not to be actively obeyed when they command
what religion forbids, but who are not to be resisted, far less rebelled against,
for any amount of wrong to ourselves. And while, in the morality of the
best Pagan nations, duty to the State holds even a disproportionate place,
infringing on the just liberty of the individual; in purely Christian ethics,

that grand department of duty is scarcely noticed or acknowledged. It 15 in
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the Koran, not the New Testament, that we read the maxim—"A ruler
who appoints any man to an office, when there is in his dominions another
man better qualified for it, sins against God and against the Stare.™™ Whar
little recognition the idea of obligation to the public obtains in modern
morality, is derived from Greek and Roman sources, not from Christian;
as, even in the morality of private life, wharever exists of magnanimiry,
highmindedness, personal dignity, even the sense of honour, is derived
from the purely human, not the religious part of our education, and never
could have grown out of a standard of ethics in which the only worth,
professedly recognised, is that of obedience.

| am as far as any one from pretending that these defects are necessarily
inherent in the Christian ethics, in every manner in which it can be
conceived, or that the many requisites of a complere moral doctrine which
it does not contain, do not admir of being reconciled with it. Far less
would I insinuate this of the docrrines and precepts of Christ himself. 1
believe that the sayings of Christ are all, that I can see any evidence of
their having been intended to be; that they are irreconcilable with nothing
which a comprehensive morality requires; that everything which is excellent
in ethics may be brought within them, with no greater violence to their
language than has been done ro it by all who have attempted to deduce
from them any pracrical system of conduct whatever. Bur it is quire
consistent with this, to believe thar they contain, and were meant to contain,
only a part of the truth; that many essential elements of the highest moraliry
are among the things which are not provided for, nor intended to be

provided for, in the recorded deliverances of the Founder of Christianiry,
and which have been entirely thrown aside in the system of ethics erecred

on the basis of those deliverances by the Christian Church. And this being
so, | think it a great error 1o persist in attempring to find in the Christian
doctrine that complete rule for our guidance, which its author intended it
to sanction and force, but only partially to provide. I believe, too, that this

narrow theory is becoming a grave pracrical evil, detracting greatly from

¥ Mill errs; the passage is not in the Koran.
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the value of the moral training and instruction, which so many well-
meaning persons are now at length exerting themselves to promote. I much
fear that by attempting to form the mind and feelings on an exclusively
religious type, and discarding rhose secular standards (as for want of a
better name they may be called) which heretotore co-existed with and
supplemented the Christian ethics, receiving some of its spirit, and infusing
into it some of theirs, there will result, and is even now resulting, a low,
abject, servile type of character, which, submit itself as it may ro whar it
deems the Supreme Will, is incapable of rising to or sympathizing in the
conception of Supreme Goodness. | believe that other ethics than any which
can be evolved from exclusively Christian sources, must exist side by side
with Christian ethics to produce the moral regeneration of mankind; and
that the Christian system is no exceprion to the rule, thart in an imperfect
state of the human mind, the interests of truth require a diversity of
opinions. It is not necessary thar in ceasing to ignore the moral truths not
contained in Christianity, men should ignore any of those which it does
contain. Such prejudice, or oversight, when it occurs, is altogether an evil;
bur it is one from which we cannot hope to be always exempt, and must be
regarded as the price paid for an inestimable good. The exclusive pretension
made by a part of the truth to be the whole, must and ought to be protested
against; and if a reactionary impulse should make the protectors unjust in
their turn, this one-sidedness, like the other, may be lamented, bur must
be tolerated. If Christians would teach infidels to be just to Christianiry,
they should themselves be just to infidelity. It can do truth no service to
blink the fact, known 1o all who have the most ordinary acquaintance
with literary history, thart a large portion of the noblest and most valuable
moral teaching has been the work, not only of men who did not know, but
of men who knew and rejected, the Christian faith.

I do not pretend that the most unlimited use of the freedom of
enunciating all possible opinions would purt an end to the evils of religious
or philosophical sectarianism. Every truth which men of narrow capacity
are in earnest abour, is sure to be asserted, inculcared, and in many ways

even acted on, as if no other truth existed in the world, or at all events
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none that could limit or qualify the first. | acknowledge that the tendency
of all opinions to become sectarian is not cured by the freest discussion,
but is often heightened and exacerbated thereby; the truth which oughr to
have been, but was not, seen, being rejected all the more violently because
proclaimed by persons regarded as opponents. Burt it is not on the
impassioned partisan, it is on the calmer and more disinterested bystander,
that this collision of opinions works its salutary effect. Not the violent
conflict berween parts of the truth, but the quiet suppression of half of i,
is the formidable evil; there is always hope when people are forced to listen
to both sides; it is when they attend only to one that errors harden into
prejudices, and truth itself ceases to have the effect of rruth, by being
exaggerated into falsehood. And since there are few mental attributes more
rare than that judicial faculty which can sit in intelligent judgment between
two sides of a question, of which only one is represented by an advocate
before it, truth has no chance but in proportion as every side of it, every
opinion which embodies any fraction of the truth, not only finds advocares,
but is so advocated as to be listened to.

We have now recognised the necessity to the mental well-being of
mankind (on which all their other well-being depends) of freedom of
opinion, and freedom of the expression of opinion, on four distinct
grounds; which we will now briefly 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
infallibilicy.

Secondly, though the silenced opinion be an error, it may, and very
commonly does, contain a portion of truth; and since the general or
prevailing opinion on any subj:cr 15 ran:l:,r or never the whole trudh, it is
only by the collision of adverse opinions that the remainder of the truch
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 earnesty
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.
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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 viral 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 convicrion, from reason or personal
experience.

Before quitting the subject of freedom of opinion, it is fit to take some
notice of those who say, that the free expression of all opinions should be
permitted, on condition that the manner be temperate, and 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 rest be
offence to those whose opinion is attacked, I think experience testifies
that this offence is given whenever the atrack is telling and powerful, and
thar 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. Burt this, though an important consideration 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 offences of the kind are such as it is mostly impossible, unless
by accidental self-betrayal, to bring home to convicrion. The gravest of
them is, to argue sophistically, to suppress facts or arguments, to misstate
the elements of the case, or misrepresent the opposite opinion. Burt 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
possible 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 whar
is commeonly meant by intemperate discussion, namely 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
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prevailing opinion: against the unprevailing they may not only be used
withour general disapproval, but will be likely to obrain for him who uses
them the praise of honest zeal and righteous indignation. Yet whatever
mischief arises from their use, is greatest when they are employed against
the comparartively defenceless; and whatever unfair advantage can be derived
by any opinion from this mode of asserting ir, accrues almost exclusively
to received opinions. The worst offence of this kind which can be
committed by a polemic, is to stigmatize those who hold the contrary
opinion as bad and immoral men. To calumny of this sort, those who hold
any unpopular opinion are peculiarly exposed, because they are in general
few and uninfluential, and nobody but themselves feels much interested
in seeing justice done them; but this weapon is, from the narure of the
case, denied to those who attack a prevailing opinion: they can neither use
it with safety to themselves, nor, if they could, would it do anything but
recoil on their own cause. In general, opinions contrary to those commonly
received can only obtain a hearing by studied moderation of language,
and the most cautious avoidance of unnecessary offence, from which they
hardly ever deviate even in a slight degree withourt losing ground: while
unmeasured vituperation employed on the side of the prevailing opinion,
really does deter people from professing contrary opinions, and from
listening to those who profess them. For the interest, therefore, of truth
and justice, it is far more imporrant to restrain this r:mpln:-,rml:nt of
vituperative language than the other; and, for example, if it were necessary
to choose, there would be much more need to discourage offensive attacks
on infidelity, than on religion. It is, however, obvious that law and authority
have no business with restraining cither, while opinion ought, in every
instance, to determine its verdict by the circumstances of the individual
case; condemning every one, on whichever side of the argument he places
himself, in whose mode of advocacy either want of candour, or maligniry,
bigﬂtr}', or intolerance of feeling manifest themselves; bur not inferring
these vices from the side which a person takes, though it be the contrary
side of the question to our own: and giving merited honour to every one,

whatever opinion he may hold, who has calmness to see and honesty to
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state what his opponents and their opinions really are, exaggerating nothing
to their discredit, keeping nothing back which tells, or can be supposed to
tell, in their favour. This is the real morality of public discussion and if
often violated, 1 am happy to think thar there are many controversialists

who to a great extent observe it, and a still greater number who

conscientiously strive towards it.

100 * JoHs Stuart MiLL



Chapter III:
Of Individuality, as One of the
Elements of Well-Being

UCH being the reasons which make it imperative that human beings

should be free to form opinions, and to express their opinions

withourt reserve; and such the baneful consequences to the
intellectual, and through that to the moral nature of man, unless this liberty
is either conceded, 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 opinions—to carry these out in their lives, withour 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 thar 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 to constitute their expression a positive instigation
to some mischievous act. An opinion that corn-dealers are starvers of the
poor, or that private property 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 among the same mob in the form of a placard.
Acts, of whatever kind, which, without justifiable cause, do harm to others,
may be, and in the more important cases absolutely require to be, controlled
by the unfavourable sentiments, and, when needful, by the acrive
interference of mankind. The liberty of the individual must be thus far
limited; he must not make himself a nuisance to other people. But if he
refrains from molesting others in what concerns them, and merely acts

according to his own inclination and judgment in things which concern
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himself, the same reasons which show thar opinion 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; thac their
truths, for the most part, are only half-truths; that unity of opinion, unless
resulting from the fullest and freest comparison of opposite opinions, is
not desirable, and diversity not an evil, but a good, untl mankind are
much more capable than at present of recognising all sides of the truth,
are principles applicable to men's modes of action, not less than o their
opinions. As it is useful that while mankind are imperfect there should be
different opinions, so is it that there should be different experiments of
living; thart 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 any one thinks fit to try them. It is desirable, in
shorr, that in things which do not primarily concern others, individuality
should assert itself. Where, not the person’s own character, bur the traditions
or customs of other people are the rule of conduct, there is wanting one of
the principal ingredients of human happiness, and quite the chief ingredient
of individual and social progress.

In maintaining this principle, the grearest difficulty to be encountered
does nor lie in the appreciation of means towards an acknowledged end,
bue in the indifference of persons in general to the end itself. If it were felt
that the free development of individuality is one of the leading essentials
of well-being; that it is not only a co-ordinate element with all rthar is
designated by the terms civilization, instruction, education, culture, but is
itself a necessary parr and condirion of all those things; there would be no
danger that liberty should be undervalued, and the adjustment of the
boundaries between it and social control would present no extraordinary
difficulty. But the evil is, that individual spontaneity is hardly recognised
by the common modes of thinking, as having any intrinsic worth, or
deserving any regard on its own account. The majority, being satisfied
with the ways of mankind as they now are (for it is they who make them
what they are), cannot comprehend why those ways should not be good

enough for everybody; and what is more, spontaneity forms no part of the
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ideal of the majority of moral and social reformers, but is rather looked on
with jealousy, as a troublesome and perhaps rebellious obstruction to the
general acceprance of what these reformers, in their own judgment, think
would be best for mankind. Few persons, out of Germany, even comprehend
the meaning of the doctrine which Wilhelm Von Humbaoldt, so eminent
both as a savant and as a politician, made the text of a treatise—thar “the
end of man, or that which is prescribed by the eternal or immurable dicrares
of reason, and not suggested by vague and transient desires, is the highest
and most harmonious development of his powers to a complete and
consistent whole;” thar, therefore, the object "rowards which every human
being must ceaselessly direct his efforts, and on which especially those
who design ro influence their fellow-men must ever keep their eyes, is the
individuality of power and development;” that for this there are two
requisites, freedom, and a variety of situations;” and thar from the union
of these arise “individual vigour and manifold diversity,” which combine
themselves in “originality.”

Little, however, as people are accustomed to a doctrine like that of Von
Humboldr, and surprising as it may be to them to find so high a value
attached to individuality, the question, one must nevertheless think, can
only be one of degree. No one's idea of excellence in conduct is that people
should do absolutely nothing but copy one another. No one would assert
that people ought not to pur into their mode of life, and into the conduct
of their concerns, any impress whatever of their own judgment, or of their
own individual character. On the other hand, it would be absurd to pretend
that people ought o live as if nothing whatever had been known in the
world before they came into it; as if experience had as yet done nothing
towards showing that one mode of existence, or of conduct, is preferable
to another. Nobody denies that people should be so taught and trained in
vouth, as to know and benefit by the ascertained results of human

experience. But it is the privilege and proper condition of a human being,

U The Sphere and Duties of Government, from the German of Baron Wilhelm
von Humboldr, pp. 11, 13, (Mill’s note.) Humboldr (1767 -1835) was a

German statesman, philnlugist, and educational reformer,
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arrived at the marturity of his faculties, to use and interpret experience in
his own way. It is for him to find out whar part of recorded experience is
properly applicable to his own circumstances and character. The traditions
and customs of other people are, to a certain extent, evidence of whart
their experience has taught thems; presumprive evidence, and as such, have
a claim to his deference: but, in the first place, their experience may be too
narrow; or they may not have interpreted it rightly. Secondly, their
interpretation of experience may be correct, but unsuirable to him. Customs
Al ITIELIIC Fur cusmmar}r L_i.I'EI.lInE-[EI'ICEE, ﬂ.l'ld. Eustﬂ[ﬂﬂ.[}" Ehﬂ.l’ﬂ.ctfl’ﬁ; E.I"Id. I'Ii.s
circumstances or his character may be uncustomary. Thirdly, though the
customs be both good as customs, and suitable to him, vert to conform to
custom, merely as custom, does not educarte or develope in him any of the
qualities which are the distinctive endowment of a human being. The
human faculties of perception, judgment, discriminative feeling, mental
activity, and even moral preference, are exercised only in ' making a choice.
He who does anything because it is the custom, makes no choice. He gains
no practice either in discerning or in desiring whart is best. The mental
and moral, like the muscular powers, are improved only by being used.
The faculries are called into no exercise by doing a thing merely because
others do it, no more than by believing a thing only because others believe
it. If the grounds of an opinion are not conclusive to the person’s own
reason, his reason cannot be strengthened, but is likely to be weakened, by
his adopting it: and if the inducements to an act are not such as are
consentaneous to his own feelings and characrer (where affection, or the
rights of others, are not concerned) it is so much done towards rendering
his feelings and character inert and torpid, instead of active and energetic.

He who lets the world, or his own portion of it, choase his plan of life
tor him, has no need of any other faculty than the ape-like one of imitation.
He who chooses his plan for himself, employs all his faculties. He must
use observation to see, reasoning and judgment to foresee, activity to gacher
materials for decision, discrimination to decide, and when he has decided,
firmness and self-control to hold to his deliberate decision. And these

qualities he requires and exercises exactly in proportion as the part of his
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conduct which he determines according to his own judgment and feelings
is a large one. It is possible that he might be guided in some good path,
and kept out of harm's way, withour any of these things. But whar will be
his compararive worth as a human being? It really is of importance, not
Dﬂ]}? Whﬂ.t Mmen l:I.l}, I]l.lt 3]5-0 Whﬂ.[ Manner U'F mcn tl'l.l:}" arc thﬂ.t d.ﬂ it. Amo ng
the works of man, which human life is rightly employed in perfecting and
beautifying, the first in importance surely is man himself. Supposing it
were possible to get houses built, corn grown, bartles fought, causes tried,
and even churches erected and prayers said, by machinery—by automatons
in human form—it would be a considerable loss to exchange for these
automatons even the men and women who at present inhabit the more
civilized parts of the world, and who assuredly are but starved specimens
of whart nature can and will produce. Human nature is not a machine ro
be built after a model, and set to do exactly the work prescribed for it, but
a tree, which requires to grow and develope itself on all sides, according to
the tendency of the inward forces which make it a living thing,

It will probably be conceded that it is desirable people should exercise
their understandings, and that an intelligent following of custom, or even
occasionally an intelligent deviation from custom, is better than a blind
and simply mechanical adhesion to it. To a certain extent it is admirtted,
that our understanding should be our own: but there is not the same
willingness to admic that our desires and impulses should be our own
likewise; or that to possess impulses of our own, and of any str:ngth, 15
anything but a peril and a snare. Yet desires and impulses are as much a
part of a perfect human being, as beliefs and restraints: and strong impulses
are only perilous when not properly balanced; when one ser of aims and
inclinations is developed into strength, while others, which ought to co-exist
with them, remain weak and inactive. It is not because men’s desires are
strong thar th ey act ill: it is because their consciences are weak. There is no
narural connexion between strong impulses and a weak conscience. The
natural connexion is the other way. To say that one person’s desires and
feelings are stronger and more various than those of another, is merely o

say that he has more of the raw marerial of human nature, and is therefore
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capable, perhaps of more evil, but certainly of more good. Strong impulses
are but another name for energy. Energy may be turned to bad uses; but
mare good may always be made of an energetic nature, than of an indolent
and impassive one. Those who have most natural feeling, are always those
whose cultivated feelings may be made the strongest. The same strong
susceptibilities which make the personal impulses vivid and powerful, are
also the source from whence are generated the most passionate love of
virtue, and the sternest self-control. It is thruugh the cultivation of these,
that society both does its duty and protects its interests: not by rejecting
thﬂ‘ S-I.'I..IFF l]-F Whi{:}l hf[ﬂEE 4T mﬂdf, I}CL_-H.LISE it kﬂDWE not hnw Ly mﬂ.lﬂf
them. A person whose desires and impulses are his own—are the expression
of his own nature, as it has been developed and modified by his own
culture—is said to have a character. One whose desires and impulses are
not his own, has no character, no more than a steam-engine has a character.
If, in addition to being his own, his impulses are strong, and are under the
government of a strong will, he has an energetic character. Whoever thinks
that individuality of desires and impulses should not be encouraged to
unfold itself must maintain thar sociery has no need of strong narures—is
not the better for conraining many persons who have much character—
and thar a high general average of energy is not desirable.

In some early states of society, these forces might be, and were too
much ahead of the power which society then possessed of disciplining and
controlling them. There has been a time when the element of spontaneity
and individuality was in excess, and the social principle had a hard struggle
with it. The difﬂcult}r then was, to induce men of strong bodies or minds
to pay obedience to any rules which required them to control their impulses.
To overcome this difficulty, law and discipline, like the Popes struggling
against the Emperors, asserted a power over the whole man claiming to
control all his life in order to control his character—which society had not
tound any other sufficient means of binding. Burt society has now fairly
got the better of individuality; and the danger which threatens human
nature is not the excess, bur the deficiency, of personal impulses and

preferences. Things are vastly changed, since the passions of those who
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were strong by station or by personal endowment were in a state of habitual
rebellion against laws and ordinances, and required to be rigorously chained
up to enable the persons within their reach to enjoy any particle of security.
In our times, from the highest class of society down to the lowest, every
one lives as under the eye of a hostile and dreaded censorship. Not only in
what concerns others, but in whar concerns only themselves, the individual
or the family do not ask themselves—what do 1 prefer? or, what would
suit my character and disposition? or, what would allow the best and highest
in me to have fair Frlﬂ}’, and enable it to grow and chrive? Thc}r ask
themselves, what is suitable to my position? what is usually done by persons
of my station and pecuniary circumstances? or (worse still) what is usually
done by persons of a station and circumstances superior to mine? I do not
mean that they choose what is customary, in preference to what suits their
own inclination. It does not occur to them to have any inclination, except
for what is customary. Thus the mind itself is bowed to the yoke: even in
what people do for pleasure, conformiry is the first thing thoughrt of; they
like in crowds; they exercise choice only among things commonly done:
peculiarity of taste, eccentricity of conduct, are shunned equally with
crimes: until by dint of not following their own nature, they have no narure
to follow: their human capacities are withered and starved: they become
incapable of any strong wishes or native pleasures, and are generally without
either opinions or feelings of home growth, or properly their own. Now is
this, or is it not, the desirable condition of human nature?

It is so, on the Calvinistic thcur}r. ﬁccw:rrding to that, the one great
offence of man is self-will. All the good of which humanity is capable, is
comprised in obedience. You have no choice; thus you must do, and no
otherwise: “whatever is not a dury, is a sin.” Human nature being radically
corrupt, there is no redemption for any one until human narure is killed
within him. To one holding this theory of life, crushing out any of the
human faculties, capacities, and susceptibilities, is no evil: man needs no
capacity, but that of surrendering himself to the will of God: and if he uses
any of his faculties for any other purpose but to do thar supposed will

more effecrually, he is better withour them. This is the theory of Calvinism;
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and it is held, in a mitigated form, by many who do not consider themselves
Calvinists; the mitigation consisting in giving a less ascetic interpretation
to the alleged will of God; asserting it to be his will that mankind should
gratify some of their inclinations; of course not in the manner they
themselves prefer, but in the way of obedience, that is, in a way prescribed
to them by authority; and, therefore, by the necessary conditions of the
case, the same for all.

In some such insidious form there is at present a strong tendency to
this narrow theory of life, and to the pinched and hidebound type of human
character which it patronizes. Many persons, no doubr, sincerely think
that human beings thus cramped and dwarfed, are as their Maker designed
them to be; just as many have thought that trees are a much finer thing
when clipped into pollards, or cut out into figures of animals, than as
nature made them. Bur if it be any part of religion to believe that man was
made by a good Being, it is more consistent with that faith to believe, that
this Being gave all human faculties thar they might be cultivated and
unfolded, not rooted out and consumed, and that he takes delight in every
nearer approach made by his creatures to the ideal conception embodied
in them, every increase in any of their capabilities of comprehension, of
action, or of enjoyment. There is a different type of human excellence
from the Calvinistic; a conception of humanity as having its nature
bestowed on it for other purposes than merely to be abnegated. “Pagan
self-assertion” is one of the elements of human worth, as well as “Christian
self-denial.” There is a Greek ideal of self-development, which the Platonic
and Christian ideal of self-government blends with, but does not supersede.
It may be better to be a John Knox than an Alcibiades,” but it is better to
be a Pericles than either; nor would a Pericles, if we had one in these days,

be withour anything good which belonged to John Knox.

* Seerling’s Essays. (Mill's note.) He refers to John Sterling’s Evays and Tales,
ed., ].C. Hare (1848} 1, 190.

* Alcibiades (450-404 BCE), Athenian general, protégé of Socrates; held by
some to be responsible for the decline of Athens,

* Pericles (4952 -429 BCE), Athenian statesman, orator, and general.
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It is not by wearing down into uniformiry all that is individual in
themselves, but by cultivating it and calling it forth, within the limics
imposed by the rights and interests of others, that human beings become a
noble and beautiful object of contemplation; and as the works partake the
character of those who do them, by the same process human life also
becomes rich, diversified, and animating, furnishing more abundant
aliment to high thoughts and elevating feelings, and strengthening the tie
which binds every individual 1o the race, by making the race infinitely
better worth belonging to. In proportion to the development of his
individuality, each person becomes more valuable to himself, and is
therefore capable of being more valuable to others. There is a greater fulness
of life about his own existence, and when there is more life in the units
there is more in the mass which is composed of them. As much compression
as is necessary to prevent the stronger specimens of human nature from
encroaching on the rights of others, cannot be dispensed with; but for this
there is ample compensation even in the point of view of human
development. The means of development which the individual loses by
being prevented from gratifying his inclinarions to the injury of others,
are chiefly obrained at the expense of the development of other people.
And even to himself there is a full equivalent in the better development of
the social part of his nature, rendered possible by the strains put upon the
selfish part. To be held to rigid rules of justice for the sake of others,
developes the feelings and capacities which have the good of others for
their object. But to be restrained in things not affecting their good, by
their mere displeasure, developes nothing valuable, excepr such force of
character as may unfold itself in resisting the restraint. If acquiesced in, it
dulls and blunts the whole nature. To give any fair play to the nature of
each, it is essential that different persons should be allowed 1o lead different
lives. In proportion as this latitude has been exercised in any age, has that
age been noteworthy to posterity. Even desporism does not produce its
worst effects, so long as individuality exists under it; and whartever crushes
individuality is despotism, by whatever name it may be called, and whether

it Pmﬁ:ss:s to be :nfnrcinE the will of God or the Injunctions ol men.
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Having said that individuality is the same thing with development,
and thar it is only the cultivation of individuality which produces, or can
produce, well-developed human beings, | might here close the argument:
for what more or better can be said of any condition of human affairs,
than thar it brings human beings themselves nearer to the best thing they
can be? or whar worse can be said of any obstruction to good, than thar it
prevents this? Doubtless, however, these considerations will not suffice to
convince those who most need convincing: and it is necessary further to
show, that these developed human beings are of some use to the
und:vdupfd—m point out to those who do nor desire |i|:|n|:rt]..r.r and would
not avail themselves of it, that they may be in some intelligible manner
rewarded for allowing other people to make use of it without hindrance.

In the first place, then, | would suggest that they might possibly learn
something from them. It will not be denied by anybody, that originaliry is
a valuable element in human affairs. There is always need of persons not
only to discover new truths, and point out when what were once truths are
true no longer, bur also to commence new practices, and ser the example
of more enlightened conduct, and better taste and sense in human life.
This cannot well be gainsaid by anybody who does not believe that the
world has already atrained perfection in all its ways and practices. It is true
that this benefit is not capable of being rendered by everybody alike: there
are bur few persons, in comparison with the whole of mankind, whose
experiments, if adopted by others, would be likely to be any improvement
on established pracrice. But these few are the salt of the earth; without
them, human life would become a stagnant pool. Not only is it they who
introduce good things which did not before exist; it is they who keep the
life in those which already existed. If there were nothing new 1o be done,
would human intellect cease to be necessary? Would it be a reason why
those who do the old things should forget why they are done, and do them
like cartle, not like human beings? There is only too grear a tendency in
the best beliefs and practices to degenerate into the mechanical; and unless
there were a succession of persons whose ever-recurring originality prevents

the grounds of those beliefs and practices from becoming merely traditional,
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such dead matter would not resist the smallest shock from anything really
alive, and there would be no reason why civilization should not die our, as
in the Byzantine Empin:. Persons ﬂFEEI‘Iqu, it is true, are, and are alwa._vs
likely to be, a small minority, but in order to have them, it is necessary to
preserve the soil in which they grow. Genius can only breathe freely in an

> more individual

atmosphere of freedom. Persons of genius are, ex vf rermin,
than any other people—less capable, consequently, of hirting themselves,
without hurtful compression, into any of the small number of moulds
which society provides in order to save its members the trouble of forming
their own character. If from timidicy they consent to be forced into one of
these moulds, and to let all that part of themselves which cannot expand
under the pressure remain unexpanded, society will be little the better for
their genius. If they are of a strong characrer, and break their ferters, they
become a mark for the society which has not succeeded in reducing them
to commonplace, to point at with solemn warning as “wild,” “erratic,”
and the like; much as if one should complain of the Niagara river for not
Howing smoothly between its banks like a Dutch canal.

I insist thus emphatically on the importance of genius, and the necessity
of allowing it to unfold itself freely both in thought and in practice, being
well aware that no one will deny the position in theory, bur knowing also
that almost every one, in reality, is totally indifferent to it. People think
genius a fine thing if it enables a man to write an exciring poem, or paint
a picture. Bur in its true sense, that of originality in thought and action,
though no one says thar it is not a thing to be admired, nearly all, at heart,
think that they can do very well without it. Unhappily this is too natural
to be wondered at. Originality is the one thing which unoriginal minds
cannot feel the use of. They cannot see what it is to do for them: how
should they? If they could see what it would do for them, it would not be
originality. The first service which originality has to render them, is that
of opening their eyes: which being once fully done, they would have a

chance of being themselves original, Meanwhile, recollecting that nothing

* [ex wi termind] by definition,
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was ever yet done which some one was not the first to' do, and thar all
good things which exist are the fruits of originality, let them be modest
enough to believe that there is something still left for it to accomplish,
and assure themselves that they are more in need of originality, the less
they are conscious of the want.

In sober truth, whatever homage may be professed, or even paid, to
real or supposed mental superiority, the general tendency of things
throughout the world is to render mediocrity the ascendant power among
mankind. In ancient history, in the middle ages, and in a diminishing
degree through the long transition from feudality to the present time, the
individual was a2 power in himself; and if he had either great talents or a
high social position he was a considerable power. At present individuals
are lost in the crowd. In politics it is almost a triviality to say thar public
opinion now rules the world. The only power deserving the name is that
of masses, and of governments while they make themselves the organ of
the tendencies and instincts of masses. This is as true in the moral and
social relations of private life as in public transactions. Those whose
opinions go by the name of public opinion, are not always the same sort of
public: in America they are the whole white population; in England, chiefly
the middle class. But they are always a mass, that is to say, collective
mediocrity. And what is a still greater novelty, the mass do not now take
their opinions from dignitaries in Church or State, from ostensible leaders,
or from books. Their thinking is done for them by men much like
themselves, addressing them or speaking in their name, on the spur of the
moment, through the newspapers. | am not complaining of all this. I do
not assert that an}rthing better is cumpatiH:, as a gencral rule, with the
present low state of the human mind. Bur that does not hinder the
government of mediocrity from being mediocre government. No
government by a democracy or a numerous aristocracy, either in its political
acts or in the opinions, qualities, and tone of mind which it fosters, ever
did or could rise above mediocrity, except in so far as the sovereign Many
have let themselves be guided (which in their best times they always have
done) by the counsels and influence of a more highly gifted and instructed
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One or Few. The initiation of all wise or noble things, comes and must
come from individuals; generally at first from some one individual. The
honour and glory of the average man is that he is capable of following that
initiative, that he can respond internally to wise and noble things, and be
led to them with his eyes open. I am not countenancing the sort of “hero-
worship” which applauds the strong man of genius for forcibly seizing on
the government of the world and making it do his bidding in spite of
itself.® All he can claim is, freedom to point out the way. The power of
Cﬂmp:"ing others into it, is not un|:..r inconsistent with the freedom and
development of all the rest, but corrupting to the strong man himself. It
does seem, however, that when the opinions of masses of merely average
men are everywhere become or becoming the dominant power, the
counterpoise and corrective to thar tendency would be, the more and more
pronounced individuality of those who stand on the higher eminences of
thought. It is in these circumstances most especially, that exceprional
individuals, instead of being deterred, should be encouraged in acring
differently from the mass. In other times there was no advantage in their
doing so, unless they acted not only differently, but berter. In this age, the
mere example of nonconformiry, the mere refusal to bend the knee o
custom, is itself a service. Precisely because the ryranny of opinion is such
as to make eccentricity a reproach, it is desirable, in order ro break through
that tyranny, that people should be eccentric. Eccentricity has always
abounded when and where strength of character has abounded; and the
amount of eccentricity in a society has generally been proportional to the
amount of genius, mental vigour, and moral courage which it contained.
That so few now dare to be eccentric, marks the chief danger of the time.

I have said thar it is important to give the freest scope possible to
uncustomary things, in order that it may in time appear which of these are
fir ro be converted into customs. But independence of action, and disregard

of custom, are not solely deserving of encouragement for the chance they

® Very likely a reference to Carlyle, especially On Heroes, Hero-Worship,
and the Hervic in History { 1841).
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afford that better modes of action, and customs more worthy of general
adoption, may be struck out; nor is it only persons of decided mental
superiority who have a just claim vo carry on their lives in their own way.
There is no reason that all human existence should be constructed on some
one or some small number of patterns. If a person possesses any tolerable
amount of common sense and experience, his own mode of laying our his
existence is the best, not because it is the best in itself, but because it is his
own mode. Human beings are not like sheep; and even sheep are not
undistinguishably alike. A man cannot get a coar or a pair of boots to fit
him, unless they are either made to his measure, or he has a whole
warehouseful to choose from: and is it easier to fit him with a life than
with a coat, or are human beings more like one another in their whole
physical and spiritual conformation than in the shape of their feec? If it
were only that people have diversities of taste, that is reason enough for
not attempting to shape them all after one model. But different persons
also require different condivions for their spiritual development; and can
no more exist healthily in the same moral, than all the variety of plants
can in the same physical, atmosphere and climate. The same things which
are helps to one person rowards the cultivation of his higher nature, are
hindrances to another. The same mode of life is a healthy excitement to
one, keeping all his faculties of action and enjoyment in their best order,
while to another it is a distracting burchen, which suspends or crushes all
internal lite. Such are the differences among human beings in their sources
of pleasure, their susceptibilities of pain, and the operation on them of
different physical and moral agencies, that unless there is a corresponding
diversity in their modes of life, they neither obtain their fair share of
happiness, nor grow up to the mental, moral, and aesthetic stature of which
their nature is capable. Why then should rolerance, as far as the public
sentiment is concerned, extend only to tastes and modes of life which
extort acquiescence by the multitude of their adherents? Nowhere (except
IN 50me monastic institutions) 1s div:rsit}' of taste :ntirr:l}r un:ccugniscd; a
person may, without blame, either like or dislike rowing, or smoking, or

music, or athletic exercises, or chess, or cards, or study, because both those
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who like each of these things, and those who dislike them, are too numerous
to be put down. But the man, and still more the woman, whoe can be
accused either of doing “what nobody does,” or of not doing “whar
everybody does,” is the subject of as much depreciatory remark as if he or
she had committed some grave moral delinquency. Persons require ro
possess a title, or some other badge of rank, or of the consideration of
people of rank, to be able to indulge somewhat in the luxury of doing as
they like without detriment to their estimation. To indulge somewhar, 1
[EPCE[’: :FI:II' whncw:r a"nw I.'I'IE‘I'I'IEI:'I\"ES ITII,II.'.I'I ﬂf that jndu]EEnCE, iI'IC'I.II_' thE
risk of something worse than disparaging speeches—they are in peril of a
commission de lunatice,” and of having their property taken from them

and given to their relations.” There is one characteristic of the present

" |de funatico] A “commission de lunatice” is a court authorization to inquire
into the sanity of an individual.

® There is something both contemprible and frightful in the sort of evidence
on which, of late years, any person can be judicially declared unfit for che
management of his affairs; and afrer his death, his disposal of his property can
be ser aside, if there is enough of it o pay the expenses of litigation—which
are charged on the property itself. All the minure details of his daily life are
pried into, and whatever is found which, seen through the medium of the
perceiving and describing faculties of the lowest of the low, bears an appearance
unlike absolute commonplace, is laid before the jury as evidence of insanity,
and often with success; the jurors being little, if at all, less vulgar and ignorant
than the witnesses; while the judges, with that extraordinary want of knowledge
of human nature and life which continually astonishes us in English lawyers,
aften help to mislead them. These trials speak volumes as to the stare of feeling
and opinion among the vulgar with regard to human liberty, 5o far from setting
any value on individuality—so far from respecting the right of each individual
to act, in things indifferent, as seems good to his own judgment and
inclinarions, judges and juries cannot even conceive that a person in a state of
sanity can desire such freedom. In former days, when it was proposed to burn
atheists, charitable people used to suggest purring them in a mad-house insread:
it would be nothing surprising now-a-days were we to see this done, and the
doers applauding themselves, because, instead of persecuting for religion, they
had adopted so humane and Christian a mode of trearing these unfortunares,
not without a silent satisfaction at their having thereby obtained their deserts.
(Mill’s note.)
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direction of public opinion, peculiarly calculated to make it intolerant of
any marked demonstration of individuality. The general average of mankind
are not only moderarte in intellect, bur also moderate in inclinations: they
have no tastes or wishes strong enough to incline them to do anything
unusual, and they consequently do not understand those who have, and
class all such with the wild and intemperate whom they are accustomed to
look down upon. Now, in addition to this fact which is general, we have
only to suppose that a strong movement has set in towards the improvement
of morals, and it is evident what we have to expect. In these days such a
movement has set in; much has actually been effected in the way of increased
regularity of conduct, and discouragement of excesses; and there is a
philanthropic spirit abroad, for the exercise of which there is no more
inviting field than the moral and prudential improvement of our fellow—
creatures. These tendencies of the times cause the public to be more
diSPUSCd th-ﬂ.n at maost Fﬂrmtr Pcril}ds o Prf!l: l'i.]:“:' EE n'l:ml l'l.ll.:ﬁ- ﬂFCﬂnduf_t,
-ﬂ.nd E"dfﬂ\rﬂ'ur o mﬂ.l'[l: CYCTY onc fﬂnf-ﬂ[m 4] tl'l-: Epprl;wcd Eta“dard. ﬂl'ld
that standard, express or racit, is to desire nothing strongly. Its ideal of
characrer is to be without any marked character; to maim by compression,
like a Chinese lady's foot, every part of human nature which stands out
prominently, and tends to make the person markedly dissimilar in outline
o Eﬂmmﬂ"PlﬂCf humﬂnit}r.

As is usually the case with ideals which exclude one-half of what is
desirable, the present standard of approbation produces only an inferior
imitation of the other half. Instead of great energies guided by vigorous
reason, and strong feelings strongly controlled by a conscientious will, its
result is weak feelings and weak energies, which therefore can be kept in
outward conformiry to rule withour any strength either of will or of reason.
Already energetic characters on any large scale are becoming merely
traditional. There is now scarcely any outlet for energy in this country
except business. The energy expended in this may still be regarded as
considerable. Whar little is left from that employment, is expended on
some hobby; which may be a useful, even a philanthropic hobby, but is

always some one thing, and generally a thing of small dimensions. The
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greatness of England is now all collective: individually small, we only appear
capable of anything great by our habit of combining; and with this our
moral and religious philanthropists are perfectly contented. Burt it was men
of another stamp than this that made England whar it has been; and men
of another stamp will be needed to prevent its decline.

The despotism of custom is everywhere the standing hindrance to
human advancement, being in unceasing antagonism to that disposition
to aim at something better than customary, which is called, according to
circumstances, the spirit of liberty, or that of progress or improvement.
The spirit of improvement is not always a spirit of liberty, for it may aim
at forcing improvements on an unwilling people; and the spirit of liberry,
in so far as it resists such attempts, may ally itself locally and temporarily
with the opponents of improvement; but the only unfailing and permanent
source of improvement is liberty, since by it there are as many possible
independent centres of improvement as there are individuals. The
progressive princip|c, however, in either shap-:., whether as the love nF]ihcrt}r
or of improvement, is antagonistic to the sway of Custom, involving at
least emancipation from that yoke; and the contest between the two
constitutes the chief interest of the history of mankind. The greater part
of the world has, properly speaking, no history, because the desporism of
Custom is complete. This is the case over the whole East. Custom is there,
in all things, the final appeal; justice and right mean conformity to custom;
the argument of custom no one, unless some tyrant intoxicated with power,
thinks of resisting. And we see the result. Those nations must once have
had originality; they did not start out of the ground populous, lettered,
and versed in many of the arts of life; they made themselves all this, and
were then the greatest and most powertul nations of the world. Whart are
they now? The subjects or dependents of tribes whose forefathers wandered
in the forests when theirs had magnificent palaces and gorgeous temples,
but over whom custom exercised only a divided rule with liberty and
progress. A people, it appears, may be progressive for a certain length of
time, and then stop: when does it stop? When it ceases to possess

individuality. If a similar change should befall the nations of Europe, it
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will not be in exactly the same shape: the despotism of custom with which
these nations are threatened is not precisely stationariness. It proscribes
singularity, but it does not preclude change, provided all change together.
We have discarded the fixed costumes of our forefachers; every one must
still dress like other people, but the fashion may change once or twice a
year. We thus take care that when there is change it shall be for change’s
sake, and not from any idea of beauty or convenience; for the same idea of
beauty or convenience would not strike all the world at the same moment,
and be simultaneously thrown aside by all at another moment. But we are
progressive as well as changeable: we continually make new inventions in
mechanical things, and keep them until they are again superseded by berter;
we are cager for improvement in politics, in education, even in morals,
though in this last our idea of improvement chiefly consists in persuading
or forcing other people to be as good as ourselves. [t is not progress that
we object to: on the contrary, we flatter ourselves that' we are the most
progressive people who ever lived. It is individuality that we war against:
we should think we had done wonders if we had made ourselves all alike;
forgetting that the unlikeness of one person to another is generally the
first thing which draws the attention of either to the imperfection of his
own type, and the superiority of another, or the possibility, by combining
the advantages of both, of producing something better than cither. We
have a warning example in China—a nation of much talent, and, in some
respects, even wisdom, owing to the rare good fortune of having been
provided at an early period with a particularly good set of customs, the
work, in some measure, of men to whom even the most enlightened
European must accord, under certain limitadons, the tide of sages and
philosophers. They are remarkable, too, in the excellence of their appararus
tor impressing, as far as possible, the best wisdom they possess upon every
mind in the communiry, and securing that those who have appropriared
most of it shall occupy the posts of honour and power. Surely the people
who did rhis have discovered the secret of human progressiveness, and
must have kept themselves steadily at the head of the movement of the

world. On the contrary, they have become stationary—have remained so

118 * Jouw STuart MiLL



for thousands of years; and if they are ever to be farther improved, it must
be by foreigners. They have succeeded beyond all hope in what English
philanthropists are so industriously working at—in making a people all
alike, all governing cheir thoughts and conduct by the same maxims and
rules; and these are the fruits, The modern regime of public opinion is, in
an unorganized form, what the Chinese educational and political systems
are in an organized; and unless individuality shall be able successtully to
assert itself against this voke, Europe, notwithstanding its noble
antecedents and its professed Christianity, will tend to become another
China.

What is it that has hitherto preserved Europe from this lot? What has
made the European family of nations an improving, instead of a stationary
portion of mankind? Not any superior excellence in them, which, when it
exists, exists as the effect, not as the cause; but their remarkable diversity
of character and culture. Individuals, classes, nations, have been extremely
unlike one another: they have struck our a grear variety of paths, each
leading to something valuable; and although ar every period those who
travelled in different paths have been intolerant of one another, and cach
would have thought it an excellent thing if all the rest could have been
compelled to travel his road, their attempts 1o thwart each other’s
development have rarely had any permanent success, and each has in time
endured to receive the good which the others have offered. Europe is, in
my judgment, wholly indebted to this plurality of paths for its progressive
and many-sided development. But it already begins to possess this benefit
in a considerably less degree. It is decidedly advancing towards the Chinese
ideal of making all people alike. M. de Tocqueville, in his last important
work, remarks how much more the Frenchmen of the present day resemble
one another, than did those even of the last generation.” The same remark
might be made of Englishmen in a far greater degree. In a passage already
quoted from Wilhelm von Humboldt, he points our rwo things as necessary

conditions of human development, because necessary to render people

? See Alexis de Tocqueville, L'Ancien régime et la révolution {(1856), chap. viii,
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unlike one another; namely, freedom, and variety of situations. The second
of these two conditions is in this country every day diminishing. The
circumstances which surround different classes and individuals, and shape
their characters, are daily becoming more assimilated. Formerly, different
ranks, different neighbourhoods, different trades and professions, lived in
what might be called different worlds; at present, to a grear degree in the
same. Cumparativﬂy spcaking, thc}r now read the same things, listen to
the same things, see the same things, go to the same places, have their
hopes and fears directed to the same objects, have the same rights and
liberties, and the same means of asserting them. Grear as are the differences
of position which remain, they are nothing to those which have ceased.
And the assimilation is still proceeding. All the political changes of the age
promote it, since they all tend to raise the low and to lower the high.
Every extension of education promotes it, because education brings people
under common influences, and gives them access to the general stock of
facts and sentiments. Improvements in the means of communication
promote it, by bringing the inhabitants of distant places into personal
contact, and keeping up a rapid flow of changes of residence berween one
P].ﬂl:f_‘ E.I'I-I:I E.I'Iﬂ[l'll:r. L].—I'IC Increase UF commerce E:I'II:I. manufaCturcs Prﬂmﬂt:ﬁ-
it, by diffusing more widely the advantages of easy circumstances, and
opening all objects of ambition, even the highest, to general competition,
whereby the desire of rising becomes no longer the character of a particular
class, bur of all classes. A more powerful agency than even all these, in
hringing about a g:m:r:-ll 5imi|arit}r among mankind, is the cumplctc
establishment, in this and other free countries, of the ascendancy of public
opinion in the Stare. As the various social eminences which enabled persons
entrenched on them to disregard the opinion of the multitude, gradually
become levelled; as the very idea of resisting the will of the public, when it
is positively known that they have a will, disappears more and more from
the minds of pracrical politicians; there ceases to be any social support for
nonconformity—any substantive power in society, which, itself opposed
to the ascendancy of numbers, is interested in taking under its protection

opinions and tendencies at variance with those of the public.
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The combination of all these causes forms so great a mass of influences
hostile to Individuality, that it is not easy to see how it can stand its ground.
It will do so with increasing difficulty, unless the intelligent part of the
public can be made to feel its value—to see thart it is good there should be
de.ﬁ:rE"Ct!-,. even thﬂugh not Fﬂr thl: bfttﬂr, cVven tl‘lﬂugh, a5 il‘ mﬂ.}"' ﬂ.PPEﬂI
to them, some should be for the worse. If the claims of Individuality are
ever to be asserted, the time is now, while much is still wanting to complete
the enforced assimilation. It is only in the earlier stages that any stand can
be successfully made against the encroachment. The demand thar all other
people shall resemble ourselves, grows by whart it feeds on. If resistance
waits till life is reduced nearly to one uniform type, all deviations from
that type will come to be considered impious, immoral, even monstrous
and contrary to nature. Mankind speedily become unable o conceive

diversity, when they have been for some time unaccustomed ro see it.
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Chapter IV:
Of the Limits to the Authority
of Society over the Individual

HAT, then, is the righeful limit to the sovercignty of the

individual over himself? Where does the authority of society

begin? How much of human life should be assigned to
individuality, and how much to society?

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

Though sociery is not founded on a contract, and though no good
purpose is answered by inventing a contract in order 1o deduce social
obligations from it, every one who receives the protection of society owes
a return for the benefit, and the fact of living in society renders it
indispensable that each should be bound to observe a certain line of conduct
towards the rest. This conduct consists firse, in not injuring the interests
of one another; or rather certain interests, which, either by express legal
provision or by tacit understanding, ought to be considered as righrs; and
secondly, in each person’s bearing his share (1o be fixed on some equitable
principh:] of the labours and sacrifices incurred for dcﬁ:nding the SOCICTY
or its members from injury and molestation. These conditions society is
justified in enforcing at all costs to those who endeavour ro withhold
fulfilment. Nor is this all that society may do. The acts of an individual
may be hurtful to others, or wanting in due consideration for their welfare,
without going the length of violating any of their constituted rights. The
offender may then be justly punished by opinion, though not by law. As
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soon as any part of a person’s conducr affects prejudicially the interests of
others, society has jurisdiction over it, and the question whether the general
welfare will or will not be promoted by interfering with it, becomes open
to discussion. Burt there is no room for entertaining any such question
when a person’s conduct affects the interests of no persons besides himself,
or needs not affect them unless they like (all the persons concerned being
of full age, and the ordinary amount of understanding). In all such cases
there should be perfect treedom, legal and social, to do the action and
stand the consequences.

It would be a grear misunderstanding of this doctrine to suppose that
it is one of selfish indifference, which pretends that human beings have no
business with each other’s conduct in life, and that they should not concern
themselves about the well-doing or well-being of one another, unless their
own interest is involved. Instead of any diminution, there is need of a
great increase of disinterested exertion ro promote the good of others. Bur
disinterested benevolence can find other instruments to persuade people
to their good, than whips and scourges, either of the literal or the
metaphorical sort. 1 am the last person to undervalue the self-regarding
virtues; they are only second in importance, if even second, to the social.
It is equally the business of educarion to cultivate both. But even educarion
works by conviction and persuasion as well as by compulsion, and it is by
the former only that, when the period of education is past, the self-regarding
virtues should be inculcated. Human beings owe to each other help to
distinguish the better from the worse, and encouragement 1o choose the
former and avoid the latter. They should be for ever stimulating each other
to increased exercise of their higher faculties, and increased direction of
their feelings and aims towards wise instead of foolish, elevating instead of
degrading, objects and contemplations. But neither one person, nor any
number of persons, is warranted in saying to another human creature of
ripe vears, that he shall not do with his life for his own benefit what he
chooses to do with it. He is the person most interested in his own well-
being: the interest which any other person, except in cases of strong personal
attachment, can have in it, is trifling, compared with that which he himself
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has; the interest which society has in him individually (except as to his
conduct to others) is fractional, and alrogether indirect: while, with respect
to his own feelings and circumstances, the most ordinary man or woman
has means of knowledge immeasurably surpassing those that can be
possessed by any one else. The interference of society to overrule his
judgment and purposes in what only regards himself, must be grounded
on general presumptions; which may be altogether wrong, and even if
right, are as likely as not to be misapplied to individual cases, by persons
no better acquainted with the circumstances of such cases than those are
who look at them merely from without. In this department, therefore, of
human affairs, Individuality has its proper field of action. In the conduct
of human beings towards one another, it is necessary thar general rules
Eh'DUII:I. Fﬂf tl.'“:' maost Pﬂ.[t I]f Dhﬂfr\"fd, i.ﬂ ul'dr.:r thﬂ.t FCU‘PIE mﬂ.}l" ]{ﬂﬂw Whﬂt
they have to expect; but in each person’s own concerns, his individual
spontaneity is entitled ro free exercise. Considerations to aid his judgment,
exhortations to strengthen his will, may be offered to him, even obtruded
on him, by others; but he himself is the final judge. All errors which he is
likely to commit against advice and warning, are far outweighed by the
evil of allowing others to constrain him to what they deem his good.

I do not mean that the feelings with which a person is regarded by
others, ought not to be in any way affected by his self-regarding qualities
or deficiencies. This is neither possible nor desirable. If he is eminent in
any of the qualities which conduce to his own good, he is, so far, a proper
object of admiration. He is so much the nearer to the ideal perfection of
human nature. If he is gmsﬂ}r deficient in those qu:-liiti-:s, a sentiment the
opposite of admiration will follow. There is a degree of folly, and a degree
of what may be called (though the phrase is not unobjecrionable) lowness
or depravation of taste, which, though it cannot justify doing harm to the
person who manifests it, renders him necessarily and properly a subject of
distaste, or, in extreme cases, even of contempt: a person could not have
the opposite qualities in due strength without entertaining these feelings.
Though doing no wrong to any one, a person may so act as to compel us

to judge him, and feel to him, as a fool, or as a being of an inferior order:
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and since this judgment and feeling are a fact which he would prefer to
avoid, it is doing him a service to warn him of it beforehand, as of any
other disagreeable consequence to which he exposes himself, It would be
well, indeed, if this good office were much more freely rendered than the
common notions of politeness at present permit, and if one person could
huncsﬂy point out o another thar he thinks him in faule, without bcing
considered unmannerly or presuming. We have a right, also, in various
ways, to act upon our unfavourable opinion of any one, not to the
oppression of his individuality, but in the exercise of ours. We are not
bound, for example, to seek his society; we have a right ro avoid it (though
not to parade the avoidance), for we have a right to choose the society
maost acceptable to us. We have a right, and it may be our durty, to caurion
others against him, if we think his example or conversation likely to have
a pernicious effect on those with whom he associates. We may give others
a preference over him in optional good offices, except those which tend to
his improvement. In these various modes a person may suffer very severe
penalties ar the hands of others, for faults which directly concern only
himself; but he suffers these penalties only in so far as they are the natural,
and, as it were, the spontaneous consequences of the faulrs chemselves,
not because they are purposely inflicted on him for the sake of punishment,
A person who shows rashness, obstinacy, self-conceit—who cannort live
within moderate means—who cannot restrain himself from hurtful
indulgences—who pursues animal pleasures ar the expense of those of
feeling and intellect—must expect to be lowered in the opinion of others,
and to have a less share of their favourable sentiments; bur of this he has
no right to complain, unless he has merited their favour by special excellence
in his social relations, and has thus established a ritle ro their good offices,
which is not affected by his demerits towards himself.

What I contend for is, that the inconveniences which are strictly
inseparable from the unfavourable judgment of others, are the only ones
to which a person should ever be subjected for that portion of his conduct
and character which concerns his own good, but which does not affect the

interests of others in their relations with him. Acts injurious to others
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require a totally different treatment. Encroachment on their rights;
infliction on them of any loss or damage not justified by his own rights;
falsehood or duplicity in dealing with them; unfair or ungenerous use of
advantages over them; even selfish abstinence from defending them against
injury—these are fit objects of moral reprobation, and, in grave cases, of
moral retribution and punishment. And not only these acts, but the
dispositions which lead to them, are properly immoral, and fir subjects of
disapprobation which may rise to abhorrence. Cruelty of disposition; malice
and ill-nature; that most anti-social and odious of all passions, envy;
dissimulation and insincerity; irascibility on insufficient cause, and
resentment disproportioned to the provocation; the love of domineering
over others; the desire to engross more than one’s share of advanrages (the
nheoveEia' of the Greeks); the pride which derives gratification from the
abasement of others; the egotism which thinks self and its concerns more
important than everything else, and decides all doubtful questions in its
own favour;—these are moral vices, and constiture a bad and odious moral
character: unlike the self-regarding faults previously mentioned, which are
not properly immoralities, and to whatever pitch they may be carried, do
not constitute wickedness. They may be proofs of any amount of folly, or
want of personal dignity and self-respect; but they are only a subject of
moral reprobation when they involve a breach of duty to others, for whose
sake the individual is bound to have care for himself. Whar are called duries
to ourselves are not socially obligatory, unless circumstances render them
at the same time duties to others. The term durty to oneself, when it means
anything more than prudence, means self-respect or self-development; and
for none of these is any one accountable to his fellow creatures, because
for none of them is it for the good of mankind that he be held accountable
to them,

The distinction berween the loss of consideration which a person may
rightly incur by defect of prudence or of personal dignity, and the

reprobation which is due to him for an offence against the rights of others,

' [mAeoveSia] greediness.
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is not a merely nominal distinction. It makes a vast difference both in our
feelings and in our conduct towards him, whether he displeases us in things
in which we think we have a right to control him, or in things in which we
know that we have not. If he displeases us, we may express our distaste,
and we may stand aloof from a person as well as from a thing that displeases
us; but we shall not therefore feel called on to make his life uncomfortable.
We shall reflect that he already bears, or will bear, the whole penalty of his
error; if he spoils his life by mismanagement, we shall not, for that reason,
desire to spoil it still further: instead of wishing to punish him, we shall
rather endeavour to alleviate his punishment, by shﬂwing him how he
may avoid or cure the evils his conducrt tends to bring upon him. He may
be to us an object of pity, perhaps of dislike, but not of anger or resentment;
we shall not trear him like an enemy of society: the worst we shall think
ourselves justified in doing is leaving him to himself, if we do not interfere
benevolently by showing interest or concern for him. It is far otherwise if
he has infringed the rules necessary for the protection of his fellow-creatures,
individually or collectively. The evil consequences of his acts do not then
fall on himself, but on others; and society, as the protector of all its
members, must retaliate on him; must inflice pain on him for the express
purpose of punishment, and must take care thar it be sufficiently severe.
In the one case, he is an offender ar our bar, and we are called on not only
to sit in judgment on him, but, in one shape or another, to execure our
own sentence: in the other case, it is not our part to inflict any suffering
on him, except what may incidentally follow from our using the same
liberty in the regulation of our own affairs, which we allow to him in his.

The distinction here pointed out between the part of a person’s life
which concerns only himself, and that which concerns others, many persons
will refuse to admit. How (it may be asked) can any part of the conduct of
a member of society be a matter of indifference to the other members? No
person is an entirely isolated being; it is impossible for a person to do
anything seriously or permanently hurtful to himself, withour mischief
reaching at least to his near connexions, and often far beyond them, If he
injures his property, he does harm to those who directly or indirectdy derived
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support from i, and vsually diminishes, by a greater or less amount, the
general resources of the community. If he deteriorates his bodily or menral
faculties, he not only brings evil upon all who depended on him for any
portion of their happiness, but disqualifies himself for rendering the services
which he owes to his fellow-creatures generally; perhaps becomes a burthen
on their affection or benevolence; and if such conduct were very frequent,
hardly any offence that is committed would detract more from the general
sum of good. Finally, if by his vices or follies a person does no direct harm
o others, he 1s nevertheless (it may be said) Injurious b}' his l:xamp|:; and
ought to be compelled to control himself, for the sake of those whom the
sight or knowledge of his conduct might corrupt or mislead.

And even (it will be added) if the consequences of misconduct could
be confined 1o the vicious or thoughtless individual, ought society to
abandon to their own guidance those who are manifestly unfit for ie? If
protection against themselves is confessedly due to children and persons
under age, is not society equally bound to afford it to persons of mature
years who are equally incapable of self-government? If gambling, or
drunkenness, or incontinence, or idleness, or uncleanliness, are as injurious
to happiness, and as grear a hindrance to improvement, as many or most
of the acts prohibited by law, why (it may be asked) should not law, so far
as is consistent with practicability and social convenience, endeavour to
repress these also? And as a supplement to the unavoidable imperfecrions
of law, ought not opinion at least to organize a powerful police against
these vices, and visit rigidly with social penalties those who are known to
practise them? There is no question here (it may be said) about restricting
individuality, or impeding the trial of new and original experiments in
living, The only things it is sought to prevent are things which have been
tried and condemned from the beginning of the world until now; things
which experience has shown not to be useful or suitable to any person’s
individuality. There must be some length of time and amount of experience,
after which a moral or prudential truth may be regarded as established:
and it is merely desired to prevent generation after generation from falling

over the same precipice which has been fatal to their predecessors.
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I fully admit that the mischief which a person does to himself may
seriously affect, both through their sympathies and their interests, those
nearly connected with him, and in a minor degree, society at large. When,
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 becomes amenable to moral disapprobation in the
proper sense of the term. If, for example, a man, through intemperance or
extravagance, becomes unable to pay his debts, or, having undertaken the
moral responsibility of a family, becomes from the same cause incapable
of supporting or educating them, he is deservedly reprobated, and mighrt
be justly punished; but it is for the breach of duty to his family or creditors,
not for the extravagance. If the resources which ought to have been devored

to them, had been diverted from them for the most prudent investment,

the moral culpability would have been the same. George Barnwell murdered
his uncle to get money for his mistress, but if he had done it to set himself
up in business, he would equally have been hanged.® Again, in the frequent
case of a man who causes grief to his family by addiction to bad habits, he
deserves reproach for his unkindness or ingratitude; but so he may for
cultivating habits not in themselves vicious, if they are painful to those
with whom he passes his life, or who from personal ties are dependent on
him for their comfort. Whoever fails in the consideration generally due to
the interests and feelings of others, not being compelled by some more
imperative duty, or justified by allowable self-preference, is a subject of
moral disapprobation for that failure, but not for the cause of it, nor for
the errors, merely personal to himself, which may have remotely led to it
In like manner, when a person disables himself, by conduct purely self-
regarding, from the performance of some definite dury incumbent on him
to the public, he is guilty of a social offence. No person ought to be punished
simply for being drunk; but a soldier or a policeman should be punished

for being drunk on duty. Whenever, in short, there is a definite damage,

: George Barnwell was the apprentice in the ballad "George Barnwell” and
George Lillo's play The Londen Merchant; or, the History of George Barnwell
(1731).
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or a definite risk of damage, either to an individual or to the public, the
case is taken out of the province of liberty, and placed in that of morality
or law.

But with regard to the merely contingent, or, as it may be called,
constructive injury which a person causes to sociery, h}r conduct which
neither violates any specific duty to the public, nor occasions perceptible
hurt to any assignable individual except himself; the inconvenience is one
which society can afford to bear, for the sake of the greater good of human
freedom. If grown persons are to be punished for not taking proper care of
themselves, | would rather it were tor their own sake, than under pretence
of preventing them from impairing their capacity of rendering 1o society
benefits which society does not pretend it has a right to exact. Bur I cannot
consent to argue the point as if society had no means of bringing its weaker
members up to its ordinary standard of rational conduct, except waiting
till they do something irrational, and then punishing them, legally or
morally, for it. Society has had absolute power over them during all the
early portion of their existence: it has had the whole period of childhood
and nonage in which to try whether it could make them capable of rational
conduct in life. The existing generation is master both of the training and
[I'I-E cntirc circumstanc:s I'JF I.'I'“: EEnEfﬂ.tan 00 COME; i-t cannort iﬂdfﬂd ITIHI'[E
them perfectly wise and good, because it is itself so lamentably deficient
in goodness and wisdom; and its best efforts are not always, in individual
cases, its most successful ones; burt it is perfectly well able to make the
rising generation, as a whole, as good as, and a little better than, itself. If
society lets any considerable number of its members grow up mere children,
incapable of being acted on by rational consideration of distant motives,
society has itself to blame for the consequences. Armed not only with all
the powers of education, but with the ascendancy which the authority of a
received opinion always exercises over the minds who are least fitted to
judge for themselves; and aided by the marural penalries which cannot be
prevented from falling on those who incur the distaste or the contempt of
those who know them; let not society pretend that it needs, besides all

this, the power to issue commands and enforce obedience in the personal
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concerns of individuals, in which, on all principles of justice and policy,
the decision ought to rest with those who are to abide the consequences.
Mor is there anything which tends more 1o discredic and frustrate the berter
means of influencing conduct, than a resort to the worse. If there be among
those whom it is atrempted ro coerce into prudence or temperance, any of
the material of which vigorous and independent character are made, they
will infallibly rebel against the yoke. No such person will 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 comes to be
considered a mark of spirit and courage to fly in the face of such usurped
authority, and do with ostentation the exact opposite of what it enjoins; as
in the fashion of grossness which succeeded, in the time of Charles 11, to
the fanarical moral intolerance of the Puritans. With respect to whar is
said of the necessity of protecting society from the bad example ser to
others by the vicious or self-indulgent; it is true thar bad example may
have a pernicious effect, especially the example of doing wrong to others
with impunity to the wrong-doer. But we are now speaking of conduct
which, while it does no wrong to others, is supposed ro do great harm to
the agent himself: and I do not see how those who believe this, can think
otherwise than that the example, on the whaole, must be more salutary
than hurtul, since, if it displays the misconducr, it displays also the painful
or degrading consequences which, if the conduct is justly censured, must
be supposed to be in all or most cases artendant on ir.

But the strongest of all the arguments against the interference of the
public with purely personal conduct, is that when it does interfere, the
odds are that it interferes wrongly, and in the wrong place. On questions
of social morality, of duty to others, the opinion of the public, that is, of
an overruling majority, though often wrong, is likely to be still oftener
right; because on such questions they are only required to judge of their
own interests; of the manner in which some mode of conduct, if allowed
to be practised, would affect themselves. Bur the opinion of a similar
majority, imposed as a law on the minority, on questions of self-regarding

conduct, is quite as likely to be wrong as right; for in these cases public
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opinion means, at the best, some people’s opinion of what is good or bad
for other people; while very often it does not even mean thar; the public,
with the most perfect indifference, passing over the pleasure or convenience
of those whose conduct they censure, and considering| only their own
preference. There are many who consider as an injury to themselves any
conduct which they have a distaste for, and resent it as an outrage to their
feelings; as a religious bigot, when charged with disregarding the religious
feelings of others, has been known to retort that they disregard his feelings,
by persisting in their abominable worship or creed. But there is no parity
between the feeling of a person for his own opinion, and the feeling of
another who is offended at his holding it; no more than berween the desire
of a thief to take a purse, and the desire of the right owner to keep it. And
a person’s taste is as much his own peculiar concern as his opinion or his
purse. It is easy for any one to imagine an ideal public, which leaves the
freedom and choice of individuals in all uncerrain martters undisturbed,
and only requires them to abstain from modes of conduct which universal
experience has condemned. Bur where has there been seen a public which
set any such limit to its censorship? or when does the public trouble itself
about universal experience? In its interferences with personal conduct it is
seldom thinking of anything but the enormity of acting or feeling differently
from irself; and this standard of judgment, thinly disguised, is held up to
mankind as the dictate of religion and philosophy, by nine-tenths of all
moralists and speculative writers. Those teach that things are right because
they are right; because we feel them to be so. They tell us to search in our
own minds and hearts for laws of conduct binding on ourselves and on all
others. What can the poor public do but apply these instructions, and
make their own personal feelings of good and evil, if they are tolerably
unanimous in them, obligatory on all the world?

The evil here pointed out is not one which exists only in theory; and it
may perhaps be expected that | should specify the instances in which the
public of this age and country improperly invests its own preferences with
the character of moral laws. That is too weighty a subject to be discussed

parenthetically, and by way of illustration. Yet examples are necessary, to
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show thar the principle I mainrain is of serious and practical moment, and
that | am not endeavouring to erect a barrier against imaginary evils. And
it is not difficult to show, by abundant instances, thar to extend the bounds
of what may be called moral police, until it encroaches on the most
unquestionably legitimarte liberty of the individual, is one of the most
universal of all human propensiries.

As a first instance, consider the antipathies which men cherish on no
better grounds than that persons whose religious opinions are different
from theirs, do not practise their religious observances, especially their
religious abstinences. To cire a rather trivial example, nothing in the creed
or practice of Christians does more to envenom the hatred of Mahomedans
against them, than the fact of their eating pork. There are few acts which
Christians and Europeans regard with more unaffected disgust, than
Mussulmans regard this particular mode of satisfying hunger. It is, in the
first place, an offence against their religion; but this circumstance by no
means explains either the degree or the kind of their repugnance; for wine
also is forbidden by their religion, and to partake of it is by all Mussulmans
accounted wrong, bur not disgusting, Their aversion to the flesh of the
“unclean beast” is, on the contrary, of that peculiar character, resembling
an instinctive antipathy, which the idea of uncleanness, when once it
thoroughly sinks into the feelings, seems always to excite even in those
whose personal habits are anything burt scrupulously cleanly, and of which
the sentiment of religious impurity, so intense in the Hindoos, is a
remarkable example. Suppose now that in a people, of whom the majority
were Mussulmans, that majority should insist upon not permitting pork
to be eaten within the limits of the country. This would be nothing new in
Mahomedan countries.” Would it be a legitimate exercise of the moral
authority of public opinion? and if not, why not? The practice is really
revolting to such a public. They also sincerely think that it is forbidden
and abhorred by the Deity. Neither could the prohibition be censured as
religious persecurion. It might be religious in its origin, but it would not
be persecurion for religion, since nobody’s religion makes it a duty to ear

pork. The only tenable ground of condemnation would be, thar with the
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personal tastes and self-regarding concerns of individuals the public has
no business to interfere,

To come somewhart nearer home; the majority of Spaniards consider it
a gross impiety, offensive in the highest degree to the Supreme Being, to
worship him in any other manner than the Roman Catholic; and no other
public worship is lawful on Spanish soil. The people of all Southern Europe
look upon a married clergy as not only irreligious, but unchaste, indecent,
gross, disgusting. What do Protestants think of these perfectly sincere
feelings, and of the artempr to enforce them against non-Catholics? Yer, if
mankind are justified in interfering with each other’s liberty in things which
do not concern the interests of others, on what principle is it possible
consistently to exclude these cases? or who can blame people for desiring
to suppress whart they regard as a scandal in the sight of God and man? No
stronger case can be shown for prohibiting anything which is regarded as a
personal immorality, than is made our for suppressing these practices in
the eyes of those who regard them as impieties; and unless we are willing
to adopt the logic of persecutors, and to say that we may persecute others
because we are right, and that they must not persecute us because they are
wrong, we must beware of admitting a principle of which we should resent
as a gross injustice the application to ourselves.

The preceding instances may be objected 1o, although unreasonably,
as drawn from contingencies impossible among us: opinion, in this country,

not being likely to enforce abstinence from meats, or to interfere with

¥ The case of the Bombay Parsees is a curious instance in/ point. When this
industrious and enterprising tribe, the descendants of the Persian fire-
worshippers, flying from their native country before the Caliphs, arrived in
Western India, they were admirted to toleration by the Hindoo sovereigns,
on condition of not eating beef. When those regions afterwards fell under the
dominion of Mahomedan conquerors, the Parsees obtained from them a
continuance of indulgence, on condition of refraining from pork. What was
at first obedience became a second narure, and the Parsees o this day abstain
both from beef and pork. Though not required by their religion, the double
abstinence has had time ro grow into a custom of their tribe; and custom, in
the East, is a religion. (Mill’s note.)
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people for worshipping, and for either marrying or not marrying, according
to their creed or inclination. The next example, however, shall be taken
from an interference with liberty which we have by no means passed all
danger of. Wherever the Puritans have been sufficiently powerful, as in
New England, and in Great Britain at the time of the Commonwealth,
they have endeavoured, with considerable success, to put down all public,
and nearly all private, amusements: especially music, dancing, public games,
or other assemblages for purposes of diversion, and the theatre. There are
still in this country large bodies of persons by whose notions of morality
and religion these recreations are condemned; and those persons belonging
chiefly to the middle class, who are the ascendant power in the present
social and political condition of the kingdom, it is by no means impossible
that persons of these sentiments may at some time or other command a
majority in Parliament. How will the remaining portion of the community
like to have the amusements that shall be permitted to them regulated by
the religious and moral sentiments of the stricter Calvinists and Methodists?
Would they not, with considerable peremproriness, desire these intrusively
pious members of society to mind their own business? This is precisely
what should be said to every government and every public, who have the
pretension that no person shall enjoy any pleasure which they think wrong.
Burt if the principle of the pretension be admitted, no one can reasonably
object to its being acted on in the sense of the majority, or other
preponderating power in the country; and all persons must be ready to
conform to the idea of a Christian commonwealth, as understood by the
early settlers in New England, if a religious profession similar to theirs
should ever succeed in regaining its lost ground, as religions supposed o
be declining have so often been known to do.

To imagine another contingency more likely to be realized than the
one last mentioned. There is confessedly a strong tendency in the modern
world rowards a democratic constitution of society, accompanied or not
by popular political insticutions. It is affirmed that in the country where
this tendency is most completely realized—where both society and the

government are most democratic—the United States—the feeling of the
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majority, to whom any appearance of a more showy or costly style of living
than they can hope to rival is disagreeable, operates as a tolerably effectual
sumptuary law, and that in many parts of the Union it is really difficulc
for a person possessing a very large income, to find any mode of spending
it, which will not incur popular disapprobation. Though such statements
as these are doubtless much exaggerated as a representation of existing
facts, the state of things they describe is not only a conceivable and possible,
but a probable result of democratic feeling, combined with the notion
that the public has a right to a veto on the manner in which individuals
shall spend their incomes. We have only further to suppose a considerable
diffusion of Socialist opinions, and it may become infamous in the eyes of
the majority to possess more property than some very small amount, or
any income not earned by manual labour. Opinions similar in principle to
these, already prevail widely among the artizan class, and weigh oppressively
on those who are amenable to the opinion chiefly of that class, namely, its
own members. It is known that the bad workmen who form the majoricy
of the operatives in many branches of industry, are decidedly of opinion
that bad workmen ought to receive the same wages as good, and that no
one ought to be allowed, through piecework or otherwise, to earn by
superior skill or industry more than others can withour it. And they employ
a moral police, which occasionally becomes a physical one, to deter skilful
workmen from receiving, and employers from giving, a larger remuneration
for a more useful service. If the public have any jurisdiction over private
concerns, | cannor see that these people are in fault, or that any individual’s
particular public can be blamed for asserting the same authority over his
individual conduct, which the general public asserts over people in general,

But, without dwelling upon supposititious cases, there are, in our own
day, gross usurpations upon the liberty of private life actually practised,
and still greater ones threatened with some expectation of success, and
opinions propounded which assert an unlimited right in the public not
nnhr Lo pmhibit h}r law H:rything which it thinks WTOnNg, but in order to
get at whart it thinks wrong, to prohibit any number of things which it

admits to be innocent.
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Under the name of preventing intemperance, the people of one English
colony, and of nearly half the United States, have been interdicted by law
from making any use wharever of fermented drinks, except for medical
purposes: for prohibition of their sale is in fact, as it is intended ro be,
prohibition of their use. And though the impracticability of executing the
law has caused its repeal in several of the States which had adopred it,
including the one from which it derives its name,* an attempr has
notwithstanding been commenced, and is prosecuted with considerable
zeal by many of the professed philanthropists, to agitate for a similar law
in this country. The association, or “Alliance” as it terms itself, which has
been formed for this purpose, has acquired some notoriety through the
publicity given to a correspondence between its Secretary and one of the
very few English public men who hold that a pelitician’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 who
know how rare such qualities as are manifested in some of his public
appearances, unhappily are among those who figure in political life. The
organ of the Alliance, who would “deeply deplore the recognition of any
principle which could be wrested to justify bigotry and persecution,”
undertakes to point out the "broad and impassable barrier” which divides
such principles from those of the association. “All marters relating to
thought, opinion, conscience, appear to me,” he says, "o be without the
sphere of legislation; all pertaining to social act, habit, relation, subject
only to a discretionary power vested in the State itself, and not in the
individual, ro be within it.” No mention is made of a third class, different
from either of these, viz. acts and habits which are not social, bur individual:

although it is to this class, surely, that the act of drinking fermented liquors

* That is, Maine, New Brunswick and thirteen of the states had prohibition
laws in the 1850s. Because Maine was the first stare to adopt it, “Maine Law”
became the general term for prohibition.

* Edward John Stanley, second Baron Stanley of Alderley, a Whig politician, was at
this rime president of the Board of Trade. The United Kingdom Alliance for the
Legislative Suppression of the Sale of Intoxicaring Liquors was founded in 1853.
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belongs. Selling fermented liquors, however, is trading, and trading is a
social act. But the infringement complained of is not on the liberty of the
seller, but on thar of the buyer and consumer; since the State might just as
well forbid him to drink wine, as purposely make it impossible for him to
obtain it. The Secretary, however, says, “l claim, as a citizen, a right to
legislate whenever my social rights are invaded by the social act of another.”
And now for the definition of these “social rights.” “If anything invades
my social rights, certainly the traffic in strong drink does. It destroys my
primary right of security, by constantly creating and stimulating social
disorder. It invades my right of equaliry, by deriving a profit from the
creation of a misery | am taxed to support. It impedes my right to free
moral and intellectual development, by surrounding my path with dangers,
and by weakening and demoralizing society, from which 1 have a right 1o
claim mutual aid and intercourse.” A theory of “social rights,” the like of
which probably never before found its way into distinct language: being
nothing short of this—ithat it is the absolute social right of every individual,
that every other individual shall act in every respect exacdy as he ought;
that whosoever fails thereof in the smallest particular, violates my social
right, and entitles me to demand from the legislature the removal of the
grievance. So monstrous a principle is far more dangerous than any single
interference with liberty; there is no violation of liberty which it would
not justify; it acknowledges no right to any freedom whatever, excepe
perhaps to that of holding opinions in secret, withour ever disclosing them:
for, the moment an opinion which I consider noxious passes any one’s
lips, it invades all the "social rights” attributed to me by the Alliance. The
doctrine ascribes to all mankind a vested interest in each others moral,
intellectual, and even physical perfection, to be defined by each claimant
according to his own standard.

Another important example of illegitimare interference with the righcful
liberty of the individual, not simply threatened, but long since carried
into triumphant effect, is Sabbatarian Icgishtium Withoutr doubr,
abstinence on one day in the week, so far as the exigencies of life permit,

from the usual daily eccupation, though in no respect religiously binding
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on any except Jews,” is a highly beneficial custom. And inasmuch as this
custom cannot be observed withour a general consent to thar effect among
the industrious classes, therefore, in so far as some persons by working
may impose the same necessity on others, it may be allowable and right
that the law should guarantee to each the observance by others of the
custom, by suspending the greater operations of industry on a particular
day. Bur this justification, grounded on the direct interest which others
have in each individual’s observance of the practice, does not apply to the
self-chosen occupations in which a person may think fit to employ his
leisure; nor does it hold good, in the smallest degree, for legal restrictions
on amusements. [t is true thar the amusement of some is the day’s work of
others; burt the pleasure, not to say the useful recreation, of many, is worth
the labour of a few, provided the occupation is freely chosen, and can be
freely resigned. The operatives are perfectly right in thinking that if all
worked on Sunday, seven days’ work would have to be given for six days’
wages: but so long as the grear mass of employments are suspended, the
small number who for the enjoyment of others must still work, obrain a
proportional increase of earnings; and they are not obliged to follow those
occupartions, if they prefer leisure to emolument. If a further remedy is
sought, it might be found in the establishment by custom of a holiday on
some other day of the week for those particular classes of persons. The
only ground, therefore, on which restrictions on Sunday amusements can
be defended, must be that they are religiously wrong; a motive of legislation
which never can be too carnestly protested against. “Deorum injuriae Diis
curae.”” It remains to be proved that society or any of its officers holds a
commission from on high to avenge any supposed offence to Omnipotence,
which is nor also a wrong to our fellow creatures. The notion that it is one
man’s duty that another should be religious, was the foundation of all the

religious persecutions ever perpetrated, and if admitted, would fully justify

¢ For Jews, the Sabbarh (sundown Friday to sundown Saturday) is a day of rest
and prayer; work and travel are prohibited.

" [Deorum injuriae Diis curae] “The gods can avenge their own wrongs” (Tacitus,
Annals, I, lxxiii).
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them. Though the feeling which breaks out in the repeated artempis to
stop railway travelling on Sunday, in the resistance to the opening of
Muscums, and the like, has not the cruelty of the old persecutors, the state
of mind indicated by it is fundamentally the same. It is a determination
not to tolerate others in doing whar is permitted by their religion, because
it is not permitted by the persecuror’s religion. It is a belief that God not
only abominates the act of the misbeliever, but will not hold us guiltless if
wWe I-EH\I"E' him u"mﬂlfsttda

I cannot refrain from adding to these examples of the little account
commonly made of human liberty, the language ot downright persecution
which breaks out from the press of this country, whenever it feels called
on to notice the remarkable phenomenon of Mormonism.* Much might
be said on the unexpected and instructive fact, that an alleged new
revelation, and a religion founded on it, the product of palpable imposture,
not even supported by the prestige of extraordinary qualities in its founder,
is believed by hundreds of thousands, and has been made the foundation
of a society, in the age of newspapers, railways, and the electric telegraph.
Whar here concerns us is, that this religion, like other and better religions,
has its marryrs; that its prophet and founder was, tor his teaching, put to
death by a mob; that others of its adherents lost their lives by the same
lawless violence; that they were forcibly expelled, in a body, from the
country in which thc}r first grew up; while, now that th:y have been chased
into a solitary recess in the midst of a desert, many in this country openly
declare that it would be right (only thar it is not convenient) to send an
expedition against them, and compel them by force to conform to the
opinions of other people. The article of the Mormonite doctrine which is
the chief provocative to the antipathy which thus breaks through the
ordinary restraints of religious tolerance, is its sanction of polygamy; which,

though permitted to Mahomedans, and Hindoos, and Chinese, seems to

® The Mormon religion {Church of Jesus Christ of Larter-Day Saints) was
founded by Joseph Smith (1805 —44) in Manchester, New York, in 1830, based
on the Book of Mormon, which he claimed to have tfound in 1827 tollowing an
angelic visitation.
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excite unquenchable animosity when pracused by persons who speak
English, and profess to be a kind of Christians. No one has a deeper
disapprobation than | have of this Mormon institution; both for other
reasons, and because, far from being in any way countenanced by the
principle of liberry, it is a direct infraction of that principle, being a mere
rivetting of the chains of one-half of the community, and an emanciparion
of the other from reciprocity of obligation towards them. Still, it must be
remembered thar this relation is as much voluntary on the part of the
women concerned in it, and who may be deemed the sufferers by it, as is
the case with any other form of the marriage institution; and however
surprising this fact may appear, it has its explanation in the common ideas
and customs of the world, which teaching women to think marriage the
one thing needful, make it intelligible thar many a woman should prefer
being one of several wives, to not being a wife at all. Other countries are
not asked to recognise such unions, or release any portion of their
inhabitants from their own laws on the score of Mormonite opinions. Bur
when the dissentients have conceded to the hostile sentiments of others,
far more than could justly be demanded; when they have left the countries
to which their doctrines were unacceptable, and established themselves in
a remote corner of the earth, which they have been the first to render
habitable to human beings; it is difficult to see on whart principles bur
those of ryranny they can be prevented from living there under what laws
they please, provided they commit no aggression on other nations, and
allow perfect freedom of departure to those who are dissatisfied with their
ways. A recent writer, in some respects of considerable merit, proposes (to
use his own words) not a crusade, but a cfvilizade, against this polygamous
community, to put an end to what seems to him a retrograde step in
civilization. [t also appears so to me, but I am not aware that any community
has a right to force another to be civilized. S0 long as the sufferers by the
bad law do not invoke assistance from other communities, | cannot admirt
that persons entirely unconnected with them ought to step in and require
that a condition of things with which all who are directly interested appear

to be satisfied, should be put an end to because it is a scandal to persons
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some thousands of miles distant, who have no part or concern in it. Let
them send missionaries, if they please, to preach against it; and let them,
by any fair means (of which silencing the teachers is not one,) oppose the
progress of similar doctrines among their own people. If civilization has
got the better of barbarism when barbarism had the world to iwself, it is
too much to profess to be afraid lest barbarism, after having been fairly
got under, should revive and conquer civilization. A civilization that can
thus succumb to its vanquished enemy, must first have become so
degenerate, that neither its appointed priests and teachers, nor anybody
else, has the capacity, or will take the trouble, to stand up for it. If this be
s0, the sooner such a civilization receives notice to quir, the better. It can
only go on from bad to worse, until destroyed and regenerated (like the

Western Empire”) by energetic barbarians.

? The Western portion of the Roman Empire, after the division into East and

West in 364, which fell before the barbarian invasions of the fifth century.
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Chapter V:
Applications

HE principles asserted in these pages must be more generally

admirted as the basis for discussion of details, before a consistent

application of them to all the various departments of government
and morals can be artempted with any prospect of advantage. The few
observations | propose to make on questions of dertail, are designed o
illustrate the principles, rather than to follow them out to their
consequences. | offer, not so much applications, as specimens of application;
which may serve to bring into greater clearness the meaning and limits of
the two maxims which together form the entire doctrine of this Essay, and
to assist the judgment in holding the balance berween them, in the cases
where it appears doubtful which of them is applicable to the case.

The maxims are, first, that the individual is not accountable to sociery
for his actions, in so far as these concern the interests of no person but
himself. Advice, instruction, persuasion, and avoidance by other people if
thought necessary by them for their own good, are the only measures by
which society can justifiably express its dislike or disapprobation of his
conduct. Secondly, thart for such actions as are prejudicial to the interests
of others, the individual is accountable, and may be subjected either to
social or to legal punishment, if society is of opinion that the one or the
other is requisite for its protection.

In the first place, it must by no means be supposed, because damage,
or probability of damage, to the interests of others, can alone justify the
interference of society, that therefore it always does justify such interference.
In many cases, an individual, in pursuing a legitimarte object, necessarily
and therefore legitimately causes pain or loss to others, or intercepts a

good which they had a reasonable hope of obtaining. Such oppaositions of
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interest berween individuals often arise from bad social institutions, but
are unavoidable while those institutions last; and 'some would be
unavoidable under any institutions. Whoever succeeds in an overcrowded
profession, or in a competitive examination; whoever is preferred 1o another
in any contest for an object which both desire, reaps benefit from the loss
of others, from their wasted exervion and their L’Eisappnimm:nt. Bur it 1s,
by common admission, better for the general interest of mankind, thar
persons should pursue their objects undeterred by this sort of consequences.
In other words, society admits no right, either legal or moral, in the
disappuint:d competitors, to immunity trom this kind of sul:ﬁ:ringq and
feels called on to interfere, only when means of success have been employed
which it is contrary to the general interest to permit—namely, fraud or
treachery, and force.

Again, trade is a social act. Whoever undertakes to sell any description
of goods to the public, does what affects the interest of other persons, and
of society in general; and thus his conduct, in principle, comes within the
jurisdiction of society: accordingly, it was once held to be the dury of
governments, in all cases which were considered of importance, to fix prices,
and regulate the processes of manufacture. But it is now recognised, though
not till after a long struggle, that both the cheapness and the good qualicy
of commodities are most effectually provided for by leaving the producers
ﬂ.ﬂ'I:I SE“'C'I'S- P-CI'FE‘Ctj}" FI'E‘-E, l.lﬂl:lET ThE‘ E-I'.]I-E Chfﬂl’[ HF Equal ﬁ_’EEdl}m o IhE
buyers for supplying themselves elsewhere. This is the so-called doctrine
of Free Trade,' which rests on grounds different from, though equally solid
with, the principle of individual liberty asserted in this Essay. Restrictions
on trade, or on production for purposes of trade, are indeed restraints;
and all restraint, gwd restraing, is an evil: bur the restraints in question
affect only that part of conduct which society is competent to restrain,
and are wrong solely because they do not really produce the results which

it is desired to produce by them. As the principle of individual liberty is

! The doctrine that there should be no duries or restrictions on international
trade.
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not involved in the doctrine of Free Trade, so neither is it in most of the
questions which arise respecting the limits of that doctrine; as for example,
what amount of public control is admissible for the prevention of fraud by
adulreration; how far sanitary precautions, or arrangements to protect
workpeople employed in dangerous occupations, should be enforced on
employers. Such questions involve considerations of liberty, only in so far
as leaving people to themselves is always better, caeteris paribus,® than
controlling them: burt thar they may be legitimately controlled for these
ends, is in principle undeniable. On the other hand, there are questions
relating to interference with trade, which are essentially questions of liberry;
such as the Maine Law, already touched upon; the prohibition of the
importation of opium into China; the restriction of the sale of poisons; all
cases, in short, where the object of the interference is to make it impossible
or difficult to obtain a particular commodity. These interferences are
objectionable, not as infringements on the liberty of the producer or seller,
but on that of the buyer.

One of these examples, that of the sale of poisons, opens a new question;
the proper limits of what may be called the functions of police; how far
liberty may legitimately be invaded for the prevention of crime, or of
accident. It is one of the undispured funcrions of government to take
Pr:cau[iﬂns against crime before it has been committed, as well as to detect
and punish it afterwards. The preventive function of government, however,
is far more liable to be abused, to the prejudice of liberty, than the punitory
function; for there is hardly any part of the legitimate freedom of acrion of
a human being which would not admit of being represented, and Fairly
too, as increasing the facilities for some form or other of delinquency,
Nevertheless, if a public authority, or even a private person, sees any one
evidently preparing to commirt a crime, they are not bound to look on
inacrive until the crime is committed, but may interfere to prevent it. If
poisons were never bought or used for any purpose except the commission

of murder, it would be right to prohibit their manufacture and sale. They

* |caeteris paribus) other things being equal,
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may, however, be wanted not only for innocent but for useful purposes,
and restrictions cannot be imposed in the one case without operating in
the other. Again, it is a proper office of public authority to guard against
accidents. If either a public officer or any one else saw a person attempting
to cross a bridge which had been ascertained to be unsafe, and there were
no time to warn him of his danger, they might seize him and turn him
back, without any real infringement of his liberty; for liberty consists in
doing what one desires, and he does not desire to fall into the river.
Mevertheless, when there is not a certainty, but only a danger of mischief,
no one but the person himself can judge of the sufficiency of the motive
which may prompt him to incur the risk: in this case, therefore, (unless he
is a child, or delirious, or in some state of excitement or absorprion
incompatible with the full use of the reflecting faculty) he ought, I conceive,
to be only warned of the danger; not forcibly prevented from exposing
himself to it. Similar considerarions, applied to such a question as the sale
of poisons, may enable us to decide which among the possible modes of
regulation are or are not contrary to principle. Such a precaution, for
example, as that of labelling the drug with some word expressive of its
dangerous character, may be enforced withour violation of liberty: the buyer
cannot wish not to know that the thing he possesses has poisonous qualities,
But to require in all cases the certificate of a medical practitioner, would
make it sometimes impossible, always expensive, to obrain the arricle for
legitimate uses. The only mode apparent to me, in which difficulties may
be thrown in the way of crime commirtted through this means, without
any infringement, worth taking into account, upon the liberty of those
who desire the poisonous substance for other purposes, consists in providing
what, in the aprt ]anguag: of Bentham, is called "prtappﬂinttd evidence.”
This provision is familiar to every one in the case of contracts. It is usual
and right that the law, when a conrtract is entered into, should require as
the condition of its enforcing performance, that certain formalities should
be observed, such as signatures, attestation of witnesses, and the like, in
order thar in case of subsequent dispute, there may be evidence to prove

that the contract was really entered into, and that there was nothing in the
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circumstances to render it legally invalid; the effect being, 1o throw grear
obstacles in the way of fictitious contracts made in circumstances which,
if known, would destroy their validity. Precaurions of a similar narure might
be enforced in the sale of articles adapred to be instruments of crime. The
seller, for example, might be required to enter in a register the exact time
of the transaction, the name and address of the buyer, the precise quality
and quantity sold; to ask the purpose for which it was wanted, and record
the answer he received. When there was no medical prescription, the
presence of some third person might be required, to bring home the fact
to the purchaser, in case there should afterwards be reason to believe that
the article had been applied to criminal purposes. Such regulations would
in general be no marerial impediment to obraining the arricle, but a very
considerable one to making an improper use of it without detection.

The right inherent in society, 1o ward off crimes against itself by
antecedent precautions, suggests the obvious limitations to the maxim,
that purely self-regarding misconduct cannot properly be meddled with in
the way of prevention or punishment. Drunkenness, for example, in
ordinary cases, is not a fit subject for legislartive interference; but I should
deem it perfectly legitimate that a person, who had once been convicted
of violence to others under the influence of drink, should be placed under
a special legal restriction, personal to himself; that if he were afterwards
found drunk, he should be liable to a penalty, and that if when in that
state he committed another offence, the punishment to which he would
be liable for that other offence should be increased in severity. The making
himself drunk, in a person whom drunkenness excites to do harm to others,
is a crime against others, So, again, idleness, except in a person receiving
support from the public, or excepr when it constiturtes a breach of conrtract,
cannot without tyranny be made a subject of legal punishment; bur if,
either from idleness or from any other avoidable cause, a man fails to
support his children, it is not tyranny to force him to fulfil thar obligation,
by compulsory labour, if no other means are available,

Again, there are many acts which, being directly injurious only to the

agents themselves, ought not to be legally interdicted, but which, if done
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publicly, are a violation of good manners, and coming thus within the
category of offences against others, may rightfully be prohibited. Of this
kind are offences against decency; on which it is unnecessary to dwell, the
rather as they are only connected indirectly with our subject, the objection
to publicity being equally strong in the case of many actions not in
themselves condemnable, nor supposed to be so.

There is another question 1o which an answer must be found, consistent
with the principles which have been laid down. In cases of personal conduct
supposed to be blameable, but which respect for liberty precludes society
from preventing or punishing, because the evil directly resulting falls wholly
on the agent; what the agent is free to do, ought other persons to be equally
free to counsel or instigate? This question is not free from difficulty. The
case of a person who solicits another to do an act, is not strictly a case of
self-regarding conduct. To give advice or offer inducements to any one, is
a social act, and may, therefore, like actions in general which affect others,
be supposed amenable 1o social control. Bur a little reflection corrects the
first impression, by showing that if the case is not strictly wichin the
definition of individual liberty, yet the reasons on which the principle of
individual liberty is grounded, are applicable to it. If people must be
allowed, in whatever concerns only themselves, to act as seems best 1o
themselves at their own peril, they must equally be free to consult with
one another abour what is fir to be so done; to exchange opinions, and
give and receive suggestions. Whatever it is permitted to do, it must be
permitted to advise to do. The question is doubtful, only when the
instigator derives a personal benefit from his advice; when he makes it his
occupation, for subsistence or pecuniary gain, to promote whar society
and the State consider to be an evil. Then, indeed, a new element of
complication is introduced; namely, the existence of classes of persons with
an interest opposed to what is considered as the public weal, and whose
mode of living is grounded on the counteraction of it. Oughe this 1o be
interfered with, or not? Fornication, for example, must be tolerated, and
so must gambling; bur should a person be free to be a pimp, or to keep a

gambling-house? The case is one of those which lie on the exact boundary

148 * JoHn Stuart MiLL



line between two principles, and it is not at once apparent 1o which of the
two it properly belongs. There are arguments on both sides. On the side of
toleration it may be said, that the fact of fn]luwing an}'thing as an
occupation, and living or profiting by the practice of it, cannot make that
criminal which would otherwise be admissible; that the act should eicher
be consistently permitted or consistently prohibited; that if the principles
which we have hitherto defended are true, society has no business, as sociery,
to decide anything to be wrong which concerns only the individual; thac it
cannot go beyond dissuasion, and that one person should be as free to
persuade, as another to dissuade. In opposition to this it may be contended,
that although the public, or the State, are not warranted in authoritatively
deciding, for purposes of repression or punishment, that such or such
conduct affecting only the interests of the individual is good or bad, they
are I:'u"}r juﬂiﬁcd In assuming, if thc}r rcgard it as bad, thart its hcing S0 Or
not is at least a disputable question: That, this being supposed, they cannot
be acting wrongly in endeavouring to exclude the influence of solicitations
which are not disinterested, of instigators who cannot possibly be
imp:-lrtial-—whu have a direct pcrsunal interest on one side, and that side
the one which the State believes to be wrong, and who confessedly promote
it for personal objects only. There can surely, it may be urged, be nothing
lost, no sacrifice of good, by so ordering matters that persons shall make
their election, either wisely or foolishly, on their own prompring, as free as
possible from the arts of persons who stimulate their inclinations for
interested purposes of their own. Thus (it may be said) thuugh the statures
respecting unlawful games are utrerly indefensible—though all persons
should be free to gamble in their own or each other’s houses, or in any
place of meeting established by their own subscriptions, and open only to
the members and their visitors—yer public gambling-houses should not
be permitted. It is true that the prohibition is never effectual, and thar,
whatever amount of tyrannical power may be given to the police, gambling-
houses can always be maintained under other pretences; but they may be
compelled to conduct their operations with a certain degree of secrecy and

mystery, so that nobody knows anything about them burt those who seek
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them; and more than this, society ought not to aim at, There is considerable
force in these arguments. | will not venture to decide whether they are
sufficient to justify the moral anomaly of punishing the accessary, when
the principal is (and must be) allowed to go free; of fining or imprisoning
the procurer, but not the fornicator, the gambling-house keeper, but not
the gambler. Still less ought the common operations of buying and selling
to be interfered with on analogous grounds. Almost every article which is
bought and sold may be used in excess, and the sellers have a pecuniary
interest in encouraging that excess; but no argument can be founded on
this, in favour, for instance, of the Maine Law; because the class of dealers
in strong drinks, though interested in their abuse, are indispensably required
for the sake of their legitimate use. The interest, however, of these dealers
in promoting intemperance is a real evil, and justifies the Stare in imposing
restrictions and requiring guarantees which, bur for that justification, would
be infringements of legitimate liberty.

A further question is, whether the State, while it permits, should
nevertheless indirectly discourage conduct which it deems contrary to the
best interests of the agent; whether, for example, it should rake measures
to render the means of drunkenness more costly, or add to the difficulty of
procuring them by limiting the number of the places of sale. On this as on
most other practical questions, many distinctions require to be made. To
tax stimulants for the sole purpose of making them more difficult to be
obtained, is a measure differing only in degree from their entire prohibition;
and would be justifiable only if that were justifiable. Every increase of cost
is a prohibition, to those whose means do not come up to the augmented
price; and to those who do, it is a penalty laid on them for gratifying a
particular taste. Their choice of pleasures, and their mode of expending
their income, after satisfying their legal and moral obligations to the State
and to individuals, are their own concern, and must rest with their own
judgement. These considerations may seem ar first sight to condemn the
selection of stimulants as special subjects of taxation for purposes of
revenue. But it must be remembered that taxation for fiscal purposes is

absolutely inevitable; that in most countries it is necessary that a
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considerable part of that taxation should be indirect; thar the State,
therefore, cannor help imposing penalties, which to some persons may be
prohibitory, on the use of some articles of consumption. It is hence the
dury of the State to consider, in the imposition of taxes, what commodities
the consumers can best spare; and a fortiors®, to select in preference those
of which it deems the use, beyond a very moderate quantiry, to be positively
injurious. Taxation, therefore, of stimulants, up 1o the point which produces
the largest amount of revenue (supposing that the State needs all the revenue
which it yields) is not only admissible, but 1o be approved of.

The question of making the sale of these commodities a more or less
exclusive privilege, must be answered differently, according to the purposes
to which the restriction is intended to be subservient. All places of public
resort require the restraint of a police, and places of this kind peculiarly,
because offences against society are especially apt to oniginare there. It is,
therefore, fit to confine the power of selling these commodities (at least
for consumption on the spot) to persons, of known or vouched-for
respectability of conduct; to make such regulations respecting hours of
opening and closing as may be requisite for public surveillance, and to
withdraw the licence if breaches of the peace repeatedly take place through
the connivance or incapacity of the keeper of the house, or if it becomes a
rendez-vous for concocting and preparing offences against the law. Any
further restriction [ do not conceive to be, in principle, justifiable. The
limitation in number, for instance, of beer and spirit houses, for the express
purpose of n:m:l:ring them more difficult of access, and diminishing the
occasions of temptation, not only exposes all to an inconvenience because
there are some by whom the faciliry would be abused, but is suited only to
a state of society in which the labouring classes are avowedly treated as
children or savages, and placed under an education of restraint, to fir them
for future admission to the privileges of freedom. This is not the principle
on which the labouring classes are professedly governed in any free country;

and no person who sets due value on freedom will give his adhesion to

3 |& fortiori] with stronger reason, i.e., more justifiably.
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their being so governed, unless after all efforts have been exhausted to
educate them for freedom and govern them as freemen, and it has been
definitively proved that they can only be governed as children. The bare
statement of the alternative shows the absurdity of supposing that such
efforts have been made in any case which needs be considered here. It is
only because the institurions of this country are a mass of inconsistencies,
that things find admirtance into our practice which belong to the system
of despotic, or whar is called paternal, government, while the general
freedom of our institutions precludes the exercise of the amount of
control necessary to render the restraint of any real efficacy as a moral
education.

It was pointed out in an early part of this Essay, that the liberty of the
individual, in things wherein the individual is alone concerned, implies a
corresponding liberty in any number of individuals to regulate by murual
agreement such things as regard them jointly, and regard no persons but
themselves. This question presents no difficulry, so long as the will of all
the persons implicated remains unaltered; but since that will may change,
it is often necessary, even in things in which they alone are concerned,
that they should enter into engagements with one another; and when they
do, it is fit, as a general rule, that those engagements should be kept. Yet,
in the laws, probably, of every country, this general rule has some exceptions.
Not only persons are not held to engagements which violate the rights of
third parties, but it is sometimes considered a sufficient reason for releasing
them from an engagement, thar it is injurious to themselves. In this and
most other civilized countries, for example, an engagement by which a
person should sell himself, or allow himself to be sold, as a slave, would be
null and void; neither enforced by law nor by opinion, The ground for
thus limiting his power of voluntarily disposing of his own lot in life, is
apparent, and is very clearly seen in this extreme case. The reason for not
interfering, unless for the sake of others, with a person’s voluntary acts, is
consideration for his liberty. His voluntary choice is evidence that whar he
so chooses is desirable, or at the least endurable, to him, and his good is

on the whole best provided for by allowing him to take his own means of
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pursuing it. But by selling himself for a slave, he abdicates his liberty; he
foregoes any future use of it beyond that single act. He therefore defears,
in his own case, the very purpose which is the justification of allowing
him to dispose of himself. He is no longer free; but is thenceforth in a
position which has no longer the presumption in its favour, that would be
afforded by his voluntarily remaining in it. The principle of freedom cannot
require that he should be free not to be free. It is not freedom, to be allowed
to alienate his freedom. These reasons, the force of which is so CONSpicuUOus
in this peculiar case, are evidently of far wider application; yer a limit is
everywhere set to them by the necessities of life, which continually require,
not indeed that we should resign our freedom, but that we should consent
to this and the other limitation of it. The principle, however, which
demands uncontrolled freedom of action in all that concerns only the agents
themselves, requires thar those who have become bound to one another,
in things which concern no third party, should be able to release one another
from the engagemenrt: and even without such voluntary release, there are
perhaps no contracts or engagements, except those thart relate to money or
mnnc}"s WD[th, DFWhiCh OnNne Can venoure to sdy thﬂt thE[E Dught o hf ne
liberty whatever of retractation. Baron Wilhelm von Humboldt, in the
excellent essay from which I have already quoted, states it as his conviction,
that engagements which involve personal relations or services, should never
be legally binding beyond a limited duration of time; and that the most
important of these engagements, marriage, having the peculiarity that its
objects are frustrated unless the feelings of both the parties are in harmony
with it, should require nothing more than the declared will of either parry
to dissolve ir. This subject is too important, and too complicated, to be
discussed in a par:nth:sis., and | touch on it nnl}' so far as is Necessary for
purposes of illustration. If the conciseness and generality of Baron
Humbaoldt’s dissertation had not obliged him in this instance to content
himself with enunciating his conclusion withour discussing the premises,
he would doubtless have recognised that the question cannot be decided
on grounds so simple as those to which he confines himself. When a person,

either by express promise or by conduct, has encouraged another to rely
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upon his continuing to act in a certain way—io build expectations and
calculations, and stake any part of his plan of life upon that supposition—
a new series of moral obligations arises on his part towards that person,
which may possibly be overruled, but cannot be ignored. And again, if the
relation berween two contracting parries has been followed by consequences
to others; if it has placed third parties in any peculiar position, or, as in
the case of marriage, has even called third parties into existence, obligations
arise on the part of both the contracting parties towards those third persons,
the fulfilment of which, or ar all events the mode of fulfilment, must be
greatly affected by the continuance or disruption of the relation berween
the original parties to the contract. It does not follow, nor can 1 admir,
that these obligations extend to requiring the fulfilment of the contract at
all costs to the happiness of the reluctant party; bur they are a necessary
element in the queston; and even if, as Von Humboldt maintains, they

ought to make no difference in the legal freedom of the/parties to release

themselves from the engagement (and 1 also hold that they ought nor to
make much difference), they necessarily make a grear difference in the moral
freedom. A person is bound to take all these circumstances into account,
before resolving on a step which may affect such important interests of
others; and if he does nort allow proper weight to those interests, he is
morally responsible for the wrong. | have made these obvious remarks for
the better illustration of the general principle of liberty, and not because
they are at all needed on the particular question, which, on the contrary, is
usually discussed as if the interest of children was everything, and that of
grown persons nothing.

I have already observed that, owing 1o the absence of any recognised
general principles, liberty is often granted where it should be withheld, as
well as withheld where it should be granted; and one of the cases in which,
in the modern European world, the sentiment of liberty is the strongest, is
a case where, in my view, it is altogether misplaced. A person should be
free to do as he likes in his own concerns; but he ought not to be free to do
as he likes in acting for another, under the pretexr thar the affairs of the

other are his own affairs. The State, while it respects the liberty of each in
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whart specially regards himself, is bound to maintain a vigilant control
over his exercise of any power which it allows him to possess over others.
This obligation is almost entirely disregarded in the case of the family
relations, a case, in its direct influence on human happiness, more important
than all others taken together. The almost despotic power of husbands
over wives needs not be enlarged upon here, because nothing more is needed
for the complete removal of the evil, than that wives should have the same
rights, and should receive the protection of law in the same manner, as all
other persons; and because, on this subject, the defenders of established
injustice do not avail themselves of the plea of liberty, but stand forch
openly as the champions of power. It is in the case of children, that
misapplied notions of liberry are a real obstacle ro the fulfilment by the
State of its duties. One would almest think that a man’s children were
supposed to be literally, and not metaphorically, a part of himself, so jealous
is opinion of the smallest interference of law with his absolute and exclusive
control over them; more jealous than of almost any interference with his
own freedom of action: so much less do the generality of mankind value
liberty than power. Consider, for example, the case of education. Is it not
almost a self-evident axiom, that the State should require and compel the
educarion, up to a certain standard, of every human being who is born its
citizen? Yet who is there that is not afraid to recognise and assert this truth?
Hardly any one indeed will deny that it is one of the most sacred duries of
the parents {(or, as law and Usage now stand, the father), after sUumMmoning
a human being into the world, to give to that being an education fitting
him to perform his part well in life towards others and rowards himself.
But while this is unanimously declared 1o be the father’s duty, scarcely
an}rbud_'ﬁ in this country, will bear to hear of nb|igin5 him to ptrfnrm it
Instead of his being required to make any exertion or sacrifice for securing
education to the child, it is left to his choice to accept it or not when it is
provided graris! It still remains unrecognised, that to bring a child into
existence withour a fair prospect of being able, not only to provide food
for its body, but instruction and training for its mind, is a moral crime,

both against the unfortunate offspring and against society; and that if the
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parent does not fulfil this obligation, the State ought to see it fulfilled, at
the charge, as far as possible, of the parent.

Were the dury of enforcing universal educarion once admirtred, there
would be an end to the difficulties about whar the State should teach, and
how it should teach, which now convert the subject into a mere bactle-
field for sects and parties, causing the time and labour which should have
been spent in educating, to be wasted in quarrelling about education. If
the government would make up its mind to reguire for every child a good
education, it might save itself the trouble of providing one. It might leave
to parents to obtain the educarion where and how they pleased, and content
itself with helping to pay the school fees of the poorer classes of children,
and defraying the entire school expenses of those who have no one else 1o
pay for them. The objections which are urged with reason against State
education, do not apply to the enforcement ot education by the State, but
to the State’s taking upon itself to direct that education: which is a totally
different thing. That the whole or any large part of the education of the
people should be in State hands, 1 go as far as any one in deprecating. All
that has been said of the importance of individuality of character, and
diversity in opinions and modes of conduct, involves, as of the same
unspeakable importance, diversity of education. A general State education
is a mere contrivance for moulding people to be exactly like one another:
and as the mould in which it casts them is that which pleases the
predominant power in the government, whether this be a monarch, a
priesthood, an aristocracy, or the majority of the existing generation, in
proportion as it is efficient and successtul, it establishes a despotism over
the mind, leading by natural tendency ro one over the body. An educarion
established and conrtrolled by the State should only exist, if it exise ar all,
a5 one among many competing experiments, carried on for the purpose of
example and stimulus, to keep the others up to a certain standard of
excellence. Unless, indeed, when society in general is in so backward a
state that it could not or would not provide for itself any proper institutions
of education, unless the government undertook the task: then, indeed, the

government may, as the less of two grear evils, take upon itself the business
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of schools and universities, as it may thar of joint stock companies, when
private enterprise, in a shape firted for undertaking great works of industry,
does not exist in the country. But in general, if the country contains a
sufficient number of persons qualified o provide education under
government auspices, the same persons would be able and willing o give
an equally good education on the voluntary principle, under the assurance
of remuneration afforded by a law rendering education compulsory,
combined with State aid to those unable to defray the expense.

The instrument for enforcing the law could be no other than public
examinations, cxt:nding to all children, and I:rr_'ginning ar an c:-lrl_v age. An
age might be fixed at which every child must be examined, to ascertain if
he (or she) is able to read. If a child proves unable, the father, unless he has
some sufficient gmund of excuse, might be subjcctccl to a moderate fine,
to be worked our, if necessary, by his labour, and the child might be put to
school at his expense. Once in every year the examination should be
renewed, with a gradually extending range of subjects, so as ro make the
universal acquisition, and what is more, retention, of a cerrain minimum
of general knowledge, virmally compulsory. Beyond that minimum, there
should be voluntary examinarions on all subjects, at which all who come
up to a certain standard of proficiency might claim a certificate. To prevent
the State from exercising, through these arrangements, an improper
influence over opinion, the knowledge required for passing an examinarion
(beyond the merely instrumental parts of knowledge, such as languages
and their use) should, even in the higher classes of examinarions, be
confined to facts and positive science exclusively. The examinations on
religion, politics, or other disputed topics, should not turn on the truch or
falsehood of opinions, but on the martter of fact thar such and such an
opinion is held, on such grounds, by such authors, or schools, or churches.
Under this system, the rising generation would be no worse off in regard
to all disputed truths, than they are ar present; they would be brought up

either churchmen or dissenters* as they now are, the State merely taking

i Members of the (Established) Church of England or Nonconformist dissenters
from it, such as Methodists, Congregartionalists, Presbyterians, etc.
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care that they should be instructed churchmen, or instructed dissenters.
There would be nothing to hinder them from being raughr religion, if
their parents chose, at the same schools where they were taughr other things.
All attempts by the State to bias the conclusions of its citizens on disputed
subjects, are evil; but it may very properly offer to ascertain and certify
that a person possesses the knowledge, requisite to make his conclusions,
on any given subject, worth attending to. A student of philosophy would
be the better for being able to stand an examination both in Locke and in
Kant, whichever of the two he takes up with, or even if with neither: and
there is no reasonable objection to examining an atheist in the evidences
of Christianity, provided he is not required to profess a belief in them.
The examinations, however, in the higher branches of knowledge should,
I conceive, be entirely voluntary. It would be giving too dangerous a power
to governments, were they allowed to exclude any one from professions,
even from the profession of teacher, for alleged deficiency of qualifications:
and I think, with Wilhelm von Humboldr, that degrees, or other public
certificates of scientific or professional acquirements, should be given to
all who present themselves for examination, and stand the test; but thar
such certificates should confer no advantage over competitors, other than
the weight which may be arrached ro their testimony by public opinion.
It is not in the martter of education only, that misplaced notions of
liberty prevent moral obligations on the part of parents from being
recognised, and legal obligations from being imposed, where there are the
strongest grounds for the former always, and in many cases for the latter
also. The fact itself, of causing the existence of a human being, is one of
the most responsible actions in the range of human life. To undertake this
responsibility—to bestow a life which may be either a curse or a blessing—
unless the being on whom it is to be bestowed will have art least the ordinary
chances of a desirable existence, is a crime against that being. And in a
country cither overpeopled, or threatened with being so, to produce
children, beyond a very small number, with the effect of reducing the reward
of labour by their competition, is a serious offence against all who live by

the remuneration of their labour. The laws which, in many countries on
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the Continent, forbid marriage unless the parties can show that they have
the means of supporting a family, do nor exceed the legitimate powers of
the State: and whether such laws be expedient or not (a question mainly
dependent on local circumstances and feelings), they are not objectionable
as violations of liberty. Such laws are interferences of the State to prohibit
a mischievous act—an act injurious to others, which ought to be a subject
of reprobation, and social stigma, even when it is not deemed expedient to
superadd legal punishment. Yet the current ideas of liberty, which bend so
easily to real infringements of the freedom of the individual in things which
concern only himself, would repel the attempr to put any restraint upon
his inclinations when the consequence of their indulgence is a life or lives
of wretchedness and d:pravit}r to the uff'spring, with manifold evils to those
sufficiently within reach to be in any way affected by their actions. When
we compare the strange respect of mankind for liberty, with their strange
want of respect for it, we might imagine that a man had an indispensable
right to do harm to others, and no right at all to please himself without
giving pain to any one.

I have reserved for the last place a large class of questions respecring
the limits of government interference, which, though closely connecred
with the subject of this Essay, do not, in strictness, belong to it. These are
cases in which the reasons against interference do not turn upon the
principle of liberty: the question is not abour restraining the acrions of
individuals, but about helping them: ir is asked whether the government
should do, or cause to be done, something for their benefit, instead of

leaving it to be done by themselves, individually, or in voluntary

combinartion.

The objections to government interference, when it is not such as to
involve infringcml:nt nflihcrr}-’, may be of three kinds.

The first is, when the thing to be done is likely to be better done by
individuals than by the government. Speaking generally, there is no one so
fit to conduct any business, or to determine how or by whom it shall be
conducted, as those who are personally interested in it. This principle

condemns the interferences, once so common, of the legislarure, or the
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officers of government, with the ordinary processes of industry. Bur this
part of the subject has been sufficiently enlarged upon by political
economists, and is not particularly related to the principles of this Essay.

The second objection is more nearly allied to our subject. In many
cases, though individuals may not do the particular thing so well, on the
average, as the officers of government, it is nevertheless desirable thac it
should be done by them, rather than by the government, as a means to
their own mental education—a mode of strengthening their active faculties,
exercising their judgment, and giving them a familiar knowledge of the
subjects with which they are thus left to deal. This is a principal, though
not the sole, recommendation of jury trial (in cases not political); of free
and popular local and municipal institutions; of the conduct of industrial
and philanthropic enterprises by voluntary associations. These are not
questions of liberty, and are connected with that subject only by remote
tendencies; but they are questions of development. It belongs to a different
occasion from the present to dwell on these things as parts of national
education; as being, in truth, the peculiar training of a citizen, the practical
part of the political education of a free people, taking them out of the
narrow circle of personal and family selfishness, and accustoming them o
the comprehension of joint interests, the management of joint concerns—
habituating them to act from public or semi-public motives, and guide
their conduct by aims which unite instead of isolating them from one
another. Withour these habits and powers, a free constitution can neither
be worked nor preserved; as is exemplified by the too-often transitory nature
of political freedom in countries where it does not rest upon a sufficient
basis of local liberties. The management of purely local business by the
localities, and of the great enterprises of industry by the union of those
who voluntarily supply the pecuniary means, is further recommended by
all the advantages which have been set forth in this Essay as belonging to
individuality of development, and diversity of modes of action. Government
operations tend to be everywhere alike. With individuals and voluntary
associations, on the contrary, there are varied experiments, and endless

diversity of experience. What the State can usefully do, is to make itself a
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central depository, and active circulator and diffuser, of the experience
resulting from many trials. lts business is to enable each experimentalist to
benefit by the experiments of others; instead of tolerating no experiments
bur its own.

The third, and most cogent reason for restricting the interference of
government, is the grear evil of adding unnecessarily to its power. Every
function superadded to those already exercised by the government, causes
its influence over hopes and fears to be more widely diffused, and converts,
more and more, the active and ambitious part of the public into hangers-
on of the government, or of some party which aims at becoming the
government. If the roads, the railways, the banks, the insurance offices,
the great jﬂint-sruck companies, the universities, and the pub|ic charirties,
were all of them branches of the governmenc; if, in addition, the municipal
corporations and local boards, with all that now devolves on them, became
departments of the central administration; if the employés of all these
different enterprises were appointed and paid by the government, and
looked to the government for every rise in life; not all the freedom of the
press and popular constitution of the legislature would make this or any
other country free otherwise than in name. And the evil would be greater,
the more efficiently and scientifically the administrative machinery was
constructed—the more skilful the arrangements for obraining the best
qualified hands and heads with which to work it. In England it has of laxe
been proposed that all the members of the civil service of government
should be selected by competitive examination, to obrain for those
employments the most intelligent and instructed persons procurable; and
much has been said and written for and against this proposal.’ One of the
arguments most insisted on by its opponents, is that the occuparion of a
permanent official servant of the State does not hold our sufficient prospects
of emolument and importance to attract the highesr talents, which will
always be able to find a more inviting career in the professions, or in the

service of companies and other public bodies. One would not have been

* See, for example, Mill's own essay, “Reform of the Civil Service.”

On Liperty * 161



surprised if this argument had been used by the friends of the proposition,
as an answer to its principal difficulty. Coming from the opponents it is
strange enough. Whar is urged as an objection is the safery-valve of the
proposed system. If indeed all the high ralent of the country could be drawn
into the service of the government, a proposal tending to bring about that
result might well inspire uneasiness. If every part of the business of society
which required organized concert, or large and comprehensive views, were
in the hands of the government, and if government offices were universally
filled by the ablest men, all the enlarged culture and practised intelligence
in the country, except the purely speculative, would be concentrated in a
numerous bureaucracy, to whom alone the rest of the communiry would
look for all things: the muldtude for direction and dictation in all they
had to do; the able and aspiring for personal advancement. To be admirted
into the ranks of this bureaucracy, and when admitted, to rise therein,
would be the sole objects of ambirion. Under this regime, not only is the
outside puhlic ill-qualified, for want of practical experience, to criticize or
check the mode of operation of the bureaucracy, but even if the accidents
of despotic or the natural working of popular institutions occasionally
raise to the summit a ruler or rulers of reforming inclinations, no reform
can be effected which is contrary to the interest of the bureaucracy. Such
is the melancholy condition of the Russian empire, as shown in the accounts
of those who have had sufficient opportunity of observation. The Crar
himself 1s powerless against the bureaucratic body; he can send any one of
them to Siberia, but he cannot govern without them, or against their will.
On every decree of his they have a tacit veto, by merely refraining from
carrying it into effect. In countries of more advanced civilization and of a
more insurrectionary spirit, the public, accustomed to expect everything
to be done for them by the State, or at least to do nmhing for themselves
withourt asking from the State not only leave to do it, but even how it is to
be done, naturally hold the State responsible for all evil which befals them,
and when the evil exceeds their amount of patience, they rise against the
government and make whar is called a revolution; whereupon somebody

else, with or withourt legitimate authority from the nation, vaults into the
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seat, issues his orders ro the bureaucracy, and everything goes on much as
it did before; the bureaucracy being unchanged, and nobody else being
capable of taking their place.

A very ditferent specracle is exhibired among a people accustomed o
transact their own business. In France, a IETEE part of the people havi:ng
been engaged in military service, many of whom have held ar least the
rank of non-commissioned officers, there are in every popular insurrection
several persons competent to rake the lead, and improvise some tolerable
plan of action. Whar the French are in military affairs, the Americans are
in every kind of civil business; let them be left without a government,
every body of Americans is able to improvise one, and to carry on that or
any other public business with a sufficient amount of intelligence, order,
and decision. This is what every free people ought to be: and a people
capable of this is certain to be free; it will never let itself be enslaved by
any man ot body of men because these are able to seize and pull the reins
of the central administration. No bureaucracy can hope to make such a
people as this do or undergo anything that they do not like. But where
everything is done through the bureaucracy, nothing ro which the
bureaucracy is really adverse can be done ar all. The constitution of such
countries is an organization of the experience and practical ability of the
nation, into a disciplined body for the purpose of governing the rest; and
the more perfect that organization is in itself, the more successful in drawing
to itself and educating for itself the persons of greatest capacity from all
ranks of the communiry, the more complete is the bondage of all, the
members of the bureaucracy included. For the governors are as much the
slaves of their organization and discipline, as the governed are of the
governors. A Chinese mandarin is as much the tool and creature of a
despotism as the humblest cultivator. An individual Jesuit is to the utmost
degree of abasement the slave of his order, though the order itself exists for
the collective power and importance of its members.

It is not, also, to be forgotten, that the absorption of all the principal
ability of the country into the governing body is fatal, sooner or larer, to

the mental activity and progressiveness of the body itself. Banded together
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as they are-wurki.'ng a system which, like all systems, necessarily proceeds
in a great measure by fixed rules—rthe official body are under the constant
temprtation of sinking into indolent routine, or, if they now and then desert
that millhorse round, of rushing into some half-examined crudity which
has struck the fancy of some leading member of the corps: and the sole
check to these closely allied, though seemingly opposite, tendencies, the
only stimulus which can keep the ability of the body itself up to a high
standard, is liability to the watchful criticism of equal ability outside the
bud}'. It 1s indisp:nsabh:, therefore, that the means should exist,
independently of the government, of forming such ability, and furnishing
it with the opportunities and experience necessary for a correct judgment
of great practical affairs, If we would possess permanently a skilful and
efficient body of functionaries—above all, a body able to originate and
willing to adopt improvements; if we would not have our bureaucracy
degenerate into a pedantocracy, this body must not engross all the
occupations which form and cultivate the faculties required for the
government of mankind.

To determine the point at which evils, so formidable to human freedom
and advancement, begin, or rather at which they begin to predominate
over the benefits atrending the collective application of the force of sociery,
under its recognised chiefs, for the removal of the obstacles which stand in
the way of its well-being; to secure as much of the advantages of centralized
power and intelligence, as can be had without turning into governmental
channels too great a proportion of the general activitcy—is one of the most
difficult and complicated questions in the art of government. It is, in a
great measure, a question of derail, in which many and various
considerations must be kept in view, and no absolute rule can be laid down.
But I believe thar the practical principle in which safety resides, the ideal
to be kept in view, the standard by which to test all arrangements intended
for overcoming the difficuley, may be conveyed in these words: the greatest
dissemination of power consistent with efficiency; burt the greatest possible
centralization of information, and diffusion of it from the centre. Thus, in

municipal administration, there would be, as in the New England States,
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a very minute division among separate officers, chosen by the localities, of
all business which is not berter left to the persons directly interested; burt
besides this, there would be, in cach department of local affairs, a central
superintendence, forming a branch of the general government. The organ
of this superintendence would concentrate, as in a focus, the variety of
information and experience derived from the conduct of thar branch of
public business in all the localities, from everything analogous which is
done in foreign countries, and from the general principles of political
science. This central organ should have a right to know all that is done,
and its special duty should be that of making the knowledge acquired in
one place available for others. Emancipated from the petty prejudices and
narrow views of a locality by its elevated position and comprehensive sphere
of observation, its advice would naturaﬂ}r carry much authnrit}r; but its
actual power, as a permanent institution, should, I conceive, be limited to
compelling the local officers to obey the laws laid down for their guidance.
In all things not provided for by general rules, those officers should be left
to their own judgment, under responsibility to their constituents. For the
violation of rules, they should be responsible to law, and the rules themselves
should be laid down by the legislature; the central administrative authority
only watching over their execution, and if they were not properly carried
into effect, appealing, according to the nature of the case, to the tribunals
to enforce the law, or to the constituencies to dismiss the functionaries
who had not executed it according to its spirit. Such, in its general
conception, is the central superintendence which the Poor Law Board is
intended to exercise over the administrators of the Poor Rate throughout
the country. Whatever powers the Board exercises beyond this limit, were
right and necessary in that peculiar case, for the cure of rooted habits of
maladministration in matters deeply affecting not the localities merely,
but the whole community; since no locality has a moral right to make
itself by mismanagement a nest of pauperism, necessarily overflowing into
other localities, and impairing the moral and physical condition of the
whole labouring community. The powers of administrative coercion and

subordinace legislation possessed by the Poor Law Board (but which, owing
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to the state of opinion on the subject, are very scantily exercised by them),
though perfectly justifiable in a case of first-rate national interest, would
be wholly out of place in the superintendence of interests purely local. But
a central organ of information and instruction for all the localities, would
be equally valuable in all departments of administration. A government
cannot have too much of the kind of activity which does not impede, but
aids and stimulates, individual exertion and development. The mischief
begins when, instead of calling forth the activity and powers of individuals
and bodies, it substitures its own activity for theirs; when, instead of
informing, advising, and, upon occasion, denouncing, it makes them work
in fetters, or bids them stand aside and does their work instead of them.
The worth of a State, in the long run, is the worth of the individuals
composing it; and a State which postpones the interests of their mental
expansion and elevation, to a little more of administracive skill, or of thar
semblance of it which practice gives, in the details of business; a State
which dwarfs its men, in order that they may be more docile instruments
in its hands even for beneficial purposes—will find that with small men
no great thing can really be accomplished; and thar the perfection of
machinery to which it has sacrificed everything, will in the end avail it
nnthing, for want of the vital power which, in order that the machine

might work more smoothly, it has preferred to banish.
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Appendix A:
Preludes to On Liberty

1. Alexis de Tocqueville,' “Unlimited Power of the Majority in the
United States, and its Consequences.” Democracy in America. Trans.

Henry Reeve (1835), vol.1, chapter XV.
Tyranny of the Majority

hold it to be an impious and detestable maxim thar, politically speaking,

the people have a right to do anything; and yet I have asserted thar all
authority originates in the will of the majority. Am I, then, in contradicrion
with myself?... When [ refuse to obey an unjust law, I do not contest the
right of the majority to command, but [ simply appeal from the sovereignty
of the people to the sovereignty of mankind. Some have not feared to assert
that a people can never outstep the boundaries of justice and reason in those
affairs which are peculiarly its own; and that consequently full power may
be given to the majority by which it is represented. But this is the language
of a slave,

A majority taken collectively is only an individual, whose opinions, and
frequently whose interests, are opposed to those of another individual, who
is styled a minority. If it be admitted that a man possessing absolute power
may misuse that power by wronging his adversaries, why should not a majoricy
be liable to the same reproach? Men do not change their characters by uniting
with one another; nor does their patience in the presence of obstacles increase
with their strength. For my ewn part, [ cannot believe it; the power to do
everything, which I should refuse to one of my equals, I will never grant to
any number of them....]l am...of the opinion that social power superior 1o
all others must always be placed somewhere; but I think that liberty is
endangered when this power finds no obsracle which can rerard its course
and give it time to moderate its own vehemence.

Unlimited power is in itself a bad and dangerous thing. Human beings
are not competent to exercise it with discretion. God alone can be

b Alexis-Henri-Charles-Maurice Clerel, Comie de Tncqu:vil]-c (1805 —59}), was sent in 1831
as an assistant magistrate by the French government on a mission to examine prisons in
America. On his return he wrote his classic Democracy in America (1835-40), the first
comprehensive study of the political and social institutions of the United Seares.
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omnipotent, because his wisdom and his justice are always equal to his power.
There is no power on earth so worthy of honor in itself or clothed with
rights so sacred thar [ would admit its uncontrolled and all-predominant
authority. When [ see that the right and the means of absolute command are
conferred on any power whatever, be it called a people or a king, an aristocracy
or a democracy, a monarchy or a republic, 1 say there is the germ of tyranny,
and | seck o live elsewhere, under other laws.

In my opinion, the main evil of the present democratic institutions of the
United States does not arise, as is often asserted in Europe, from their
weakness, but from their irresistible strength. I am not so much alarmed at
the excessive liberty which reigns in thar country as ar the inadequate securities
which one finds there against ryranny.

When an individual or a party is wronged in the Unired States, to whom
can he apply for redress? 1f to public opinion, public opinion constitutes the
majority; if to the legislature, it represents the majority and implicitly obeys
it; if to the executive power, it is appointed by the majority and serves as a
passive tool in its hands. The public force consists of the majority under
arms; the jury is the majority invested with the right of hearing judicial
cases; and in certain states even the judges are elected by the majority.
However iniquitous or absurd the measure of which you complain, you must
submit to it as well as you can.

If, on the other hand, a legislative power could be so consttuted as o
represent the majority withour necessarily being the slave of its passions, an
executive so as to retain a proper share of authority, and a judiciary so as 1o
remain independent of the other two powers, a government would be formed
which would still be democratic while incurring scarcely any risk of tyranny.

I do nor say that there is a frequent use of tyranny in America ar the
present day; bur | maintain that there is no sure barrier against it, and that
the causes which mirigate the government there are to be found in the
circumstances and the manners of the country more than iin its laws....

Power Exercised By The Majority In America Upon Opinion. In
America, when the majority has once irrevocably decided a question,
all discussion ceases—Reason for this—Moral power exercised by the
majority upon opinion—Democratic republics have applied
despotism to the minds of men.

It is in the examination of the exercise of thought in the United States
that we clearly perceive how far the power of the majority surpasses all the
powers with which we are acquainted in Europe. Thought is an invisible and
subtle power that mocks all the efforts of tyranny. At the present time the
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most absolute monarchs in Europe cannot prevent certain opinions hostile
to their authority from circulating in secrer through their dominions and
even in their courts. It is not so in America; as long as the majority is still
undecided, discussion is carried on; but as soon as its decision is irrevocably
pronounced, everyone is silent, and the friends as well as the opponents of
the measure unite in assenting to its propriety. The reason for this is perfectly
clear: no monarch is so absolute as to combine all the powers of society in
his own hands and to conquer all opposition, as a majority is able to do,
which has the right both of making and of executing the laws.

The authority of a king is physical and controls the actions of men withour
subduing their will. But the majority possesses a power that is physical and
moral at the same time, which acts upon the will as much as upon the actions
and represses not only all contest, but all controversy,

| know of no country in which there is so little independence of mind
and real freedom of discussion as in America....In America the majority
raises formidable barriers around the liberty of opinion; wichin these barriers
an author may write what he pleases, but woe to him if he goes beyond
them. Not that he is in danger of an awto-da-fe,” but he is exposed to
continued obloquy and persecution. His political career is closed forever,
since he has offended the only authority that is able to open it. Every sort of
compensation, even thar of celebrity, is refused to him, Before making public
his opinions he thought he had sympathizers; now it seems to him that he
has none any more since he has revealed himself to everyone; then those
who blame him criticize loudly and those who think as he does keep quiet
and move away without courage. He vields ar length, overcome by the daily
effort which he has to make, and subsides into silence, as if he felt remorse
for having spoken the truth.

Fttttrﬁ -ﬂ.nd hfﬂdﬁmf" W t]'ll: COArse iﬂstrum:nts thﬂt t}"r:-lnn'_lr Fnrmtrl}-'
employed; bur the civilization of our age has perfected despotism itself,
though it seemed to have nothing to learn. Monarchs, had, so to speak,
marerialized oppression; the democratic republics of the present day have
rendered it as entirely an affair of the mind as the will which it is intended 1o
coerce. Under the absolute sway of one man the body was attacked in order
to subdue the soul; but the soul escaped the blows which were directed against
it and rose proudly superior. Such is not the course adopted by tyranny in
democratic republics; there the body is left free, and the soul is enslaved.
The master no longer says: “You shall think as 1 do or you shall die”; but he
says: " You are free to think differently from me and to retain vour life, your
property, and all that you possess; bur you are hence forth a stranger among

i [ikfﬂ*dﬂ'-_ﬁ'] act of the faich: hurning of heretics, tried and sencenced |:|n:|.r the Inquisition, at
the stake.
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your people. You may retain your civil rights, but they will be useless to you,
for you will never be chosen by your fellow citizens if you solicit their votes;
and they will attect to scorn you if you ask for their esteem. You will remain
among men, but you will be deprived of the rights of mankind. Your fellow
creatures will shun you like an impure being; and even those who believe in
your innocence will abandon you, lest they should be shunned in their turn. Go
in peace! | have given you your life, but it is an existence worse than death.”...

If America has not as yet had any greatr writers, the reason is given in
these facts; there can be no literary genius without freedom of opinion, and
freedom of opinion does not exist in America. The Inquisition has never
been able to prevent a vast number of anti-religious books from circulating
in Spain. The empire of the majority succeeds much better in the United
States, since it actually removes any wish to publish them. Unbelievers are
to be met with in America, but there is no public organ of infidelity....

If ever the free institutions of America are destroyed, that event may be
attributed to the omnipotence of the majority, which may ar some furure
time urge the minorities to desperation and oblige them to have recourse o
physical force. Anarchy will then be the result, but it will have been brought
about by despotism.

2. Early Essays and Letters by Mill.

a. “On the Oxford Movement.” Letter to The Morning Chronicle, 1 January
1842,

SIR,

Iaddrcss vou as one of, I believe, many who although most remote from
any connection, either personal, or through their opinions, with Puseyism,’
have seen wich pleasure the letters of “PhiloPuseyite,” in the first place,
because we agree with that writer in a large portion of his sentiments, but
also, and still more, because we approve of the tone of mind, which is less
eager to hold up to obloquy the errors of an adversary, than conscientiously
to examine what portion of truth exists in those errors, and gives them their
plausibility. We not only esteem it a more healthful exercise of the mind to
employ itself in learning from an enemy, than in inveighing against him;
but, we believe, that the exticpation of what is erroneous in any system of
belief is in no way so much promoted as by extricating from it, and

b One of several labels for the High Church or Oxford or Tractarian Movement, after one of
its leading figures, the theologian Edward B. Pusey (1800-82).
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incorporating into our own systems, whatever in it is true. If your
correspondent, “Miso-Jesuit,” had taken heed of these things, he would
probably have spared you his ill-tempered and uncourteous second letter—
a document which would prove, if such proof were required, that there is
nothing which a zealor, Christian or infidel, dissenter or churchman, can so
little pardon, or on which he is so incapable of putting a candid interpretation
as the offence of not going with him to the full length of his narrow-minded
antipathies.

It was scarcely needful for your correspondent to remind “Philo-Puseyite”
that the Oxford th:nlngians would not thank him for such advocacy as his,
and that whoever stands up for toleration or charity in their behalf claims
for the Puseyites what the Puseyites would not be willing to bestow. The
leaders of this sect, for a sect it is, are, as it is evident thatr “Miso-Jesuit”
himself is, conscientious bigots: like him, however, they are not bigots to
error, but to one-half of the truth; and are, in the present writer’s estimation,
entitled to the approbarion and goodwill which he cannor but feel towards
all such persons, provided that the portion of truth they contend for is one
which the age specially needs, and provided (he must add) they have not the
power of burning him for heresy, a fate which, to say truth, if their doctrines
ever obrained the ascendancy in this country, he does not well see how he
could hope to escape. It is not, therefore, our of any special partiality to
them thar he undertakes their apology. But not to our friends alone is jusrice
due from us and ro the Puseyites; permit me to say, it is more particularly
due from your paper, inasmuch as you have repeatedly in your leading articles
done them cruel injustice, of the kind likely to be most severely felt by
conscientious men, and most likely also to prejudice impartial bystanders
against your good cause, by your perperual denunciations of them as
hypocrites and mammon-servers, because, holding doctrines which you (not
they) deem inconsistent with the articles of the church, they yet do not
secede from it.

Can you be serious, sir, in addressing this particular reproach to men of
whom it is the distinctive feature, among all other religious parties, to
maintain that no ditterence of opinion whatever is capable of justifying the
sin of schism? That the first command of Christ is adherence to the standard
which he has erected upon earth, and for the recognition of which he has
appointed certain criteria, of which the profession of a particular set of
theological tenets is mor one; that even if the whole human race, one person
excepted, should desert thar standard and set up another, by proclaiming a
church of man’s erdinance, not God’s, it is they who apostatize, and he, that
one person, be his opinions what they may, is the Christian church upon
earth; or if, instead of themselves seceding from the communion, they forcibly
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exclude him from it (as the Roman church did Luther), he refusing and
protesting, they, by so doing, constitute their church a schismatic body, while
he remains a member of the church as before! In common candour, sir, ask
yourself whether persons of whose belief this is a correct expression, are
sacrificing their principles o lucre because they do not rake upon their
consciences what they esteem a deadly sin,

And since we are on the subject of interested motives, give me leave o
ask you, as a man acquainted with the world, and aware of the ordinary
course of affairs in political life, whether you do or can think other of these
men than that by professing their opinions they are abandoning all hope of
further advancement in worldly advantages? If the extraordinary acquirements
and powers, for example, of Mr. Newman? had been employed in any of the
modes in which able men in the Church of England usually seek ro distinguish
themselves—in the paths, for instance, by which Dr. Blomfield or Dr.
Philpntt55 rose to eminence, is there any dignity in the Establishment 1o
which he might not have aspired? And do you believe that either the present
government, or any other ministry that could be formed, would dare to raise
an avowed and active Puseyite to episcopal, or any other high ecclesiastical
honors? Let me answer for you, sir. You know the contrary: you are not
ignorant of the sort of feelings with which practical politicians of every class
invariably regard the speculative men who formulize either into philosophic
theories or religious dogmas the extreme doctrines of their own party. You
know that those whose business is conciliation and compromise, the
smoothing of difficulties and the allaying of apprehensigns, do not hold
their most derermined adversaries in so much dread as they do those who
display to public view all the vulnerable points in their system of opinions,
in the manner most fertile of misgiving to friends, and irritation to opponents,
and proclaim as sacred principles, to be acted upon, without qualificarion or
reserve, all which theyin their practice not only sedulously guard by countless
modifications and restrictions, bur are so often forced, even honestly, to
surrender altogether, in points of detail at least, on the summons of declared
opponents. If we know this, think you that Mr. Newman knows it not? Think
you that a man so deeply read in history, and who has analysed in so one-
sided, but yet so profound a manner, the course of the stream of human
affairs from age to age, is ignorant of what every school-boy knows, thar the
philosophers of a creed are seldom its successful politicians?

? John Henry Newman (1801 -90), another leader, like Pusey, of the High Church or Anglo-
Carholic movemeny; that is, until 1845, when he left the Church of England for the Church
of Rome.

* Charles James Blomfield (Bishop of London); Heney Philpotts (Bishop of Exeter).
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It would do you credit, sir, to desist from these incessant attacks upon the
disinterestedness of the Oxford theologians, or to reserve them until you
find the Puseyires violating the doctrines of their own creed, by disobeying
the authority, canonically exercised, of their ecclesiastical superiors. Such
imputations of insincerity are applied with a very bad grace to a party from
whom, whatever may be said against the unreasonableness or the real
Christianity of many of their doctrines, this acknowledgment cannot be
withheld, that instead of being insincere members of the church, they are
the only party in it who attempr, or even pretend to attempt, to be perfectly
sincere. [ assert this without qualification as one of the greatest, or rather as
the very greatest of the peculiarities which, in my opinion, entitle this school
to be warmly welcomed among us. They are the first persons in the Church
of England who for more than a century past have conscientiously and rigidly
endeavoured to live up to what they nominally profess—io obey the
regulations of that church of which they call themselves members. Even Philo-
Puseyite speaks of their “predilection for ceremonies, and vestments, and
fastings, and vigils, and saint’s days,” as something “revolting.” But is it
forgotten that these things are actual ordinances of the Church of England,
and that the Puseyites are simply acting out the written code of their religion?
If these things are absurdities, with whom lies the fault? They were not placed
in the Rubric’ by the Puseyites. The charge of insincerity brought against
this party for remaining in the church withour assenting, or while assenting
only in a latitudinarian sense, to the articles, may be much more fairly retorted
upon those who, without I:un:-;idcring. as the Puseyites do, adherence to the
church to be the paramount duty of a Christian, nevertheless remain in it
with a tacit reservation thar they are to conform to just as many of its rules
and authoritative precepts as to them appear reasonable. Let the opposite
party, then, bestir themselves to cause such of the ceremonies and such of
the religinus EXETCISES prcscrihcd h}' the church as thc}r disapprmru of, to be
abrogated in the lawful manner, by canonical authority, Bur until this is
done, | confess | honour far more those who act up to what is professed by
all, than those who take one part of it and leave another, as suits themselves.

It is not, Sir, by continuing to profess opinions and silently forbearing to
act upon them, that eicher religious or any other prevailing doctrines are to
be freed from whatever of irrational or pernicious they may conrain. It is too
true that this is the ordinary course of changes of opinion. It is a disgusting,
but sometimes inevitable era of transition berween the pristine vigour and
final downfall of creeds or doctrines, originally too deeply rooted in the soil
to admit of being eradicated unless they have first reached an advanced stage
of corruption and decomposition, In religion, and also in politics, the whole

* Directions in a liturgical book.
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eighteenth century was a period of this kind. But thar is a happy day for
renovated humanity, when first a sincere man, indignant at the more and
more complete severance of profession from pracrice, stands up as a fulfiller,
in his own person, and a vindicator to the world, of the solemn duty of
daoing the whole of that which he daily professes that he ought to do. By
carrying out this principle, and even because he carries it our to its last and
absurdest consequences, he challenges and compels inguiry into the grounds
of the belief itself and the degree in which it is or is not still adopted to be
the rule of conduct for humaniry in its altered state; and by the very vigour
with which he asserts the false parts of his creed, he, by a reaction as certain
as it is salutary, calls forth into corresponding activity and energy those
opposite truths, in the minds of other people, which are the suitable means
of expelling the false opinions without prejudice to the just views with which
they are always, bur not inseparably interwoven: thus giving to the world
over again that without which its whole scheme would be an abortion and a
failure—notions of duty made to be executed, not to be locked up as too
good for use, or worn for outside show.

I must not, sir, encroach further on your space; but if you should deem
this lerter worchy of insertion, I may perhaps rerurn to the subject, and lay
before you in a more particular manner the grounds on which I contend
that Puseyism is one of the most important and interesting phenomena which
has appeared above the horizon of English speculation for many years past.

Historicus

b. “On French Restrictions on the Press,” The Spectaror, 19 August 1848.

HE decree against the press, just passed almost with unanimity by the

Marional Assembly of France, is one of the most monstrous outrages on
the idea of freedom of discussion ever committed by the legislature of a
country pretending to be free. It is the very law of Louis Philippe'—the
September law, once so indignantly denounced—with scarcely any alteration
but the substitution of the word "Republic” for *Monarchy.”

This precious specimen of Liberal legislation declares punishable by fine
and imprisonment all attacks on “the rights and auchority of the National
Assembly—on the rights and authority which the members of the Execurive
derive from the decrees of the Assembly—on the Republican institutions
and the Constitution—on the principle of the sovereignty of the people and
of universal suffrage—on the liberty of worship, the principle of property,

! King of France, 183048,

174 * Joun Stuart MiLL



and the rights of family”; besides which, it ordains similar punishments for
“exciting hatred and contempt towards the Government of the Republic,”
and for “public outrage committed (in their public character) against one or
more members of the National Assembly, or against a Minister of any religion
paid by the Stare.”

This list of subjects on which discussion is prohibited, or permitted only
on one side, includes all the grear political and social questions of the age. If
only one set of opinions is to be permitted on any matter which involves the
right of property, the rights or obligations of family, the question of
Republicanism, of universal suffrage, even the particular constitution which
the Assembly may hereafter adopt. or the rightfulness of abolishing that
constitution—whar are the subjects, worth discussing, on which freedom of
political discussion is to exist? “The acts of the Executive,” says the decree.
“The present provision is not to affect the right of discussion and censure on
the acts of the Executive and of the Ministers.”™ A most liberal concession,
truly! The law is worse, with only this reservation in favour of freedom, than
if there were no reservation art all; for the most tyrannical court of justice
which could now exist in civilized Europe would reserve more than this. It is
not declared that even the actions of the L:gishturc may be censured, but
only those of the Executive; and with regard to laws or institutions, no liberty
of censure is reserved ar all. There was a wretched pretence by one or two of
the speakers, that no restraint was intended on the “freedom of philosophical
discussion”—that nothing was to be forbidden burt incitements to hatred
and contempt. Burt the decree says nothing of the kind. The decree prohibits
“any attack.” The distinction is good for nothing, even if it were made. To
say that arracks are permitted, but not incitements to hatred and contempt,
would be to say that discussion shall be lawful on condition that it be cold,
dry, and unimpressive; that the dull and the indifferent shall be allowed to
express opinions, but that persons of genius and feeling must hold cheir
peace. Under such laws, it has been trul_',r said in one of the French journals,
Rousseau's discourse” on Inequality never could have been published. Nor
could any grear writings of great reformers, religious or political, have seen
the light if such laws had existed and been obeyed.

How long shall we continue to see the regard for freedom of opinion,
which all parties profess while they are on the oppressed side, thrown off by
them all as soon as they are in the majority? How much longer must we wait
for an example, anywhere in Europe, of a ruler or a ruling party who really
desire fair play for any opinions contrary to their own? Is it not shameful
that no sooner has a reforming party accomplished as much change in the

* Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712—78), Swiss-French political philosopher, published Discours
sur [origine de l'indgalité des hommes in 1754,
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institutions of the country as itself deems desirable, than it proceeds to decree
that every person shall be fined or imprisoned, who proposes either to go a
single step further or a step back? We are aware of the allowances to be made
for men lately engaged in a desperate and at one time a doubtful contest
against a determined attempt at insurrection; and we know too that this
decree is avowedly a temporary measure, to be hereafter superseded by more
deliberate legislation. Bur we lament to say, that in the tone assumed, and
the doctrines professed by the speakers, we see no ground of assurance thar
the permanent measure will be at all different, in spirit and principle, from
the transitional one.

It is not, however, for English Conservatives, either Whig or Tory, to
indulge any self-complacent triumph over French Republicans. The new act
of the French Assembly does not make the laws of France on the freedom of
the press worse than those of England have always been. The freedom of the
press, in England, is entirely an affair of opinion and custom, nor of law. It
exists because the laws are not enforced. The law of political libel, as laid
down in all the books, is as inconsistent with free discussion as the laws of
Russia. There is no censure of any established institution or constitured
authority which is not an offence by law. And within these few months it
has been seen how cagerly the English Parliament, under the influence of a
far less degree of panic, have rushed to make the laws against what was deemed
seditious speaking or writing more stringent than before,

A government cannot be blamed for defending itself against insurrection.
But it deserves the severest blame if to prevent insurrection it prevents the
promulgation of opinion. If it does so, it actually justifies insurrection in
those to whom it denies the use of peaceful means to make their opinions
prevail. Hitherto the French Government has been altogether in the righe
against all artemprs to overthrow it. But by what right can the Assembly
now rcpmbatc any future atrempr, either l]-}’ Monarchists or Socialists, to
rise in arms against the Government? It denies them free discussion. It says
they shall not be suffered to bring their opinions to the rouchstone of the
public reason and conscience. It refuses them the chance which every sincere
opinion can justly claim, of triumphing in a fair field. It fights them with
weapons which can as easily be used to pur down the mosr valuable truth as
the most pernicious error. It tells them thar they must prevail by violence
before they shall be allowed to contend by argument. Who can blame persons
who are deeply convinced of the truth and importance of their opinions, for
asserting them by force, when thar is the only means left them of obraining
even a hearing? When their mouths are gagged, can they be reproached for
using their arms?
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Appendix B:
Comments by Mill about On Liberty

1. Letter of 15 January 1855 to Harriet Mill, from Rome.

ON my way here cogitating thereon [writing projects] | came back ro
an idea we have talked abour & thought thar the best thing to write &
publish at present would be a volume on Liberry.'

So many things might be brought into it & nothing seems to me more
needed—ir is a growing need too, for opinion tends to encroach more &
more on liberty, & almost all the projects of social reformers in these days
are really liberticide—Comte,” particularly so. | wish I had brought with me
here the paper on Liberty that | wrote for our volume of Essays—perhaps
my dearest will kindly read it through & tell me whether it will do as the
foundation of one part of the volume in question—

! “I had first planned and written it as a short essay in 1854. It was in mounting the steps of
the Capitol, in January, 1855, that the thuughr first arose of conve rting it into a volume...."
Aurebiography, chap. vii.

* Auguste Comue, the French philosopher (and founder of sociology). See Mill's remarks on
his Syscéme de polivique positive in chap. vi of the Autobiography.

2. Letter of 16 February 1855 to Harriert Mill, from Naples.

THE more | think of the plan of a volume on Liberty, the more likely it
seems to me that it will be read & make a sensation. The title itself with
any known name to it would sell an edition. We must cram into it as much
as possible of what we wish not to leave unsaid.

3. Letter of 30 June 1857 to Pasquale Villari,! from London.

me ferai un plaisir de vous offrir un exemplaire, si toutefois son titre ‘De

J‘Al fait derniérement un petit livre qui paraitra 'hiver prochain et dont je
a Liberté’ comporte son entrée en Toscane.? Il ne s'agit pas cependant de
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liberté polirique dans ce livre, autant que de liberté social, morale, et
religicuse.

L F:lsqualr Villari {1826=1917), ltalian historian and statesman.
* Tuscany had at chis rime strict censorship of liberal writing,

4. Lerter of 5 October 1857 to Theodor Gomperz.!

have nearly finished an Essay on “Liberty” which I hope ro publish
next winter. As the Liberty it treats of is moral and intellectual rather
than political, it is not so much needed in Germany as it is here.

! Theodor Gomperz (18321912}, Austrian philosopher and philologisr, Mill's German

t:anslatur.

5. Letrer of 9 March 1858 to Pasquale Villari, from London.

'ESPERAIS vous offrir depuis lungtemps mon petit livee sur la libertéd, mais
Jplusieurs raisons m'ont décidé & ne pas fair imprimer cet hiver. Au reste, il
n'a guére que pour 'Angleterre. [l traite de la liberté morale et intellectuelle,
en quoi les nations du Continent sont autant au dessus de I'Anglererre qu’elles
lui sont inferieures quant i la liberté politique.

6. Letter of 30 November 1858 to John William Parker,' from
Blackheath Park.

ou can have my little book "On Liberty” for publication this season

[it would be published in February 1859]. The manuscript is ready; but
you will probably desire to look through it, or to have it looked through by
some one in whom you confide, as there are some things in it which may
give offence to prejudices.

! John William Parker (1792-1870) had published Mill's Logsc in 1843 and the Political
Eeomomy in 1848,
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Post Publication

7. Letter of February [?] 1859 to G. J. Holyoake.'

[In 1859 Mill sent Holyoake a copy of On Liberty, asking him not to

review it until other reviewers had done so.]

IT 15 |ik-:|}-' tnﬂugh to be called an infidel book in any case: bur I would
rather that p:up|: were not pmmph.’ef to call it so.

' George Jacob Holyoake {1817 - 1906) was a well-known atheist or “freethinker.”

8. Letter of 4 March 1859 to Herbert Spencer,! from Blackheath.

Fully expected, both that you would go heartily with me in the main

object of the lirtle book on Liberty, and also thar you would think it does
not go far enough. Any difference that there can be between us in the matrer
can only, however, be on points of detail, not of principle. There are none of
your writings which | admire more than your “Over-Legislation.”?

" Herbert Spencer (1820-1903), the philosopher.
! See Wesrminster Review, n.s, 4 (July 1853): 51-84.

9. Letter of 31 March 1859 to T. Gomperz, from Blackheath.

THE hﬂﬂk hﬁﬁ hﬂd leE]'.I. more success, EI'I-IEI I'IH..E ITIH.IEI.E i ETCEIEI

impression, than I had the smallest expectation of.

10. Letter of 6 August 1859 to Alexander Bain,' from St. Véran,

THE “Liberty” has produced an effect on you which it was never
intended to produce if it has made you think that we ought not to
artempt to convert the world. I meant nothing of the kind, & hold that we
ought to convert all we can. We must be sacisfied with keeping alive the
sacred fire in a few minds when we are unable to do more—bur the notion
of an intellectual aristocracy of umiéres while the rest of the world remains
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in darkness fulfills none of my aspirations—& the effect 1 aim at by the
book is, on the contrary, to make the many more accessible to all truth by
making them more open minded. But perhaps you were only thinking of
the question of religion. On that, certainly [ am not anxious to bring over
any burt really superior intellects & characters to the whole of my own
opinions—in the case of all others I would much rather, as things now are,
try to improve their religion than to destroy it.

b Alexander Batn (1818 = 1903}, phi]umph:r. first hiugrap her of Mill.
* [lumidres] enlightened ones.

11. Letter of 15 October 1859 to Alexander Bain, from St. Véran.

AVE you seen any of the recent reviews of the Liberty? That in the

Dublin Univ Mag,' for instance, & the series of letters in the Engl.
Churchman?* People are beginning to find out that the doctrines of the
book are more opposed to their old opinions & feelings than they ac first
saw, & are taking the alarm accordingly & rallying for a fight. But they have
in general dealt candidly with me, & not too violently, As was to be expected
they claim for Xrian morality all the things which 1 say are not in it, which
is just what I wanted to provoke them to do. The article in the National
Rev.? on my writings generally is worth reading. It seems to be by Martineau®
& I am obliged to him for it, since it is favourable to the utmost extent
consistent with the writer's opinions & decidedly tends to increase rather
than diminish the influence which he says is already so great. I really had no
idea of being so influential a person as my critics tell me 1 am,

Y “Chrisrian Ethics and John Stuart Mill,” Dublin University Magazine 54 (Ocrober 1859):
387 -410.

? Eleven articles appeared, signed R.P: Sept. 15, 22, 29; Ocrober 6, 13, 20, 27; Nov. 3, 10,
24, 31; Dec. 1.

3 *lohn Stuarc Mill,” a review of Mill's Disserrations and Discussians, by James Martineau, in
Narional Review 9 (Ocrober 1859): 474508,

* Rev. James Martineau (1805 - 1900}, Unitarian divine and philosopher.

12. The writing of On Liberty as described in Mill's Autobiography.

URING the two years which immediately preceded the cessation of
my official life, my wife and 1 were working together at the “Liberty.”
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| had first planned and written it as a short essay in 1854. It was in mounting
the steps of the Capitol, in January, 1855, that the thought first arose of
converting it into a volume. None of my writings have been either so carefully
composed, or so sedulously correcred as chis. After it had been written as
usual twice over, we keprt it by us, bringing it our from time to time, and
going through it de nowve' reading, weighing, and criticising every sentence.
lts final revision was to have been a work of the winter of 1858-9, the first
after my retirement, which we had arranged to pass in the South of Europe.
That hope and every other were frustrated by the most unexpected and bitrer
calamiry of her death—ar Avignon...from a sudden arrack of pulmonary
congestion.... After my irreparable loss, one of my earliest cares was to print
and publish the treatise, so much of which was the work of her whom 1 had
lost, and consecrate it to her memory. I have made no alteration or addition
to it, nor shall I ever. Though it wants the last touch of her hand, no substitute
for that touch shall ever be attempred by mine.

The “Liberty” was more directly and literally our joint production than
;ln].-'[hing ¢lse which bears my name, for there was not a sentence of it which
was not several times gone through by us together, turned over in many
ways, and carefully weeded of any faults, either in thought or expression,
thar we detected in it It is in consequence of this that, although it never
underwent her final revision, it far surpasses, as a mere specimen of
composition, anything which has proceeded from me either before or since.
With regard ro the thoughts, it is difficult to identify any particular part or
element as being more hers than all the rest....

The “Liberty” is likely to survive longer than anything else that I have
written (with the possible exception of the “Logic”), because the conjunction
of her mind with mine has rendered it a kind of philosophic text-book of a
single truth...: the importance, to man and sociery, of a large variety in
types of characrer, and of giving full freedom to human nature to expand
itself in innumerable and conflicting directions. Nothing can better show
how dﬂ:P are the foundations of this truth, than the great impression made
by the exposition of it at a time which, to superficial observation, did not
seem to stand much in need of such a lesson. The fears we expressed, lest the
inevitable growth of social equality and of the government of public opinion,
should impose on mankind an oppressive yoke of uniformity in opinion and
practice, might easily have appeared chimerical to those who looked more at
present facts than at tendencies; for the gradual revolution thar is raking
place in society and institutions has, thus far, been decidedly favourable o
the development of new opinions, and has procured for them a much more

! [de nove) anew.
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unprejudiced hearing than they previously met with. Bur this is a fearure
belonging to periods of transition, when old notions and feelings have been
unsettled, and no new doctrines have yer succeeded to their ascendancy. At
such times people of any mental activity, having given up their old beliefs,
and not feeling quite sure that those they still retain can stand unmodified,
listen eagerly to new opinions. But chis state of things is necessarily transitory:
some particular body of doctrine in time rallies the majority round i,
organizes social institutions and modes of action cnnfmmahl}r to itself,
education impresses this new creed upon the new generations withour the
mental processes that have led to it, and by degrees it acquires the very same
power of compression, so long exercised by the creeds of which it had taken
the place. Whether this noxious power will be exercised, depends on whether
mankind have by thar time become aware thar it cannot be exercised withourt
stunting and dwarfing human nature. It is then that thel teachings of the
“Liberty” will have their greatest value. And it is to be feared that they will
retain thac value a long time,
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Appendix C:
Comments by Contemporaries about

On Liberty and Mill

1. Caroline Fox (1819-71), diarist, from prominent Quaker family.
Memaries of Old Friends (Philadelphia: Lippincort, 1882).

Letters of 25 November and 23 December 1859 to E. T. Carne.

ENJERRICK, NovEMBER 25. [...] | am reading that terrible book of John

Mill's on Liberty, so clear, and calm, and cold: he lays it on one as a
tremendous duty to get one’s self well contradicted, and admit always a devil’s
advocate into the presence of your dearest, most sacred truths, as they are
apt to grow windy and worthless without such tests, if indeed they can stand
the shock of argument at all. He looks through you like a basilisk, relentless
as Fate. We knew him well at one time, and owe him very much: | fear his
remorseless logic has led him far since then. This book is dedicated to his
wife's memory in a few most touching words. He is in many senses isolated,
and must sometimes shiver with the cold.

ALMOUTH, DECEMBER 23.—No, my dear, | don't agree with Mill, though

I too should be very glad to have some of my “ugly opinions” corrected,
however painful the process; but Mill makes me shiver, his blade is so keen

and so unhesitating. [ think there is much force in his criticism on the mental
training provided for the community; the battles are foughr forus, the objections
to received views and the refutations of the same all provided for us, instead of
ourselves being strengthened and armed for the combar |... ]
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2. Thomas Carlyle (1795~ 1881), historian and social critic. [Early
friend of Mill’s burt later an adversary.]

a. Thomas Carl‘vlc, as n:purttd |::-_=,r Henry Larkin, in “Carl_',rlt and Mrs.
Carlyle: A Ten Years' Reminiscence,” British Quarterly Review (July 1881),

NE morning, when [ entered his stud}?, [ found him as usual sitting at

his table, but evidently in a condition of grear suppressed irritabilicy,
with Mill's Liberty lying before him, which someone, perhaps Mill himself,
had sent him. I believe the book had recently been published, but I cannot
say positively. Certainly I had until then never seen it, or heard of it.

Afrer | had disch arged my triﬂing business, he rose :mgril}r from the table
with the book in his hand, and gave vent to such a torrent of anathema,
glancing at Christianity itself, as filled me with pain and amazement. He
addressed himself directly to me, almost as if Thad written the book, or was
in some way mixed up with it in his mind. 1 fele l:l:rrihhr hurt; but what
could I say against such a wide-rushing rorrent of invectivel...

[ know the book well cnuugh now,...and [ will Ul‘ll}’ say that, putring
myself honestly in Carlyle’s place, I do not wonder thar his indignation was
bevond endurance. It must have been to him, in the incisiveness of its artack
and the raking popularity of its style, like a vision of the grear red dragon
standing triumphant before him, ready to devour the fruir of his soul’s travail
as soon as it was born.

b. Thomas Carlyle, as reported by Alexander Carlyle, ed. New Letters of
Thomas l.'::irnf}l.fr I1. 196: London, 1904,

As if it were a sin to control, or coerce into better mecthods, human
swine in any way;...Ach Gott im Himmel!

3. Thomas Hardy (1840-1928), poer and novelist.
a. Letter printed 21 May 1906 to London Times describing incident of 1865.

IT was a day in 1865, about three in the afternoon, during Mill’s
candidature for Westminster. The hustings had been erected in Covent
Garden,...and when I—a young man living in London—drew near the spor,
Mill was speaking. The appearance of the author of the treatise On Liberty
(which we students of that date knew almost by heart) was so different from
the look of persons who usually address crowds in the open air that it held
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the attention of people for whom such a gathering in itself had little interest.
Yet it was, primarily, that of a man out of place. The religious sincerity of his
speech was jarred on by his environment—a group on the hustings who,
with few exceptions, did not care to understand him fully, and a crowd below
who could not. He stood bareheaded, and his vast pale brow, so thin-skinned
as to show the blue veins, sloped back like a strerching upland. ... The picrure
ﬂf' him a% Pftﬁﬂ“iﬁfd CArNestmness E-UIfDundEd fﬂ!’ t].'ll: maost PEI.T h}" CETE].E'EE-
curiosity derived an added piquancy—if it can be called such—from the
fact that the cameo clearness of his face chanced to be in relief against the
blue shadow of a church which, on its transcendental side, his doctrines
antagonized. But it would not be right to say thar the throng was absolutely
unimpressed by his words; it felt thac they were weighty, though it did not
quite know why.

b. From Jude the Obscure (1895). Part Fourth, chaprer iii.

Phillotson writhed.

Sue continued: “She, or he, *who lets the world, or his own portion of ir,
choose his plan for him, has no need of any other faculty than the ape-like
one of imitation.”™ “]. 5. Mill's words, those are. I have been reading it up.
Why can't you act upon them? | wish to, always.”

“What do I care abour J. 5. Mill!” moaned he, “I only want to lead a

quiet life!”

4. John Ruskin (1819-1900), critic of art, architecture, society,
politics, economics.

a. Letrer to Mill's election commirree in 1865, (Printed in Bruce L. Kinzer,
Ann F. Robson, and John M. Robson, A Moralist In and Out of Parliament
[Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1992] 40.)

(GENTLEMEN,
cannot be of the least use in any electioneering work, but you may use
my name, as that of one who would very heartily rejoice in Mr Mill's
success—provided you throw no reponsibility on me—

| am, Gendemen
Your faithful Servr.

]. Ruskin
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b. Letter of 1869 1o Charles Norton, in Werks of Jobn Ruskin, ed., E.T.
Cook and A. Wedderburn (London: George Allen, 1903 <12) XXXVI, 590.

WHEN I accuse Mill of being the root of nearly all immediate evil
among us in England, I am in earnest—the man being looked up to
as “the greatest thinker” when he is in truch an utrerly shallow and wretched
segment of 2 human creature, incapahlt of understanding :‘In_yrf;:'ﬂg in the
ultimate conditions of it, and countenancing with an unhappy fortune
whatever is fatallest in the popular error of English mind.

c. Modern Painters, vol. V (1860). Works of Ruskin, VII, 229n.

AET has many uses and many pleasantnesses; but of all its services, none
are highcr than its setting forth, b:-,r a visible and cnduring image, the
nature of all true authority and freedom;—Authority which defines and
directs the action of benevolent law; and Freedom which consists in deep
and soft consent of the individual.'

' “Individual,” that is to say, distinct and separate in character, though joined in purpose. |
might have enlarged on this head, bur thar all [ should care ro say has been already said
admirably by Mr. J. 5. Mill in his essay on Liderry (Ruskin's note.)

d. Queen of the Air, Works of Ruskin, XIX, 127.

THE.RE is much that is true in the part of Mr. Mill’s essay on Libercy
which rreats of freedom of thought; some important truths are there
beautifully expressed, but many, quite vital, are omitted; and the balance,
therefore, is wrongly struck.

5. Matthew Arnold (1822—88), poet and critic. “Marcus Aurelius,”
in Lectures and Essays in Criticism, ed. R. H. Super (Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press, 1962) 133, 136, 145.

ME, MiLL says, in his book on Liberty, that “Christian morality is in
great part merely a protest against paganism; its ideal is negative rather
than positive, passive rather than active.” He says that, in certain most
important respects, it falls far below the best morality of the ancients.”
Now, the object of systems of morality is to take possession of human life, to
save it from being abandoned to passion or allowed to drift at hazard, 1o give
it happiness by establishing it in the practice of virtue; and this object they
seek to attain by prescribing to human life fixed principles of action, fixed
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rules of conduct. In its uninspired as well as in its inspired moments, in its
days of languor and gloom as well as in its days of sunshine and energy.
human life has thus always a clue to follow, and may always be making way
toward its goal. Christian morality has not failed to supply to human life
aids of this sort. It has supplied them far more abundantly than many of its
critics imagine....50 with Christian morality in general: its distincrion is
not that it propounds the maxim, “Thou shalt love God and thy neighbour,”
with more development, closer reasoning, truer sincerity, than other moral
systems; it is that it propounds this maxim with an inspiration which
wonderfully carches the hearer and makes him act upon it. It is because Mr.
Mill has artained to the perception of truths of this nature, that he is,—
instead of being, like the school from which he proceeds, doomed to
sterility,—a writer of distinguished mark and influence, a writer deserving
all attention and respect; it is (I must be pardoned for saying) because he is
not sufficiently leavened with them, that he falls just short of being a grear
writer....A Roman of Marcus Aurelius’' time and position could not well
see the Christians except through the mist of these prejudices. Seen through
such a mist the Christians appeared with a thousand faules not their own;
but it has not been sufficiently remarked that faults really their own many of
them assuredly appeared with besides, faults especially likely to strike such
an observer as Marcus Aurelius, and to confirm him in the prejudices of his
race, station, and rearing. We look back upon Christianity after it has proved
what a future it bore within it, and for us the sole representatives of its early
struggles are the pure and devoted spirits through whom it proved this;
Marcus Aurelius saw it with its furure yet unshown, and with the tares among
its professed progeny not less conspicuous than the whear. Who can doubt
that among the professing Christians of the second century, as among the
professing Christians of the nineteenth, there was plenty of folly, plenty of
rabid nonsense, plenty of gross fanaticism?...Who will venture to affirm
that, by the alliance of Christianity with the virtue and intelligence of men
like the Antonines,—of the best product of Greek and Roman civilisation,
while Greek and Roman civilisation had yet life and power,—Christianicy
and the world, as well as the Antonines themselves, would not have been
gainers? Thar alliance was not to be, The Antonines lived and died with an
utter misconception of Christianity; Christianity grew up in the Catacombs,?
not on the Palatine.” And Marcus Aurelius incurs no moral reproach by
having authorised the punishment of the Christians; he does not thereby
become in the least whar we mean by a persecutor.

! Marcus Aurelius Antoninus (121 =180 CE), Roman emperor and Stwic philosopher,
2 A series of underground chambers or tunnels with recesses for graves.

* Chief of the seven hills of Rome.
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6. George Eliot (1819-80), novelist and essayist. “The Modern Hep!
Hep! Hep!” in Impressions of Theophrastus Such (1879).

A MoDERN book on Liberty has maintained thart from the freedom of
o o o individual men to persist in idiosyncracies the world may be enriched.
Why should we not apply this argument to the idiosyncrasy of a nation, and
pause in our haste to hoot it down? There is stll a great functon for the
steadfastness of the Jew: not that he should shur out the utmost illuminarion
which knowledge can throw on his national history, but that he should cherish
the store of inheritance which that history has left him. Every Jew should be
conscious thar he is one of a multitude possessing common objects of piety,
in the immortal achievements and immortal sorrows of ancestors who have
rransmitted to them a physical and mental type strong enough, eminent
enough in faculties, pregnant enough with peculiar promise, to constitute a
new beneficent individua"ty among the nations, and, h}r cnnFuring the
traditions of scorn, nobly avenge the wrongs done to their fachers.
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Appendix D:

Contemporary Reviews and Critiques

1. Athenaeum 1635 (26 February 1859), 281 - 82.

R. MILL appears once more before the world after a period of anxiety

followed by sorrow. This work is dedicated ro the memory of the wife
whom he has lost: to her he auributes all the inspiration, and part of the
authorship, of all that is best in his writings of many years past.

The subject of the work is Liberty: not in the philosophical sense, not in
the political sense, but in the social sense. Mr. Mill treats of the conduct of
society, the whole, rowards its individual parts. He lays down his principle;
he enters upon the question of the liberty of thought and discussion; he
treats of the value of that individuality which can only exist when the forest
allows room for its trees to grow; and he then endeavours to fix the limits of
the authority of society over the individual. Nothing more definite than the
subject or than the partitions: but the details are rather too much of the essay
cast to suit the neatness of the title and the sharpness of the divisions. It would
be a great improvement if little side-notes were attached to the paragraphs.

Of the style and the martter, we need only say that it is John Mill all over:
and those who do not read large works on logic and political economy, and
those—no small number-—who cannot realize che individual character of
the writer of a review article, even when they know his name, are here
presented with a small work, on a subject of universal interest, with the
author’s characteristics very strongly impressed.

Mr. Mill makes it his principle that the sole end for which mankind are
warranted, individually or collectively, in interfering with the liberty of action
of any of their number, is self-protection. We doubt if any one, in modern
rimes, will venture to dispute the principle. Some will take it as their guiding
rule on principle: others will aver thar, whatever other principles they may
also allow to act, there is no proper case of application in which this principle
does not alse apply. Thus those who still think that the honour of Goed is to
be upheld, meaning that their own religious opinions are to be enforced by
the State, also maintain thar such upholding is necessary to the protection
of society.

Of what use then is a principle which everybody grants, and which
anybody can turn as he pleases. Of very great use indeed: because it is a true
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principle and all truths are useful; because it is a sufficient principle, and
will do all thar is wanted when properly used. That it may be nullified by
any one who pleases is no more than must be said of every principle which is
to act by conscience, and is to be the rule of the community only so far as it
is the sum rotal of the convictions of the units which make up that
community. Nothing is more common than confusion berween a rule of
law, the penalties of which are 1o be enforced upon external evidence, and a
rule of morals, which is to have its application sertled, as it is aptly said, in
foro conscientiae.’

So then, a person will exclaim, [ have only to say I believe it to be for the
protection of society, and I may do anything that law will let me do. Not a
doubt abour it—because you may do all that law will let you do without
saying anything to anybody: but to whom are you to say it? To your own
inner self, to which every rule must appeal that cannor be heard before the
Queen at Westminster. If you like to say to yourself, Now, my dear fellow,
let you and 1 lie ro each other, you can do it. Burt the truth is, we believe,
that people in general stand more in awe of themselves than they know of:
they seldom cheat themselves wilfully. Nor need they attempr such fraud,
while there are so many easy ways of putting on an inner mask.

Mr. Mill’s book is all the more likely to be useful, from the very vagueness
of the rule which he is obliged to lay down. Either this or something as
vague must be the rule: and nothing but calm discussion, such as ranges
opinions against each other withour displeasing any prejudice shorr of rabid
feeling, can fix the rule in the minds of men. And Mr. Mill's mode of arguing
is pre-eminently of this character. He is always in good humour with the
bodies and souls of those whose opinions he condemns: and when, as happens
not seldom, he artacks established notions in a manner well calculated to
shock those who cannot bear opposition to their fundamental tenets, he
never makes the reader feel thar himself is looked at. We are much in want,
on the subject of sociery, of that good teaching, meaning thar self-teaching,
which arises from discussion of the opinions of powerfully thinking men.
We are living art a time in which law is invoked on a score of marters which
no law can reach.

! [foro conscientiae] in the court of conscience.
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2, Saturday Review 7 (19 February 1859), 213—4. [This was the second
notice of Mill's book published by Saturday Review.]

0 one will accuse us of an undue partiality for Calvinism, butr we
Nthink Mr. Mill misapprehends its whole scope. We will not quarrel
abour the word, which appears to us to be used somewhart vaguely; bur we
say that the belief that to obey God'’s will in every action of life is the highest
aim of human existence, far from being a slavish one, is the noblest conception
of life that any mortal crearure can form. So far from crushing the faculties
and suscepribilities, it is the best of all means of developing them to the
highest pitch of excellence and glory of which they are capable. No one will
accuse Mr. Mill of believing that the desirable position for man is thar of
living exactly as his inclinations prompt him from time to time, withour
reference to any general principle whatever. A man who lives to develope his
own faculties, or to benefit his race or navion, subordinates his temporary
inclinations to those ends and raises and purifies his character by doing so.
Self-control is, indeed, the highest and most distinctly human funcrion of
life, and differs as widely as possible from a slavish mechanical submission
to superior force. Wi]]ing obedience enforced on oneself at all risks, and in
the face of any amount of dislike, is the greatest of all agents in ennobling
and developing the character, whether it is rendered to a principle or to a
person; for it implies action, and action of the most unremitting and various
kinds. Is a dog a worse dog for obeying a good master? Is a wife the less
womanly for obeying a good husband? If nor, is man less manly in obeying
God? The iron does not obey the blacksmith, nor does a slave under the fear
of the lash, in the proper sense of the word, obey his master. He rebels against
him whilst he yields to him. Whar all Christians understand by obeying
God's will is, entering into and adopting God's plans and purposes as the
rule of life, and acting up to them in every particular. “Love is the fulfilling
of the law.” Mere acquiescence and submission is quite another thing. Almost
all Christians, at least in Western Europe, have always understood the plan
of God respecting them, which they were thus to obey, to involve the diligent
cultivation of various parts of their nature; and, in point of fact, the extreme
vivacity and individuality of much of the history of modern Europe are
derived from this very obedience which appears to Mr. Mill so slavish. The
Crusaders were trying to nb:}r God when they invaded Palestine; and so
were many of the Popes when they asserted, and of the feudal kings when
they denied, the right of the Church to temporal supremacy. Luther,
Cromwell, Queen Elizabeth, and many others, considered obedience to God
as the mainspring of their lives. How far they rightly apprehended God's
will is quite another question; bur it is too plain for argument that obedience
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to ‘God was in them an active and not a passive, a developing, and not a
crushing sentiment. Indeed, the very parts of history in which great men
were greatest, and in which individual energy was most highly developed,
are just those periods at which the sentiment of obeying God was most
powerful. Calvinism is notoriously the creed of the most vigorous and least
submissive nations in the world. A theory must be strangely wrong which
proves that the Scotch in the seventeenth century ought to have been a slavish
pusillanimous people, with no marked characters amongst them. [t is of the
essence of Calvinism, as Mr. Mill uses the word, to recognise special talents
and faculties as good and perfect gifts given by God to be used and honoured
by the use accordingly. Surely such a belief supplies the most effective means
for developing individuality. It is only when it is perverted that it can crush
the mind. That human nature is corrupt—i.e., that men have a natural
tendency to do wrong, or (which is rhe same thing) a narural incapacity to
do right—is a fact which every system of morality must recognise in some
form or other. Thar there is any element of human nature which must be
radically exterminated is no parr of what Mr. Mill calls the Calvinistic
doctrine. We full admit thar Calvinists, as well as other people, have often
enterrained very wrong notions as to whar God's will is, and that they have
frequently depicted it in such a light as to make it almost indistinguishable
from the will of the Devil. Of course, to obey such a will as thar is a dreadful
thing; but even in that case, the result would be to develope the characrer
(though in a very unpleasant direction), and not to crush it. A man who
tyrannizes over himself, crushes his own affections, and destroys his own
sensibility because he believes it to be God’s will that he should do so, has
done whart is VEry wrong and very foolish, and has experienced what may
almost be called h|aspht'muus F:::lings; but when all is done, he has dcveluptd
himself in a certain direction. His will is screngthened and not destroyed.
He has a fair chance of becoming a sort of devil, but is in very little danger
of being a mere commonplace man. We have little doubt thar, if it were
possible to effect a detailed comparison berween families in which what Mr,
Mill describes as “Calvinism” does and dees not prevail, it would be found
that, Caeteris paribus,’ the former had a larger share of originality of character
than the latter. If we are right in considering the principle of obedience to
be an active and nor a passive one, this might have been expected.

The real sources of the prevalence of the weak, slight, ineffectual type of
character which is such a grievance to Mr. Mill, appear to us ro be quite
unrelated ro religious principle. Small French shopkeepers are, to say the
least, as feeble a folk as any class of Englishmen, and their worst enemies

[ Caereris paribus) Other things being equal.
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would not accuse them of having been degraded by Calvinism. The real
cause, or at least one great cause, is undoubtedly to be found in the prevalence
of small prosaic occupations, which engross the attention without developing
the intellectual or moral powers of those who pursue them. How can he be
wise whose ralk is of oxen? And if oxen, which are ar any rate living creatures,
with dispositions, wills, health, and other individual peculiarities, do not
afford sufficient occupation to the mind to develop its higher powers, how
can the sale of pastry, the concoction of hair-dyes and perfumes, and a
hundred other petty occupations of the same sort, with their small vicissirudes
and trifling successes, make men and women of those who pass their life in
them? When we remember that the class occupied in these trivial pursuits is
at present one of the most numerous, most increasing, and most influential
in the country—that men who represent its level of education and knowledge
make its inclinations, the weakly propensities which would be its passions if
it had any, and the minutiae of its daily life, the subjects of photographic
descriprions—and that literature of this kind, which never rises above
grotesqueness, and never touches the great interests of life in any other temper
than that of Thersites,? is the principal food of what many people call their
minds—we need not wonder that herds of wretched dwarfs are growing up
amongst us who are the natural prey of intolerant bigots, and the narural
enemies of all that looks unusual to narrow minds coddled into imbecility
by every influence which can convert the strong wine of our native English
character into a wretched mixture less unworthy of the title of eau sucrée®
than of any other.

4 An ugly, abusive Greek soldier killed by Achilles in the Trojan War.
3 |ean swerde] sugared warer.
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3. The Rambler, 59 (May-November 1859), 62-75, 376-85. By
Thomas Arnold, Jr.

[Thomas Arnold (1823-1900), son of Dr. Thomas Arnold,
headmaster of Rugby, and younger brother of Matthew Arnold.
Forsaking the liberal Protestantism of his famous father, he became a

Roman Cartholic in 1856. Here he appears in the Carholic journal,
The Rambler.

Mill on Liberty

An‘r book of Mr. Mill's which professes to lay down fixed principles,
applicable to important questions of social and individual ethics, deserves
to be as carefully studied by those who possess known landmarks and
unalterable methods for the guidance of life and the discipline of the soul, as
by those to whom all questions of the kind are still open. The Catholic faith
places a man in the best position for forming a sound ethical code, and
extending it to new cases and exigencies as they arise: bur it does not itself
explicitly include such a code....

Perhaps there is no single moral question upon which a greater medley of
opinions is afloat among Catholics than thar of individual liberty. This by
itself shows the disputable nature of the whole subject; for upon articles of
faith it is notorious that there is no such discordance. Yet the data possessed
by a Catholic places him in a peculiarly favourable position for solving
difficulties. But to recommend his views to others, he must neither spare the
labour of thought nor shrink from the arena of discussion,

The occasion of Mr. Mill's Essay is to be found in the relation of the
rationalist party in England to the prevailing state of apinion. As far as
external indications go, rationalism in England is less influential, less
progressive, than it was twenty years ago. In these last years, such wild
outbursts of spiritual rebellion as the Nemesis of Faith' no longer rise to
startle the religious world from its propriety. Fifteen years back, the popular
book on cosmogony and geology was the Vestiges of the Natural History of the
Creation’; now it is the Testimany of the Rocks. Among the Reviews of that
school, some, like the Prospective, have vanished altogether; others, like the
Westminster, contrive to exist, but with a stationary circulation, and less than

! Nemesis of Faith (1849), by James Anthony Froude {1818-94), English historian and
biographer.

* Viessiges of the Natural History af the Creasion (1844), by Robert Chambers (1802-71).

Y Teseimony of the Racks; or Geolagy in irs Bearings on Twa Theelogies (1857), by Hugh Miller
(1802 -56),
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the old pugnacity. The Examiner has dropped its racy diacribes upon Anglican
Bishops, finding probably that they would not suit the soberer tastes of its
present public. In 1834 the Church Establishment appeared to be rortering
under the blows of a legion of enemies; in 1859 ir seems to be as secure
against a crash as the Bank; and yer in spite of these appearances, it is cerrain
that rationalism is nor less, but probably more widely spread. The thinking,
reasoning persons in a nation must always form a small minority; and when
the mediocre majority are attached ro orthodox opinions, or what they deem
such, while the social fabric is steady and the social bond strong, the dissenting
or rationalist opinions can only find favour among the thinking minoriry.
Now in England it is probable thar a considerably larger proportion of this
small class belongs to the rationalist camp at the present day than twenty
years ago....

Against this disposition of the majority to encroach upon the freedom of
thought and action of dissenting minorities, Mr. Mill, on the side of the
rationalists, has skilfully chosen his ground. In some ways, the yoke of the
dominant system is more oppressive to rationalists than to Catholics. We
are, indeed, liable to be treated with unjust suspicion, to have our children
proselytised, and to experience in the court of law and in the boardroom the
intolerance of the half-educated masses; but, ar any rate, we are not now
persecuted into conformiry. But rationalists, having no external organisation,
are left under the full pressure of the popular system in many things where it
is most irksome. They may think that marriage should be a revocable contracr;
yet public opinion renders a marriage before a registrar ordinarily
inadmissible. They may consider baptism an idle ceremony; yet few of them
will brave social opinion so far as to deprive their children of it. Thus opinion
exacts a conformity to the usages of the popular religion, which rationalists
cannot but feel to be humiliating. In order to mitigate this rigour of opinion,
Mr. Mill correctly judged thar a direct attack upon the received system would
not advance his object. But he took up the cry which the received system
loudly urters, and prefixing the name of Liberty to his essay, he claimed for
the thing its full application in the domain of law and of opinion....

To the doctrine of human freedom, thus explained, I am disposed to give
a decided general adherence. That doctrine is, that the liberty of thought
and of its expression should be entire; and that the liberty of rastes and
modes of living should be only limited by the single condition, that the
rights and interests of others be respecred. By liberty, | mean absence of
accountability of any remporal authoriry; and, with Mr. Mill, I understand
by the subjects of this liberty persons of full age and of sound mind. And my
thesis is this, that although, in bygone states of society, the employment of
coercion in order to bring recusants to conformity may have been occasionally
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defensible, as producing, on the whole, more good than evil, the
circumstances of modern society are such as to render the use of such coercion
inexpedient and reprehensible, because cerrain to produce more evil than
gﬂﬂ'd.

It is objected that such a doctrine is suitable enough to the circumstances
of a Catholic minority in England, but that no English Catholic would
advocate its application to the case of the Catholic majority in Austria, or
France, or Spain, or adapt to the latitude of Vienna the rule which he approved
tor the latitude of London. I answer, that | make no mental reservarions.
Having faith in my thesis, | am prepared beforehand for the extension of the
principle laid down to every variety of circumstances. Mr. Mill himself, in
defining the range of his doctrine, “leaves out of consideration those backward
states of sociery in which the race itself may be considered as in its 'nonage’.”
“Liberry,” he says, "as a principle, has no application to any state of things
anterior to the time when mankind have become capable of being improved
by free and equal discussion. When the wisdom of the governors is far in
advance of the wisdom of the governed, and the means do not exist, by the
communication and comparison of ideas, of equalising the two, it is desirable
and righe that the subjects should be coerced, if necessary, to their own good.”
In the employment of coercion; whether directly or by penalties attached to
non-compliance, to bring men to the true faith, [ believe that the test of
lawfulness is success. To exact the hollow profession of the truth, while the
hearr internally rebels, so far from being a success, is a more disastrous failure
than acquiescence in open recusancy. Coercion succeeds only when it produces
higher moral results to the persons coerced than were atrained under
toleration; only when they, or at least the majority of them, are broughr to
admit the expediency of the coercion, and are visibly benefited in their moral
nature by having embraced the true and discarded the false opinion. To such
success | conceive three concurrent conditions are requisire:

First, that the persons coerced should not be persons of full-developed
intellect, but in that immarure mental state, akin to the case of children,
which justifies, in Mr. Mill's own opinion, the use of despotic means to
effect their improvement.

Secondly, that there should exist a body of reachers on the side of that
true faith to which men are to be coerced, sufficiently wise, zealous, and
virtuous, and also sufficiently numerous, to ensure that the true doctrine
shall be exhibired in its proper light to the persons coerced: that they shall
be led to see its intrinsic superiority to the falsehood which they had formerly
embraced, and, partly through that insight, partly through the moral elevation
caused by contact with the wise and goed, arrain to a higher and more
developed state of being than they had formerly known.
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Thirdly, that there should not exist, in the neighbourhood of the scene of
coercion, a civilised community or communities of persons, who, having
themselves repudiated the true doctrine, will sympathise with those who are
being coerced to accept it—will encourage them to make resistance, active
or passive, to the coercive measures employed, and will nourish in them a
feeling of ill-usage, and of suffering unjustly in a good cause, if the resistance
is unsuccessful.

Only when these three conditions meet can coercion be really successful,
and therefore legitimare.... Certain particular propositions contained in Mr,
Mill's Essay have now to be examined.

The line of argument followed in the first part of this article tends, though
by a different road, to the same general conclusion with that of the Essay,
namely, that the liberty of thought and discussion should be entire. For it
need hardly be said that if the lawfulness, at the present day, of coercion to
the true faith be denied, the lawfulness of any coercion from it is denied &
fortiori®. That, indeed, could not at any time have been legitimare, according
to the premises laid down, since the third condition of success could by no
possibility be fulfilled in the case of the coercion of Catholics by Protestants,
No Lutheran or Anglican, however convinced he might be of the truth of
his own opinions, could deny the existence of a large external body, ready to
extend its sympathy ro any Catholics whom he might attempr to coerce, and
ro encourage them in ac least moral resistance. Protestant coercion cannot,
therefore, by the narure of things, attain to more than polirical success, But
to maintain that discussion ought to be perfectly free, is quite a different
proposition from maintaining, as Mr. Mill does, thar it is essendially necessary
to the profitable holding of any truth. Mr. Mill speaks as if human
improvement were entirely dependent on the culture of the ratiocinative
faculties. In his view, an opinion is profitless to the holder if believed merely
because others believe it; unless we know the adversary’s case, we do not
properly and efficaciously know our own. This would be true, if it were
granted that whatever opinions a person may hold are either false or but
partially true; for then discussion would either bring out the falsehood, so
inducing us to renounce it,—a decided gain,—or it would make us appreciare
and mentally appropriate the complemental truth, which would be also a
gain. But assume that the opinion is entirely true, and also thar it relates o
matters in which the deepest and most viral interests of the soul of man are
concerned. The utmost thar the exercise of the ratiocinarive faculties can
now effect, will be to induce the conviction that the balance of probabiliry
lies on the side of the opinion. For, from the nature of the case, since the

¢ L fortieri] with strenger reason,
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opinion relates to marters removed from the criticism of the senses, or of
any faculty judging according to sense, physical or scientific certainty of the
truth of the opinion is unatrainable. Take as an obvious instance the opinion
of the immortality of the soul. But now, if the ratiocinative faculties be not
appealed to, is the opinion therefore necessarily a sterile encumbrance on
the mind, and a clog on its free working? Evidently not. There are other
faculties,—the contemplative, the illustrarive, the imaginative faculties, to
say nothing of the sentiments and emotions,—which may be freely and largely
exercised, while all the while the absolute truth of the opinion is assumed;
and it cannot be denied thar the exercise of these, no less than of the
ratiocinative faculry, is calculated to deepen and enlarge the mind. Any one
who understands what is meant by religious meditation will see ar a glance
the truth of what is here asserted, thar a man’s belief, though its grounds be
not questioned, may be to him a vital and invaluable possession. He who,
without questioning, has realised his opinion, holds it ar last, not because it
is the custom, not because others hold it, but because he has made it his
own, and feels it by the testimony of his own consciousness to be true.
Meditation upon it has brought out relations, before unperceived, with other
truths; has presented it under various images, and illustrared it by various
analogies; has seen it hold water under a wide range of circumsrances, and
tested its purifying and elevating influence upon many various narures....
When [Mill] speaks of the necessity of perpetually discussing all received
opinions, it is evident that his secret meaning is, that those opinions are in a
great measure falre, and that unembarrassed and fearless discussion would
disclose their falsehood. For if they were wholly or mainly ¢rue, he could not
but allow that constant meditation upon them, rather than constant
discussion of their grounds, should be recommended as the best means of
again penetrating life and character with their spirir....

Again, to maintain that in the present state of society it is desirable that
every man should be free to form and express what opinions he pleases, is a
totally different thing from maintaining char opinions have no moral
colour,—that whatever a man has a right to think and express (relatively to
society) he is r:'gﬁ: in thinking and expressing rclatiw:l].r to God and
conscience. Mr. Mill seems ro imply this doctrine of the moral neutrality of
opinions in several passages of the Essay; nor, indeed, is he inconsistent in
so doing, since he is an avowed upholder of the doctrine of philosophical
necessity. In the second volume of his System of Logic he says: “The doctrine
called philosophical necessity is simply this: given the motives present to an
individual’s mind, and given likewise the character and disposition of the
individual, the manner in which he will act may be unerringly inferred; that
if we knew the person thoroughly, and knew all the inducements which are
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acting on him, we could foretell his conduct with as much certainty as we
can predict any physical event.” To this doctrine Mr. Mill expresses his
adherence. Bur if it be assented to, it is evident that there is no place for
culpability to come in, either in character, action, or opinion. For “character
and disposition™ are partly born with us, partly formed by the mutual action
and reaction berween ourselves and the external world; “motives” are mainly
suppli.cd to us by our passions and desires. Ac the hcginning of action,
therefore, the contact of mortive (which is of physical origin, and therefore
not culpable) with the character (for which, as it was born with us, we are
not then mﬂrally rcspunsibl:] pruduc:&, accnrding to this doctrine, inevitable
results in conduct. This inevitable conducr inevitably tends to mould the
character into a certain form; and so the process goes on; and as this doctrine
of necessity denies the self-determining power of the will, there is no place,
from the beginning to the end of a life’s actions, in which to insinuate any
thing like culpability or moral turpitude. Opinions will of course, follow
the same rule. Bur those who believe in free-will in the sense in which the
Church teaches it, in the sense in which Coleridge explains it in the Adds to
Reflection®, as a spiritual super-sensuous force in man, as a self-determining
power, the existence of which justifies the solemn ceremonial of human
justice, and authenticares the doctrine of a final judgment,—can never admit
that man is not responsible for the regulation of his passions....

The practical inconsistency which prevails among Christians, and which
furnishes the ground for Mr. Mill’s strictures, arises from this,—that many,
whao are thoroughly addicted to the pursuit of temporal good, pretend
nevertheless to walk in conformity to this Christian morality, and 1o need
no other ethical rules than those which the Gospel furnishes. It is as if Dives,
in the midst of his moneygetting, were to affect the detachment and
mortification of Lazarus.® It is indisputably true, as Mr. Mill says, that the
Koran contains excellent moral precepts which are not found in the New
Testament; he might have added that Aristotle has yet more excellent maxims
than the Koran. But what is the reason? These maxims are all fitted to aid
man in arriving at his matural ideal, namely, “the harmonious development
of all his powers to a complete and consistent whole.” As reason is capable of
discovering this ideal, so it is capable of ascertaining the ethical principles
which subserve to its atrainment. The morality of the temporal life, in all its
parts,—that of the public assembly, that of the bar, that of the counter, or
that of the farm,—is capable of being ascertained by human reason unaided
by revelation, and for a large part of it has been so ascertained. 5o far, then,

3 Aids to Reflection (1825), by 5. T. Coleridge (1772-1834),
% Dives is the traditional name of the unnamed rich man of the parable involving the rich
man and the diseased beggar Lazarus in Luke 16.19-31.
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as an individual is bound, or inclined, to bear a part in the world’s work,—
so far as he cannot, or will not, give himself up wholly to God,—so far it is
his duty to guide himself by the best and wisest ethical rules which he can
find, from whatever source derived, applicable to that particular department
of the temporal life in which his station is. The higher Christian morality
which he possesses will often enable, nay compel, him to revise ethical
judgments which have been arrived at independently of religion; but it will
not serve him, in these worldly matters, as an exclusive code.

But when Mr. Mill 5[.1-!.‘31\’.5 of the Christian I[Iﬂralil'j.’ as h:ing, “not the
work of Christ or the Apostles,” but gradually built up by the Catholic Church
of the first five centuries,—when, again, he sp:aks of its having “received
additions in the middle agcs" which the Protestant sects rntrr_]_',r cur off,
subsrituting fresh additions of their own,—one cannot bur wonder ar so
strange a distortion of the facts. That the leading principles of the Christian
morality, as above defined, were taught by our Lord and His apostles, is so
palpably true, is so easily established by a multitude of texts, that it were
waste of words to go abourt to prove it; thar the same principles were raughe
by the Catholic Church of the first five centuries is also notorious; it is
equally certain that these are the main principles of Catholic morality at the
present day. Mr. Mill ought to inform us whar were the additional principles
invented in the middle ages. Some such might be found, perhaps, by culling
extracts from mediaeval writers, after the fashion of Mosheim’s citations from
St. Eligius (see Newman on Popular Protestantism’), but certainly in no other
way. The separated bodies have, indeed, either impaired these original
principles, or joined to them, as Mr. Mill says, "addirions adapted to the
character and tendencies” of each. By setting up the State as the supreme
power in the Church, the Anglican body has impaired the testimony of its
members to the first principle; many of them have had already, and will
have again, to choose berween the edict of Caesar and the command of God;
while their position as a separate hnd}r dispuscs them, in the case of collision,
to prefer the former to the latter. The Methodists have added ro the morality
of Christ a kind of morbid self-inspection, which is perpetually asking irself
the questions, “Am I right with God or not? is my inward state satisfactory?
shall | be saved, or shall I be lost?” The Antinomian sects have, to say nothing
of whar they have added, abandoned the second and third principles,—purity
and the regulation of the passions. Lastly, all have, in different ways and
degrees, abandoned the principle of humility, and added various kinds and

" Probably a reference wo Eccleviastical History: Ancient and Madern, by Johann L. Mosheim
(1694: - 1755}, John Henry Newman (1801 -90), leader of the Anglo-Catholic movement
until his conversion to Roman Catholicism in 1845, wrote no work called Populsr

Prosestaniism,
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forms of pride. Dryden, it will be remembered, challenged Stillingfleet to
name a single Protestant work on humility; and when his adversary produced
one, it proved to be in the main a translation from a Catholic treatise,

The last chapter consists of “applications”™ of the general doctrine of the
Essay, one of which only can here be noticed. Although not strictly belonging
to the subject of the Essay, which is social liberty, not political
enfranchisement, Mr. Mill has handled in this chapter the question as to the
limits of the interference of government in the business of society. There is
often a misuse of words here which leads to confusion of thought. English
popular writers, when they hold up England as a pattern of political liberry
to foreign nations, generally mean that we have a right to vote for a member
of parliament, which they have not: a right to tax ourselves for local purposes,
which they have not; together with many other privileges of the same kind.
On the other hand, there are those who, revolted by the self-satisfied air
with which these privileges are paraded, and detecting an ambiguiry in the
terms used, are apt to speak slightingly of these supposed advantages. These
persons say, W hy attach the name of liberty 1o functions which we are by
no means impatient to exercise? If government officials will undertake the
laying of our water-pipes, and the cleaning and lighting of our streets, we
shall thank them for relieving us of a task which the wider knowledge and
experience they can command enables them probably to execute better than
ourselves. Certainly we shall not regard their interference as an invasion of
our liberty. Nor, again do we think it essential ro our liberry that we should
have a voice valeat guantun® in the election of the members of the Legislature,
in preference ro any other mode of appointment. Continental experience
proves that towns can be made beautiful and healthy as well, perhaps better,
by a centralised than a localised administration. Nor does our vaunted
parliamentary machine always work smoothly or profitably; it economises
neither time nor money. What we understand by liberty is exactly whar Mr,
Mill understands by it, namely, the power of managing our own life as we
please; of reading what books we like; of unhampered locomotion; of
cultivating and developing our own and our children’s minds by the methods
we think best, provided we do not trench upon the rights of others. If we
think an institution wro ng,—slavery, for instance,—we desire the libercy of
publishing our thnughts without b:ing tarred and feathered; if we pr:ﬁ:r
one 5t'_|.-'|t of rc|iginu5 mrship to another, we would prcﬁ:r to be free to practise
it without constraint either from a government or from a mob. The charter
of our civic rights may include all the fine openings for fussy self-importance
that you describe, and perhaps many more; yet without the species of liberty

¥ [ walear guarmrum)] tor whar it is worth,
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we have insisted upon, we shall not be free in any sense that seems ro us
worth canng for.”

A tendency to such reasoning as this is often perceivable on the part of
the Catholic minority in England, and not unnaturally so. Local self-
government and the representative system do not work favourably for English
Catholics. Although they form more than one-twentieth of the population,
they can command only one six hundred and fifiy-fourth part of the
parliamentary representation, and even that happens through a forrunate
accident. The same is the case, as a general rule, with all municipal offices.
Every where in England Catholics are in a minority; and minorities, being
unrepresented under the present regime, cannot get their man elected, nor
cause their voice to be more than impertectly heard. The positive prejudice
also which disqualifies Catholics, as such, in the general English mind for
posts of honour and trust is stll, though with diminished intensity, powerfully
operative. It might seem, therefore, at first sight, to be our policy rather to
aid in accumulating power in the hands of the government than in the
maintcnanc: ﬂ.l'ld CH[C“SiUI’I {Jf TI'I-E systv:m UFLECEI ITIH.IIHEEITI.CI'IL Gﬂ‘r’:i’ﬂmtﬂt
officials, it may be said, are more or less accessible to reason; they are mostly
raised h}-' ::ducatlnn above the sway of mere l':"nd pr:jur,lir.;l:; if wWe can rnalcl:
out a clear case of hardship to them, they will redress it. But the blind
unreasoning bigotry of the bulk of the English middle class is unimpressible
and unassailable; o attempr to extract fair concessions from them, when the
Pope is in the case, is, as Sir John Forrescue’ would say, to go “scheryng of
hogges,” with the old result of “moche cry and little wole.”

All this is true; yet stll Mr. Mill is probably right when he says, that the
more narrowly government interference in local concerns can be
circumscribed, the better. First, for the sake of the greatr principle, thar
“though individuals may not do the particular thing so well, on the average,
as the officers of government, it is nevertheless desirable that it should be
dnnr I'_'l}" [I'H:'ITI ratl‘u:r [hﬂ.l’l I]}" thE gﬂ"-"EIHITIEI'I[, A5 2 Means o [hEil" R} ] mE‘I'I[.ﬂl
education,—a mode of strengthening their active faculties, exercising their
judgment, and giving them a familiar knowledge of the subjects with which
they are thus left to deal.” Secondly, because Catholics have no cause to
despair of being able ultimarely to work round free institutions more 1o
their advantage than they seem to be at present. Let them show themselves
the tqu;ﬂs of their Protestant fellow-citizens in public spirit, in intc"igcncc
sharpened by education, and in acquired knowledge,—in short, in the whole
circle of the civic virrues and qualifications, and they may reckon on not
being always excluded from posts of trust. This book itself, the weighty

? Sir John Fortescue (1394 -1476), English jurise,
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maxims of which are destined to leaven very extensively, if we mistake not,
the general sentiments of society, will contribute to dissipate the intolerance
which defeats their just claims. Thirdly, the precariousness of favours obtained
by a minority from a government has to be considered. When we stand with
our countrymen man to man, we know where we stand. We may be disliked
and suspected at first; bur if we can once ger a footing, and satisfy them thart
we personally are a decent sort of people, and that our claims are just, we
shall have gained a success which can never afterwards, unless through our
own fault, be wrested from us. For all experience shows that rights thus
gained are progressive, and thar their expansion can only be arrested by
external constraint; on the other hand, the concessions which a government
has made to a minority in a time of quietness may be revoked in a time of
excitement. Are examples needed? Look at the seeming prosperity of English
Catholicity under the governmenrt of Charles | before the year 1640, and
again under James I1. In each case the relief afforded by the government was
given in defiance and in advance of the general sentiment of the nation, and
wias soon swept away beneath a torrent of penal inflictions; but to take
advantage of more equal laws, and to disarm by sensible and spirited conduct
the inveterate prejudices of individuals and of local coteries, is, pro tanso'?,
to alter the general sentiment itself.

" [pro tanto] 1o that extent,

O LiserTY = 203



4. British Quarterly Review 31 (1860), 173-95.

M iL has expended nearly half his little treatise in vindicating the “Liberty
of Thought and Discussion,” which we had vainly imagined was pretty
well understood and enjoyed among us.

Mr. Mill seems to think otherwise; and as this is the subject to which he
has, after all, pnri1'1l:i|:|n;1||1‘|.-r devoted his book...we shall, in this article, confine
our criticisms for the most part to the chaprer on “Free Thought and
Discussion.”

Mr. Mill seems to think that there is still a great deal to be done before we
can be said fully to enjoy this inestimable right. We cannot agree with him.
As far as legal penalties go, we are as free as any people can well be, For any
remaining inconveniences which may attend the patron or champion of
unpa|atahlc or obnoxious opinions (not from the hands, for thqr are tied,
but) from the looks or even tongues of his fellow men, or from any other
mfthﬂdﬁ ﬂFEI'IDWiﬂg :l'.rl:rsiun t].'lﬂ[ cCannot hl: rECﬂEniEEI:I. ar l'tprﬂ!ﬂd. I:l}"' IHW
withour greater social “tyranny” than the law can ever cure, we do not flacter
ourselves that Mr. Mill, or any one else, can devise a remedy; further, we
doubt whether it would be good for the progress of truth (partly on Mr.
Mill's own showing), if exemption from all such opposition could be secured
for its champions. This we shall endeavour to make out by-and-bye;
meantime, as regards civil liberty, we do not see that Englishmen can learn
much from Mr. Mill's long chaprer on "Freedom of Thought and Discussion,”
however useful it might have been if published (supposing it couwld have been
published) in Italy, or Spain, or Portugal. Mr. Mill, indeed, hints that even
legal exemption from pains and penalties for the expression of opinion, is
not quite secured to us; and in illustration alludes to that grear “Pooley”
case, of which Mr. Buckle actempred to make so much use in a recent number
of Frasers Magazinée, but which proved a fatal ignis fatuns to that enterprising
gentleman, and finally plunged him into as deep a bog as ever controvertist
was smothered in. Mr. Buckle’s essay was valuable, however, as a piece of
triumphant self-confutation; for it not only showed, in contradiction to Mr,
Mill, that Englishmen may use all proper freedom “of discussion,” but a
great deal more; and that the greatest declaimers for liberty are but oo apt
to resort to the worst vices of that “social tyranny” against which they
protest—abuse and vituperation.... In spite of any such rare instances as
that of Pooley, we are still disposed to say that, practically, no great increase
of our liberty of “discussion™ is possible. As Mr. Coleridge justly argues,

' May 1859. Mill discusses the Pooley case in Chapeer 11 of On Libersy.
* Lignis faruns] will of the wisp; delusive hope.
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people are not 1o be permirtted to scribble blasphemy and obscenity on our
gates and walls, for the expression of “free thought™ or the vindication of a
“liberty” that is certainly neither “civil nor religious”; any more than a
Christian is to be permitted o dangle a lump of pork before the nose of a
Jew along the street by way of expressing his superiority to the Jew's religious
prejudices. Such things cannot be allowed by way of vindicating individual
liberty; and so, in spite of an occasional great “Pooley™ case, it is quite true
(and, we think, every day sufficiently confirms it) thar there is, pracically,
in this country the most unfertered freedom of discussion. We heartily wish
indeed that every remnant of obsolete law which savours of forcible repression,
may be abolished, if only for consistency’s sake; but we cannor say thar,
practically, any serious let or hindrance is given to the most free (if only
tolerably decent) discussion of any opinions, however paradoxical or
obnoxious. Of this we think we have more than fair proof—say in Mr. Buckles
diatribe against Sir J. Coleridge (for that is not decent), and in Mr. Holyoake's
lucubrations, for a similar reason; and a fasr proof in Mr. Mill's own book,
and in innumerable others, teeming with paradoxical speculations on all
sorts of subjects. Mr. Mill, for example, has certainly given free expression
to his opinions respecting the Christian ethics. Yet, we suppose, no one thinks
it would be desirable to lay any interdict on the freest expression of such
opinions. It is a little inconsistent, indeed, that, while in the very act of
proving the liberty of discussion, men should grumble ar society as though
it had denied it. So far, however, are we from apprehending any harm from
Mr. Mill’s expression of opinions, thar we shall quore them in extenso—nort
for the purpose of cnnFuring them (though we may, perhaps, make an
observation on one or rtwo points), bur just to show we have no uhj:ctinn o
convince our readers by a practical proof that we have not spoken without
reason when we said that Mr. Mill cannot consistently complain of want of
freedom in avowing his opinions. He 1s c:rtainhr as much ar issue, in the
following passage, as it is well possible for him to be, with the general feeling
of the mass of his countrymen. As to his statements, we have no fear of their
making any wrong impression on any who are really well acquainted with
the New Testament morality. We trust char Mr. Mill will be duly sensible of
the liberality which not only does not seek to “gag™ him, bur actually gives
his opinions a chance of a wider circulation. [The author here quotes Mill’s
discussion of the incompleteness and onesidedness of Christian morality, as
built up by the Catholic Church of the first five centuries.] ...However, to
leave the question whether England has the privilege of free thought and
discussion so far as exemption from all legal penalties is concerned, let us
further consider—and this is the principal object we have in view—whether
the sort of social immunity our author would advocate for the champions of
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unpalatable truths or errors is not an imaginary one; whether, in truth, his
principle is not nugarery, and whether if ir were pracricable, it would be
beneficial.

That it is possible, as Mr. Mill remarks, for society to exercise a very
stringent repressive power in relation to both opinions and pracrices that are
obnoxious to it, withourt appealing to law at all, is very true; thart this power
may, by purting the individual under the ban of society, make him feel very
uncomfortable, much “as a road under a harrow,” as the saying is, that it
may, perhaps, if he be a coward or faint hearted, compel him to a very
unwelcome silence and inaction, and lead him “to hide his light under a
bushel,” is equally true. That chis power in society may, in a given case, be
exerted very unwisely, and inflict great hardships, may, in fact, be a “tyranny
of the majority,” is also undoubred. But we do not, we confess, see any direct
remedy, supposing each man does only whar his undoubred legal rights permir
him to do, and the law remains impartiaﬂ}' indifferent on both sides, thar is,
ITI.ETEI}-" cnmp:ﬂing ﬂ“. o IEEEF tl'lf FEECE. WE SCC NO rE'Il'IEd.}-’-, Wi 53}", EIEEPI
that of enlightening the public on the very questions on which the said power
of moral repression 1s supposed to be inequita bl}r exercised; that is, the persons
who hold the obnoxious tenets, or plead for the obnoxious pracrices, must
face all the obloquy, whatever it is, of proclaiming the one, and doing the
other—the protests and frowns of society notwithstanding. Society, of course,
cannot be compelled to listen with patience to what it had rather not listen
to; nor can people be compelled to associate or hold parley, or, if you will,
only fair and candid discussion, with men whom it abhors; or to think no
worse of them if they chance to hold opinions which, though not punishable
by law, the said society deems in the highest degree profligate, impious, or
seditious, necessarily leading to vice and immorality.

Mr. Mill, it is evident, would be as averse as any man, ro any such
vindication of individual liberty as would, in fact, be the slavery of society at
large; and, of course, neither Mr. Mill nor anybody else would be so absurd
as to plead for anything of the kind. It is, we admir, very proper that every
man should be at perfect liberty to speak his opinions and sentiments,
whatever they may be; and, in spite of Mr. Mill and Mr. Buckle, we cannot
see that this is a liberty which is not pretty well understood and practised
among us. Bur it is at least equally proper that another man should run away
from him if he thinks it best to do so, or close his ears, or refuse to have
anything to do with him, or warn other people against him, and in a thousand
other ways, if he thinks proper, show his displeasure and his aversion,

MNow here we confess to a difficulty; and Mr. Mill's principle, by which he
would limit the power of society over the individual, seems to us far oo
vague to be of any real value. Mr. Mill says that no restriction, in the way of
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moral coercion, on individual liberty, is justifiable except as promprted by
“self-protection.” But, then, who shall define the limits of whart is morally
justified by “self-protection?” The vague generality conveys nothing. Let us
try it upon a single and simple case; and see whether it can do anything for
us. Let us take the case of an atheist, with full power (as we would certainly
grant him), of publishing his opinions, and making any proselytes he can.
Now every conscientious theist will regard his sentiments as of the most
deadly and pernicious character, and recoil from them not only with disgust
and fear, but horror and indignation. In the exercise, then, of his undoubted
liberty, and what he believes due to self-protecrion, has he a right to decline
the acquaintance of the said atheist? or, though previously a friend, 10 cur
his acquaintance on his becoming such? to refuse him access to his own
house, to refuse to meet him at the houses of others? to point him out as a
man to be shunned and avoided by his children—his servants—his
dependents,—all, in short, over whom he has influence? to refuse 1o argue
with him, if he pleases; or, if he argues, to give vivid and natural expression
to his abhorrence of atheistical sentiments? Why, yes; Mr. Mill himself appears
to concede all this; for he says:—

We have a right also, in various ways, to act upon our unfavourable
opinion of any one, not to the oppression of his individuality, but in
the exercise of ours. We are not bound, for example, to seek his society;
we have a righr to avoid it (though not to parade the avoidance), for
we have a right to choose the society most acceptable to us. We have a
right, and it may be our duty to caution others against him, if we
think his example or conversation likely to have pernicious effect on
those with whom he associates.

But then, if every theist does the above-mentioned kind of things—and
we think no one can challenge his moral right to do them with not
unreasonable notions of “self-protection”—then, since the atheist is as one
to ten thousand in any community, nay, in a much less ratio, he will as
effectually be under the “ban” of society, as though sentence of
excommunication had been pronounced against him. The full power of
“discussion” is still left to him, only he must “discuss” in solitude, or if men
listen ar all, in defiance of the universal frown and aversion of society; and
thus he will be placed under that so-called “ryranny” from which, as it seems
to us, Mr. Mill would vainly seck to deliver every apostle of an unwelcome
or abhorred dogma. Yet is any one to blame? Is not the conducrt of sociery
what narurally flows from its honest view of the nature and consequences of
the proscribed doctrine, and in strict consistency with the undoubted legal
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rights of every individual member thereof! Mr. Mill's principle, therefore,
appears to us to be too vague to be of service. The notions of “self-protection”
will undoubtedly depend on the degree of intensity with which the opinions
proscribed are deemed odious and pernicious; and the stringency of the moral
coercion which society, quite involuntarily and necessarily, will employ, will
be in proportion.

None will contend, we fancy, thar any such modes of limiting the freedom
or repressing the exuberance of individual acrion, as have been above
enumerated, can be the legitimate subject of law. Now, if so, whether the
action of society be a hardship or not, we see no other way of dealing with it
than the one already stated, namely, that the very parties whose opinions
and practices, for the present, are obnoxious, shall heroically persist in
avowing the one and doing the other, till they convince society (if it can be
convinced) that the one are true and the other beneficial—or at least harmless:
that is, they must, through the usual modes of persevering agitation, succeed
in turning the minority into a majority, by convincing the reigning majoriry,
that it is mistaken. During the process of doing this we see not how the
moral "pl:na]r}r,” such as it is, can be evaded. The true mode of 1a}ring the
spirit of opposition, is by convincing it that the particular tenets or practices
that rouse its displeasure, are not worthy of its censure or aversion. But, in
order to do this, those who undertake the task of undeceiving the public,
and of chaperoning a suspicious opinion into the world, must necessarily
encounter all the storm of obloguy which will attend the urterance of what
the public is intensely averse ro, and the doing whar it will unsparingly
condemn; and so the position of the patron of supposed error, or heterodoxy,
or immnralit_v, will, in the VeTy narure of things, be a very uncomfortable
one; and if it be called uPEI‘S:EEthiEI‘I,h it is such “pers:cu[innﬂ as all the Essays
on Liberty in the world cannot obviate, being the result of the constirution
of human nature itself.

Mr. Mill, if we apprehend him rightly, seems to think that the alleged
tyranny of society against obnoxious opinions or practices, can be put down
in some other way: by general reasoning, for example, on its being wrong to
do anything in the way of restricting the liberty of the individual which is
not dictated by “self protection;” by inculcating the duty of listening with
candour to anything that everybody has to say for his opinions; by telling us
to be always ready obligingly to reopen our own convictions to a renewed
sifting on every summons of a new objection, or a renewed statement of an
old one; by reminding us of our fallibility, or by exhorting us not to use any
of the curt, perhaps discourteous, methods of closing argument when we
think we have examined enough, and have made up our minds; which last at
present is undeniably a great saving of time and partience, bur which may be
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thought, by a pertinacious champion of an imagined novelty, one of the
most annoying, as it is certainly one of the most common, ways of restricting
his sphere of propagandism. But we apprehend that Mr. Mill's view of the
efficacy of any such general exhortations, where men conscientiously believe
that truth, important truth, is concerned, is an illusion. The real difficuley is
to convert them to the opinion that the opinion which they think immoral,
pernicious, fraught with deadly consequences to their children or their
country, is one of which they may as calmly discuss the presand cons, and let
those over whom they have any influence, do the same, as of an opinion
about the prospects of the coming harvest, or the practicability of a proposed
machine. But this cannot be so long as a man really believes thar such and
such opinions are of deadly quality. Could we respect him, if, merely on the
general ground of his hypothetical fallibility, he were willing to listen ro
everything that could be urged for them as readily as he would to arguments
for the undulatory theory of light, or the possibility of a planet outside
Neprunei...

We repeat, that the only effectual method of sheltering an obnoxious
speculator from the aversion and contempt of the community at large (from
all substantial injury, all "penalties”, we suppose the law to secure him) will
be found to be that of convincing sociery of the falsity of its conclusions;
and this will not and cannort be done, exceprt as those who think them false
shall face all the odium that may be implied in endeavouring to confront
and to confure them. That they should have the liberty of asserting as loudly,
as clearly, and as frequently as they please, these unpalatable truths (or
falsehoods) is conceded.

As long as the public conscientiously holds such and such opinions fraught
Witl'l Sl.l.Ch H.I'Id 5'..“:11 EDHEEquEﬂEﬁS-. }'nu cannot shnw [hﬂ.l’ thf}l" are not fraugh[
with them, except by persevering, in the face of obloquy, in advocating them;
I.'I'If f)&l"ﬂj nf cnnvictiun cannot hl: W]'Dl.lght hcrnn:ha I'I'I:I. I'_'l'}" bEEPEEIEil'IE thDEE
effects anterior to it. And now comes a seeming puzzle, which, however,
experience easily enables us to answer. If it be said "How is a man to convince
or convert those who won't listen?” a sufficient answer would be to ask,
“And how shall they listen except some one shall speak? How shall they believe
without a preacher?” And if he does speak, then of course will come the
necessary conflict of feeling o which we have adverted so often. But to the
question, “How shall a man convince or convert others if the public in general
will not listen?” the proper answer is, “Just as in other cases where the world
has been heretofore disabused of errors, and those as inveterate as any that
are likely to be dissipated by our modern illuminars'; thar is, by persevering

¥ | illuminati] persons claiming ro be unusually enlightened.
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in the assertion of obnoxious upininns." It is the old course, often taken in
the face of much greater opposition than any that now threatens the soi-
disant' Reformer; of legal penalties, torture, and death itself, superadded to
the most stringent moral repression which contempt and neglect, or the
most intense aversion could produce. If a man cannot face even these last, it
is pretty dear that he is not predestined to be an Apostle of the Truth.

At all events, it cannot be helped. These obstacles must be faced. For
none will say, we presume, that it is ‘tyranny to refuse to listen to the “voice
of the charmer, charm he never so 1|.|Ii.risu:|:|.r;'u that it is tyranny, if a man is
allowed to puhlish a book, unless men will also read it chart it is tyranny if
he be allowed to express what opinions he pleases, so long as people will get
out of the sound of his voice; or, if they remain, frown or look displeased, or
laugh or hiss, or shrug their shoulders, or persuade their neighbours not to
listen. Nos; if we vindicate the right of a man to say what he pleases, we must
also vindicare the right of his neighbour not to listen to him if he pleases, or,
listening, to turn away with the natural expressions—nartural as long as he
remains in the same state of mind—of dislike or indignation. Good breeding,
or pity, or even contempt, may sometimes modify or disguise the expression
of these feelings; but they will exist and whether expressed or not, we
apprehend thar the practical difficulties of the would-be Reformer will be
much the same, and that no general discussion can mend the marter. To
attempt to amend it by enforced suppression of feeling is what we should all
deprecarte, as killing much more liberty than it would save. Bur we humbly
think that, even the suppression by universal and conventional consent would
also kill more freedom than it would save: for it would demand the repression
of natural feeling on the part of the many in behalf of the few, and must far
more imperil that brusque “individuality”™ for which Mr. Mill pleads so
strongly, than the present state of things,

“"Hands oft,” is fair play, and there we must stop. Meantime, of course,
every advocate of a crotchet will be disposed to complain if he may not pour
his merciless discourse into your ears, or hold you by the button as long as
he pleases; or if, having once inflicted on you the same or similar arguments,
he sees you bolting as soon as you hear the inevitable harangue begin, or
taking little pains, or none ar all, to conceal your aversion and disgust.

If a doctrine be really true, and important, perseverance through evil report
and good report will have its reward ar last; by little and little animosity and
prejudice will be disarmed, advocates gradually enlisted, and favourable
conjunctures secured for disseminating the once obnoxious tenet more
rapidly. These propitious results, as experience shows, will come ar last; but

 [roi-disany] self-sryled.
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in the very nature of things l'l'lf}-’ must be waited for, and, in some dcgr:c,
generally suffered for; it is the inevitable penalty which, for the reasons already
given, must be paid, unless men (which would surely be the last calamiry
that could befall them) were ready to listen to whar they deemed the most
pernicious doctrines and the most beneficial truths with the same unenviable
equilibrium of feeling. He who would convince them that these feelings
ought to be reversed must count the cost; if he decline the payment, there is
no smooth path, no “royal road” of ease by which he can arrain the same
end. A man cannot be “nursed and dandled” into a Reformer. This was the
old way, and we suspect must ever be the way of spreading either unwelcome
truth or unwelcome error in the world. Nor, in truth, can we wish it to be
otherwise; thnugh if we wished it ever so much, it could not be otherwise. It
is impossible to suppose any one holding with any firmness views, on the
maintenance of which he conscientiously believes that the best interests of
his country, the virtue, the morality of his children, of his family, in shorr,
of everybody, are involved, consenting to hear them impugned with the same
sangfroid as he would listen to doubts as to whether or not Jupiter be
inhabited,—though even that, it seems, from recent experience, requires some
patience on the part of controvertists who take the other side! Take, for
example, the case of the theist as opposed to the atheist. It is quite certain
that any devour theist believes in the existence and intimate presence of a
Personality unspeakably more worthy, in his estimation, of veneration and
aftection, than the dearest carthly friend. He might be quite willing, for
what he deemed the truth’s sake, to enter into discussion as to whether such
a Being exists, though even that is painful to him; and it is best done, where
it generally is done, in books, and withour personal collision. Bur it can
hardly be expected, because it is hardly possible, thar he should permit any
unnecessary communion with an atheist; it is reasonable that he should keep
himself as much as possible out of the atheist’s company, and take care thar
all over whom he has any control should be kept ourt of it too. Mr. Mill may
say, perhaps, that this is very illiberal; we reply that it follows, naturally and
necessarily, from the man’s views of the moral importance of the doctrine he
holds and the pernicious consequences of the contrary doctrine, It is in vain
to say, “Yes; but these views of the moral importance of such doctrine have
led to lcgal persecution—ito buming men'’s bodies for the gun-d of their souls™;
for it is conceded that the atheist is at liberty to publish doctrines as loudly
and as widely as he pleases; we vindicate his full liberty; but we can go no
further without impairing the liberty of others. We cannot prevent the narural
expressions of aversion which doctrine so obnoxious 1o the generality of

? | sangfroid] cold blood, composure.

On LipertY *» 211



mankind must produce. Be it recollected that a sincere theist would sooner
hear his dearest friend calumniated, his father’s or his mother’s honour
assailed, than the existence of that Infinitely Good Being in whom he believes,
called in question; above all, lightly and scornfully. If we vindicate him for
showing the liveliest feelings of indignation or aversion in the former cases—
we mean, of course, within the limits of law—can we blame him in the
latter? To suppose a theist quite unmoved in the matter would be to suppose
that he was really in a state of scepticism or indifferentism; a state which, as
it seems to us, the sort of moral toleration which Mr. Mill’s theory requires,
necessarily presupposes, or would infallibly lead to....

And so it must be with every other opinion which men conscientiously
believe involves the vital interests of society and humaniry. 5o far as the
liberty of publishing obnoxious opinions is concerned, there is no question;
no legal penalties whartever should be attached ro this act. But similar liberry,
on the other side, implies thar men so publishing must be prepared to face
all that opposition on the part of seciery which Mr. Mill (if we understand
some of his representations) would regard as a sort of moral persecution;
Whi]!: }-’Et in EI'-'I.'I'ICI' PEEEEEE!, 45 W I'IE."r"C 5CEN, I'I-l: SECms to ﬂ.]]l]“-" o S{H,:iﬂr'_ll" [hf
right innocently to do all which really involves it;—so fruitless, because so
unpracrical, seems to us this discussion.

Mr. Mill argues that the majority should be more willing to give a ready
hearing to opinions accounted “heretical,” inasmuch as those who hold chem,
being the minoricy, are generally a much weaker party. This is a very good
reason why they should be permitted to express them to as many as cthey can
induce to listen to them; but no reason ar all why, if their doctrines be thought
pernicious by the bulk of the community, the moral repression should not
be stringently exerted. Numbers have nothing to do with this question; if it
has, then a single individual, though helding the most ludicrous and
pernicious moral paradox, oughrt to be heard with most patience and
indulgence. This is not an appeal to reason but an argumentum ad
misericordiam . The degree in which the moral repression, so often spoken
of, is exerted, will depend on quite other things; its energy will be simply in
proportion to the degree in which doctrines are sincerely deemed—wrongly
or not—deleterious to truth and man’s well-being; and it must be so unless,
as we have said, the community has already become really callous to the
importance and significance of the views it professedly holds, and has already
resolved on betraying the citadel while nominally manning its walls,

gertcomdiam) appeal to pary.
b largument ad misericordiam| | to piry
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Nor, again, must it be forgotten that the terms on which the parties usually
meet are not equal. [t is generally but too easy for him who takes the megarive
side to be perfectly tolerant of the opinions of his neighbour, and ro be most
philosophically calm, that is, indifferent, whether his reasonings are accepred
or rejected. “Vacuus viator cantat;”” he who believes that all religions are
equally false, or none certainly true, is, no doubt, well qualified by his
scepticism to hear with edifying impartiality the arguments for any, and in
turn to dispute smilingly against all. The thing does not, in his esteem, involve
any consequence which should ruffle his feelings, or disturb the serenity of
his Pyrrhonism.* The same reasons make him comparatively indifferent about
pmstlytism; and thuugh he is, like all human crearures, not quire indifferent
on that point, he is usuall;,r quite unwi"ing t0 run any great hazards of loss
of reputation, or “the cold shoulder” from his friends, by indiscreet avowals.
Hence it is that infidelity not infrequently exists, as Mr. Mill affirms, among
those who are not suspected of it by the world, but perfectly known to be
infidels among their intimate friends. A negative creed has always tended to
form this Nicodemus® sect of disciples—men who come to visit the oracle
by night, and are reluctant to visit it by day. This species of moral cowardice
is very naturally connected with a creed that cannor easily stir enthusiasm,
far less make men willing to be martyrs for it. Bur if (perfect liberty of speech
and expression being granted them) men cannor prevail upon themselves ro
endure even the moral stigma of preaching unwelcome doctrine, we see not
such merit in this negative creed as to make us carper the rough road by
which all eriumphant truth has hitherto trudged its way in the world.

But now, let a man believe any religion to be true and divinely revealed,
and his whole position is essentially changed.

In like manner the theist and the atheist cannot meet on equal terms.
The atheist has no profound emotions stirred by his stolid Fate, or his
capricious Chance. It is not a person, but an abstraction, that is in question.
But, in the sincere theist’s estimation, the atheist’s dogmas are necessarily
more hard to bear than any amount of personal abuse. It is impossible for
the atheist “earnestly to contend” for such a faith as terminates in an abstract
“law,” from which all idea of a Personal Lawgiver has been somehow
eliminated, and he can afford, if need be, to be silent abour it; and therefore
would generally prefer a diatribe against the hardships of any man’s being

T { Vatcuws canrar coram larrone viator] The traveler who has an empty purse sings in the face
of the robber.

" Pyrrhonism, The Greek philosopher Pyrrho (360 -270 BCE) is regarded as the father of
skepricism.

¥ Nicodemus. A Pharisee and member of the Sanhedrin who defended Jesus against other
Pharisees.
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thought the warse of for holding such sentiments to a courageous avowal
and defence of them—courage which almeost all religions, however false, can
inspire, but which a negative creed seldom teaches. Hence the pleas for a
more easy style of proselyrism.

Bur the test is inevitable; and those who hold sceprical or negative views,
if they wish them to prevail, must learn to face the ordeal—ir is very moderare
in our days—of being at least active missionaries and confessors, and, if
need be, moral "martyrs;” thac is, so far as the title can be earned by merely
allowing their neighbours to exercise the undoubted right of disregarding or
despising their claims,

Again;—we can hardly suppose the world at large really acting on some
of the principles here laid down, if we suppose them to hold any previous
convictions at all; either a general state of doubt must be presupposed to
make men thus act, or an incipient rreachery to their convictions, which
must tend to such a sceptical state. If we understand Mr. Mill, no man hasa
full right to rest satisfied with his opinions unless he has examined, and is
prepared to refute, every objection that can be brought against them. We
suspect that even if they recognised any such principle, men would much
sooner practise silence on all sides, that is, become indifferent ro the truch,
rather than live such a life of logical rtorments. Burt ler us hear Mr. Mill:
“However unwillingly a person who has a strong opinion may admit the
possibility that his opinion may be false, he ought to be moved by the
consideration that, however true it may be, if it is not fully, frequently, and
fearlessly discussed, it will be held as a dead dogma, not a living truth.”...
[ The author here quotes Mill's argument that if a man is unable to refute the
reasons for an opinion opposite to his own, he has no ground for preferring
either opinion.] Query. May not a man be justly a believer in the Copernican
theory without knowing a tenth of what may be said for the Ptolemaic? Or
reject the Mahometan religion, without knowing a twenrieth of what is said
for it? if not, we fear thar, Whether men be atheists or theists, Christians or
infidels—in short, hold any opinion or the contrary (out of the
mathematics}—there is nor a single well-grounded opinion in the world,
and never will be.

However, we must be conrenr to deal with the possible; and if men were
ever so willing to entertain all objections, lest haply there should be some
they had never mer with, and could not refute, and so their opinions be
vitiated, the necessities of life will not permit this logical Quixotry. Let us
suppose a man, for example, fully convinced of the truth of Christanicy,
after reading one or two (or one, if you please) of the best works for it and
against it, is he to renew the examination every time a new theory is started,
or an old one better stated? Thar is, is he to peruse every treatise which
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promises anything of novelty in the objections, before he is fully warranted
to repose upon his conclusions, and act upon them with undoubting
confidence? Is he to regard his “rational position,” that of “suspension of
judgm:nth? Observe, we do not say that, if he has difficulries, he should not
endeavour to settle them; let him do so if he can; bur if he has none, or if
what he has cannot, he believes, attect the balance of evidence on which he
has already once deliberately decided, is he yet to reopen the question to
everybody who summons his attention to a new light? If so, he would never
have the chance of a stable conviction. The controversy has been carried on
for the last eighteen hundred years, and it cannot be said (though the
arguments of infidelity have been repeated ad nawseam) that some new
objections are not found our, and from time to time propounded o the
world. May not a man act on the assumption that he has moral certainty
until he has actually done far less than examine and refure all the objections
that have been discovered even up to this time? If not, we suppose it must
fare much the same with every form of infidelity also; for there is no lack of
new objections for the infidel to examine! And indeed it must be the same
with every form, whether of truth or error, for nor one man in a million has
leisure or ability to obtain this sort of knowledge of the grounds of his
opinions—certainly not in any of the professions, law or physic, for
example,—on which, nevertheless, it is imperative thar a man should act,
The very attempt of men of all opinions thus to verify them would soon
lead, in weariness, to the habirt of scepticism to which we have so often alluded,
and indispose to action in the same proportion; or to a condition of universal
and intolerable wrangling and contention, which would make the world a
positive nuisance, and which would tzqustll:.r impcdc acton l':j,r consuming in
debate the time which should be given to action.

What, then, we ask, is 2 man who has fairl}r examined evidence, and is
fully convinced of the justice of his opinions, to do? Must he always be
repeating the process when he finds that something has been said which he
either had nort seen, thuugh said before, or is said now for the first time?
Human life is not sufficient for this otiose investigation. If this sort of
examination is obligatory, “never ending, still beginning”, the condition of
the inquirer under this “law of liberty” seems, after all, abourt as happy as
that accorded to us by some of the High Churchmen, who concede the right
of “private judgment” in words, bur, ar the same time, deny the thing. Itisa
right to fﬂqufm they say, but only to come ar last to a foregone conclusion.
Are you satisfied that thar is true which they think not so? “Inguire again,
dear necophyte,” they say. You inquire again, and come back in the same
mind. 5till the remedy is the same. Meantime, it is pretty plain that the
unhappy inquirer will never, in the estimate of his High Church oracle, have

Ow LiserTy * 215



inquired enough, till he has inquired himself into the belief of the said oracle.
We shrewdly suspect it would be much the same with any one who conceived
that ic was his dury to listen candidly to every form of novel objection to his
views which any opponent could manage to invent. He would rarely be found
to have inquired enough, till he had conspicuously signalized his logic and
candour by adopting the views of his opponent.

And even if a perfectly prompt and equally courteous hospitality to all
sort of opinions could be exercised without implying culpable indifference
to them all, many may, even on Mr. Mill's own showing, doubt whether it
would be good for Truth to have this fair-weather passage through the world.
Mr. Mill contends that, as a general fact, all dogmas are the most vigorous
when militant—while they are being foughrt for; and that as soon as the
truth is esrablished, and ar last univcrsa"}r acquiesced in, that moment it is
apt 1o be forgorten. [Here the reviewer quotes Mill's argument that the living
power of a doctrine begins to decline as soon as it has gained ascendancy
over other doctrines.] From these sentiments, taken in their literality, one
would imagine that it was best that truth should never be established at all;
that, like the fox, it was worth nothing but to be chased; made, not to be
eaten, but to be hunted. For, according to this doctrine, at least those whao
contend for a truth are in earnest abour it, while, once hunted down, friends
and foes give it the slip altogether....

But, whether the extreme inference is more in consistency with Mr. Mill’s
gcncral principlcs. or his disclaimer of it, we cannot now stay to inquire.
Meantime, experience at least teaches thus much; that the actual
establishment of any unwelcome dogma is not to be effected without much
struggle and contention, and thar, while compelled to fight for a footing,
and to face at least the moderate obstacle which is implied in the expressed
aversion of those who do not symparhize with ir, it is apt to gather strength
because really earnest emotion is involved in the marter. It would not,
therefore, be well that any patron of a novelty should have that luxurious
and easy course, which the complete ascendancy of the principles of this
Essay would secure for him. He would cerrainly stand a poor chance if the
principles of that same Essay be true; since it seems that it is only while in
some degree “militant” that any novel truth—or falsity—can gather omens
IL'I:F SUCLOCSS.

Mr. Mill pleads thus strongly on behalf of those whose “reticence,” as
regards certain opinions, is the effect of their timidity—a fear of a too
stringent public opinion. He tells us

Our merely social intolerance kills no one, roots out no opinions, but
induces men to disguise them, or to abstain from any active effort for

216 * JorN STuarT MiLL



their diffusion. With us heretical opinions do not perceptibly gain, or
even lose, ground in each decade or generation; they never blaze out
far and wide, but continue to smoulder, in the narrow circles of thinking
and studious persons, among whom they originate, without ever
lighting up the general affairs of mankind with either a true or a
deceprtive light. And thus is kept up a state of things very sarisfactory
to some minds, because, withour the unpleasant process of fining or
imprisoning anybody, it maintains all prevailing opinions ourwardly
undisturbed, while it does not absolutely interdict the exercise of reason
by dissentients afflicted with the malady of thought. A convenient
plan for having peace in the intellectual world, and keeping all things
going on therein very much as they do already. But the price paid for
this sort of intellectual pacification is the sacrifice of the entire moral
courage of the human mind.

The last sentence is certainly a singular paradox. It is a new thought that
“moral courage” is sacrificed by the circumstances which test its presence or
show thart it does merexist, and that it will exist and be manifested so soon as
there is no occasion for it! The srate of things which demands a little moral
pluck—and it is very little thar is asked in the present day—may be bad or
good; bur assuredly it is not answerable for extingrishing the courage which
will only be brave when there is nothing to be faced. It may reveal the
cowardice of the "heretics” who dare not speak, but certainly does not quench
their zeal; for that, ex hypothesi'®, must be non-existent....

There is one speculation of Mr. Mill on which we must say a few words.
However plausible in general, its application to our own day seems more
than questionable; contradicted, in fact, in the most emphatic manner by all
the phenomena around us. He says thac high civilization tends in a certain
degree to make men all alike—to repress unduly the manifesrations of
individuality and spontaneity, and to operate prejudicially by inducing men
to stifle their genuine sentiments and convictions, and to think and acr just
as the majority about them are thinking and acting: in other words, to yield
to what some would perhaps call the “tyranny of society.” We should indeed
demur to call it by such a name; we should rather visit it on the individual,
and say the tendency originated in mere indolent love of quiet or in moral
cowardice. But as to the facs, thar there is generally some such tendency in
high civilization, we should not care to d:n}r it. And we may remark, char if
anything could increase it, it would be a roo solicitous courtesy in listening
to the expression of all sorts of sentiments—even those most abhorrent from

" Lex dypothesi] by hypothesis.
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our deepest convictions of truth. It is one of the characteristics of the high
conventional regard for the feelings of others engendered by much social
refinement, that men only too often suppress whar they deem unpalarable
truths. Let there be no opinions so unpalatable thar everybody will not be
perfectly at his ease in listening to and expressing them, and it could only be
by the prevalence of a general indifferentism. If there could be an unreserved
expression without giving offence to others of any and of all kinds of opinions
(though it is just as likely that people would hold their tongues from the
same indifferentism), it could only be because society had already arrived at
the ne pfu.r wltrd! of the aﬂ:god ill effects of a high civilization; could listen
with equal and imperturbable calmness in the spiric of the required mental
freedom, only because it was indifferent to all opinions, and because strong
“indrvidualism” had ceased ro exist. The resule of thiskind of freedom would
be mainly favourable to every species of scepticism. Whether the scepric
succeeded in imposing silence on all such subjects, or induced society in
general to listen to the unrestrained expression of opinion withour any
wincing or vehement reclamation, the business of the propagandist of
scepticism would be equally well done.

Bur, whatever may be the general effect of a high civilization, with its
multitudinous conventional restraints, in repressing an exuberant
“individuality” (and we are fully disposed to think that the general effect is
as Mr. Mill states it), there does seem something droll in/ the notion that
these repressive tendencies are at all a feature of the present day. On the
contrary, we should say that never, since the world began, so far as history
informs us, has rhere been an epoch distinguished by a greater flush of all
sorts of opinions, even the most reckless and absurd. We can hardly see the
“green ground” in Trurh’s meadow for the dandelions, thistles, and poppies
that have sprung up in it. Never has there been a period in which men have
either given expression to a greater number of spcculativc MONSIrosities, or
avowed them with greater freedom or more enviable superiority to modesty
and shame. Wh}'. there is han:il:.r an exrravagance, in either pulitical or
thmlugica| z-‘.pfn::ulatiun.. from the extremes of Communism to Desporism,
from the extremes of Atheism and Pantheism to Mormonism—no folly of
pseudo-philosophy, from Table-turning and Spirit-rapping to Biology and
Clairvoyance, that has not graced our era. The present age, in Germany and
in England, exhibits a perfect Babel of opinions. As we read the present day,
every eccentricity of speculation seems obtruded on the world withour a
thought of patient investigation, or any attempt to ascertain whether it is
worth while to plague the world with it ar all; every man has a “psalm,”

1 e pius ulrra] acme, culminarion.
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every man a “doctrine,” of his own, and incontinently sings the one and says
the other in the ears of the unfortunate public. It is, in truth, a very Pentecost'
of the spirit of speculative error, with the correspondent “gift of tongues.”
We do think that for the present, “individualism,” at least in the direction of
speculation, inflicts far more on society than society inflicts on it.

12 As this writer uses the term, a festival of the Christian Church m;n:urring on the sevenrh
Sunday afrer Easter, to celebrare the descenr of the Holy Ghost upon the disciples.
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5. Bentleys Quarterly Review 2 (1860), 434-73. By R. W. Church.

[Richard William Church (1815-1890) was a clergyman and
prominent church historian, At Oxford he fell under the influence of
John Henry Newman, leader of the Anglo-Cacholic movement, bur
did nor follow Newman to Rome in 1845. He became Dean of St
Paul’s in 1871.]

Mill on Liberty

VERY one who feels interest in truth, and who tries to “enlighten his
practice by philosophical meditation,” must feel thankful when a bold
and powerful thinker like Mr. J. S. Mill takes in hand one of those latent but
embarrassing difficulries, which few think of putting into words, but which
underlie whole tracts of discussion, and are for ever coming up in the
commonest questions of practical life. We run against them, or they against
us, at any moment: but because they are s0 common, and we feel sure that
they must occur to every one round us—and yet no one seems to think
them worth special notice—we fancy them too trivial ro be made the distinct
subject of our thoughts, and allow the feeling of the difficulty to haunt us
obscurely, and often to inflict an indefinite bur serious sense of dull worry.
One of these usually unanalyzed difficulties is the question, which maost
people must have pracrically encountered some time or lanother, of the
inﬂu:nc: o bl: EIEI’EiEEd b’}"’ -E.I'Il'!r" maeans ShDIt UFU‘[ bc}'und [I.i[tft argum:nt,
on other people. In the present Essay, Mr. Mill undertakes o discuss this
question, or, as he states it in its broadest terms, “the nature and limits of
the power which can be legitimately exercised by society on the individual.”
The value of such an attempt is not to be measured simply by the
conclusions arrived ar. A man must be very sanguine who should expect to
see a question, which he must have found for ever recu rring in human history
and pervading his own experience, closed and settled, even by a thinker like
Mr. Mill. Only very young speculators, who, in their earliest attempts at
thought, turn in their simplicity to logic, or to Locke on the "Conduct of
the Understanding,” for an infallible specific which shall insure their thinking
and reasoning righr, believe that such final solutions are anywhere to be
looked for. At any rate, only those who are very easily satisfied, or are very
servile admirers, will admit that it has been arrived at in Mr. Mill's Essay.
The gain is in the treatment of such a subject ar all by one so competent to
handle it. The distinctness, the daring, the vigour of the discussion, the
novelty which it throws round what is old and trite, the reality into which it
quickens what is inert and rorpid, even the peril and menace which it not
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obscurely discloses to convictions which may be marters of life and death to
us, act as a tonic to the mind, and awaken, exercise, and brace ir, even if they
do not, as they well may, elevate the heart and widen the range of its ordinary
contemplations. The reading of a book like this ought to be an evenrt in a
man’s mental history. It is a challenge to him to analyze much thart is vague
and confused in his thoughts and current notions; and it is at the same time
a help and guide in the process, by presenting the problem itself as conceived
by a mind of greater than average reach and clearness. The discussion is
important, too, in other ways, whether or not we are convinced by its
arguml:nt. Or evon WI'IEtI'IEl' We Cdn EE‘[ ﬂ.ﬂ}-" Eﬂtiﬁfﬂﬂtﬂr}’ and Eﬂnﬁiﬁ-tfnt ANSWET
to the question at all; for it shows us the term to which difficulty and inquiry
have reached on the subject, on what scale the debate has to be carried on,
and under what conditions: and, pussihly, within whart limits an
approximately sufficient truth may be hoped for at present. It is both
interesting and important as a measure of the grasp and strength of one of
the foremost thinkers of his time. And perhaps its use is not the least, if it
teaches us something more vividly of the real power or inability of the human
mind to penetrate and master the complicated elements of our social stare,
and of its success in bringing them into a harmony, which we can feel to be
both philesophically complere and also answering to the fact.

The subject of social liberty may be said to belong by special
approprateness to Mr, Mill, and to have a narural claim on him for a thorough
sifting. Mr. Mill, as everyone knows, regards democracy as the inevitable
and beneficial result to which society is everywhere tending. In this he is not
singular; but he differs from the majority of those who think with him, in
the great clearness with which he discerns the probability, and in the extreme
uneasiness with which he regards it, that as the dangers of political oppression
of the many by the few disappear, the dangers of social oppression of the few
by the many will increase. The foresight of this result does not, indeed, in
any degree shake his full faith in the democratic principle; bur it presents a
serious abatement of the benefit which he hopes from ir, and he loses no
opportunity to show his ever-present sense of the danger, and of the necessity
of providing means to counteract it. No one can have looked through the
collection recently published of his review articles, extending over a
considerable period, without observing how early he became alive 1o the
substantial magnitude of the peril to individual freedom which seems 1o
wait of necessity on the triumph of the power of the majority, and how
continually this menace recurs to his mind, as the dark shadow artending on
it, and as the heavy price to be paid for it. It is true, he notices with a sarcasm
Sir Robert Peel’s' use of De Tocqueville’s phrase, “the tyranny of the majority.”
But into no man’s mind has the import of the phrase sunk more deeply than
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into his own, and no one’s words sound more impressive to us, in bidding us
watch its nascent influence and be prepared against its more formidable
growths. Burt hitherto his allusions to the subject, though full of meaning,
have been incidental; and so serious a marter required ro be treated by iuself.
The question as relating ro the grear concomirant drawback to a progress,
otherwise as promising as it is certain, deserved special examination from
one to whom, both as a philnsuphl:r and as a practica] man, the acceleration
of that progress had been the object of life. What Mr. Mill has written on
the political tendencies and prospects of these times would not be complete
without a full discussion of the most menacing tendency of future democracy;
one which, if predominant, would kill all improvement even more surely
and relentlessly than rhe old-fashioned tyrannies. The Essay on Liberty may
be regarded as a democrar’s protest against the claim of the masses, sure 10
be advanced, in proportion as they grow stronger, to impose their opinion
and will without appeal, and to beat down and trample our all self assertion
and independence in minorities and individuals. One who hopes everything
from popular ascendancy also fears it, and tries beforehand to establish in
the opinion of society some well-recognized line round private life and private
freedom, before the forescen power of democracy arrives, to invade and
confound all limits by blind usurpations to which there can be no resistance,
and by a wayward but inexorable interference from which there will be no
CEEEPE.

But Mr. Mill’s aim is not wholly prospective. He thinks that the control
of society over individual opinion and action is at present far too stringent;
that it is illegitimare and exorbitant in its pretensions and mischievous in its
effects. And as he is markedly distinguished from the common run of
representatives of liberal doctrines in another point besides the one just
alluded ro, that is, in thinking very meanly of the men, the sociery, and the
opinions of this generation, and in holding cheap the measure of improvement
to which it has reached, he finds the yoke all the more intolerable. His Essay
is direcred not only to provide against anticipated dangers, but to abate whar
he feels to be an existing evil. Having but little respect for the opinions
which hold sway over present society, and which it sancrions and arms with
its influence, he is anxious at once to cut from under them the ground on
which their power over the separate units of society rests. The parh of thought
and ctruth and individual development is, he holds, miserably encumbered
with ignoble entanglements, with maiming and crippling snares, with
arbitrary and cruel restrictions, arising ourt of the interferences of society
and the deference or the fear which it inspires. It is the purpose of his Essay

' Robert Peel (1788 - 1850}, Tory politician who had been prime minister of Grear Britain
from 1834 -35 and 1841 -46.
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to reduce within much narrower limits these customary and hitherto
recognized rights of interference, as he finds them exercised now; and to lay
down a rule for the jurisdiction of society over the individual, grounded on
a clear and definite principle; lightening the weight with which society presses
on its members, and destroying the prerogative by which its accidentally
prevailing opinions impose themselves with irritating or degrading
peremptoriness on those who wish to have, or ought to have, opinions of
their own....

Whether we are betrer or worse, whether we have more or less character,
than other times, we really cannot tell: it seems to us a fruitless and insoluble
question. But we can ascertain something positive of whar is going on round
us; and on this ground it seems to us that we recognize in Mr. Mill's picture
bur a partially true representarion of whart is. Custom is very powerful, but
not omnipotent. The current which runs through sociery is neither so uniform
nor so irresistible as he makes it. On the contrary, the face of society appears
seamed and wraversed in all directions by a vast number of currents, different
in their course, strength, and tendencies, pressing on one another or violently
conflicting; accelerating, diverring, retarding, with endlessly varying resules
from day o day; and, as in the sea and the atmosphere, each strong current
infallibly proveking its balancing counter-current. Such a state of things is
consistent with much respect for custom, bur it is inconceivable without
also a large amount of acrivity of mind and resistance to custom. We cannot
help feeling that if in these later days we have seen many lamenrable
exhibitions of stupidity, selfishness, and lowness of mind and feeling, we
have also wirnessed scenes, and on no narrow scale, which for the wisdom,
manliness, and self-devortion displayed in them, ought to have exempred the
time from the unqualified charge of “rejecting the stuft of which heroes are
made.” At least they have done this: they have produced in the public mind,
and in the literature which reflects, and by reflecting confirms, its impressions,
a singularly hearty—many people think a one-sided—recognition of the
worth of the bold, enterprising, self-reliant qualities of character. And in the
domain of mind, a represenration is surely not an adequate one which leaves
behind the impression of a prevailing servility and submission to intimidarion.
To take one point, and that an important test—has criricism, the criticism
which is most soughe for and listened ro, made no advance, in largeness, in
fairness, in temperateness, in the manifestly sincere effort to discharge a
judicial office in a judicial spirit? Is not the criticism which now finds favour,
and is regarded as answering to its true ideal, one which shows the sense of
responsibility, which conscientiously endeavours to appreciate the strength
of an adverse case, which is not afraid of a fair statement on both sides,
which admits instead of slurring over difficulties, which aims at expressing
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its own real thoughts modestly but with independent firmness? Are the past
periods of history, or the marked characters which appear in them, examined
and judged simply by our received beliefs abour them, and by our own
standard and ideas? or has the tendency set in with indubitable force, to re-
open, where any call appeared; the most sertled historical tradirions, to search
for and weigh with the utmost care all new evidence, to admirt a reversal of
the strongest prepossessions, to do the fullest justice and render the heartiest
sympathy to men and times not only most different, but in spirit and rules
of action most opposite to our own? A generation which has produced, and
which has listened attentively to Mr. Carlyle, Mr. Froude,” and Mr. Buckle,
cannot be charged with shrinking blindly from independence of thought.
Again, we have had some keen controversies. For some of them, Mr. Mill
cannot be expected to feel much respect or interest; they probably appear to
him as sad wastes of life and time, lamentable aberrations of mental power,
which might have been more healthily and hopefully employed. But at least
they are evidence against that stagnanrt condirion of thought which he thinks
so fatal and so characteristic of this time. There has been shown in them,
that which he cannot find, a disposition to ask for reasons for whart had been
taken for granted, a refusal to be led by powerful popular prejudices, a
readiness to accept and defend, on examination and supposed evidence,
positions at once highly unpopular, and regarded as absolutely indefensible.
At least there was some boldness and independence of mind in the course
which, in Popery-hating England, has led so many educated Englishmen of
our day, freely and on conviction, towards Rome or Romish ideas, to the
utter sacrifice, in many cases, of that which Englishmen of any intellect value
most, position and influence among their countrymen....

No one can undervalue the strength and clearness with: which Mr. Mill
has stated the argument for liberty of thought in its largest'sense. If it leads
to the unpleasant consequence, that society may do and is doing too much
for what we hold to be truth in rcligiun and muralir'_l.-r. 15 Emund, at least, in
the fallibility of man is but too undeniable to any one who reflects either on
himself or others. Opinions, says Mr. Mill, must neither be proscribed nor
protected, because we none of us can be certain for others, however we may
practically be for ourselves, that we are right: opinions must be left to find
their level, persons must be left to make them out for themselves, because
there is no public and universal rest of certainty to which men can appeal
against their opponents; and each man can bur fall back, as the last resort,
on his own reason. The elaborate and exhaustive reasoning with which Mr.
Mill pursues this line of thought is good, as regards those who have the

* James Anthony Froude (1818 -94), historian and biographer.
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power, and on whom therefore falls the responsibility, of forming opinions.
As berween them, one man’s reason must be held as good as another’s, and
the only possible way in which one opinion can fairly prevail over another is
by balance of argument, which balance may be reversed to-morrow. All who
appeal to reason must accept the known conditions of reason, must abide
the consequences of their appeal, must admit the possibility of their being
wrong, the possibility in theory, however it may seem not worth taking
account of practically, of their strongest and most important convictions
turning out unfounded. There are difficulties attending on this aspect of the
case, even as regards those who do and can reason, which we should have
liked to see noticed by Mr. Mill; not the least of them being, how that cautious
consciousness of the conflict of probabilities which is forced on us by reason,
is to be reconciled with the unhesitating will and earnestness which is the
prime element of all high and successful action. But however the case may
be to those who can think, whart about these, who not only do not, but in
honest truth cannot think?

[f there are schools of opinion, which in treating practically of the conduct
of life, would make authurir}f its almosr absolute guide, the rendenc}r in the
opposite ones is to treat the same subjects as if training, capacity, and leisure
to examine and judge were the average condition of mankind. It has always
struck us that this is eminently the characteristic of Locke’s® able treatise
“On the Conducr of the Understanding.” He writes as if he was writing of a
world of thinkers, or at least where all might be thinkers burt for their own
fault; he hardly allows it to escape him that he is aware how very different
the actual world is, and must be, ar least for a long time to come; and how
absolutely inapplicable his rules are—admirable as they are where they
apply-—to what is possible or conceivable, in the use of the understanding,
in the majority of mankind. And the same feeling revives on reading the
arguments of one who is not unworthy to be Locke's successor. His
supposition, like Locke’s, in one part at least of his argument for intellectual
liberty is, that the comparatively intellectual and reasoning people, for the
conflict of whose opinions he lays down conditions, may be taken as
practically identical with the mass of society. But is the supposition sufficiently
near to the rruth for a general theory o rest upon, which recognizes no
distinction between the parts of society where reasoning may go on, without
limitv as to its subjects, upon grounds approximately respectable and with
the prospect of fruit, and parts where it cannot? It seems to us as inconceivable
thar all men should think ourt their opinions, as that the world should ever
improve if none did; as absurd to require even in thtnr}r, thar all should

Y John Locke (1632-1704), English philosopher.
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know enough, and have time and intelligence enough to stand on their own
ground, as to bind those who can to foregone conclusions. And if so, whar is
to become of those whose independent reason and judgment will not serve
them 1o find their place in the world? The wise and thoughtful may claim
liberry for themselves, but what liberty are the mass to have among themselves,
and what is liberty to do for them? We said that Mr, Mill presupposes, in
one part of his argument, that the thinkers represent mankind, as they are to
be rtgardr:d In a question of this kind; but his pracric;ﬂ estimate of the
majority is of a very different kind, and it lies at the foundarion of his appeal
for immunity from all accountableness to their judgment on behalf of those
who do use their reason. " That miscellaneous collection of a few wise and
many foolish individuals called the public,” how are they to ger on in the
strife of opinions which they cannot master, and among reasons abour which
they are totally incapable of judging? In one of the most striking passages in
his book, Mr. Mill tells us that human affairs would be almost desperate,
but for the fact that errors are corrigible.” Well, bur they would be almost
desperate, if the mass of people, the ninety-nine our of the hundred, had
nothing else that they could legitimartely trust o, but the opinions they could
think our for themselves, and the truths which they could see with their
own eyes; unless common men might hope that they are not quite deceived
in their ideas of truth and good, in their sense, however fallible, and however
they come by it, of right and wrong, and had some sure instinct for teachers
and rules of life, which at the time, at least, were found to respond to these
ideas. Things would no doubr be desperate withour the correction of errors,
without remedy and medicine. But to live only on the correction of errors,
to live only on medicine, is desperate too. And if the argumentative worth of
their reasonings is all that men, as a body, have to trust to, they are in a bad
case indeed: for of the imperfection of these if of anything, reason is a
competent judge, and its witness is decisive against them.

If liberty be claimed for those who can use it by having the power to
think for themselves, we should have thought chat ar this moment they have
it in most ample measure, as far as is compatible with their living atall in a
society of most various and complicated relations; and that they have it in a
daily-increasing degree, If the same conditions of liberty, extending to the
very foundations of belief and morality, are required to pervade the whole
body of society, and to be realized among the masses of common men, it
seems to us that this is as impossible as it is undesirable, By that liberty is
understood, in Mr. Mill’s book, not merely absence of the restraints of law,
but much more, the absence of the restraints, more subtle but as efficacious,

1 Here Church quotes, in a footnore, the passage from Mill's second chapter, on pp. 62-3,
starting with "When we consider” and ending with “gone through a similar process.”
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of social opinion. Society in the mass, the society of active life and intercourse,
the society of those who have little time for thought, must take many things,
and many things of the utmost importance, for granted, and take them for
granted as the exclusive truth. Men in general cannot be expected to be, at
the same time, examining things and admitring the possibility of their being
false and wrong, and acting upon them. How many, indeed, of those whose
training is of a higher kind, can face the fact of a principle being open 1o
question, and yer act carnestly upon it as if it were true? To preserve this true
balance between thought and choice, is the fruit of the highest education of
the whole man, in the highest sense of the word. And common men want
beliefs, principles, rules of action, and supports of life, as well as those who
can think them out for themselves; and where are common men ro get them,
except from the common stock, which has its warrant from the society in
which they live? Unless they are to pass their lives drifting to and fro on a sea
of doubr among the conflicts of opinion and argument, helpless navigarors
and hopeless of ever acquiring the art, they must stick on to something: they
may, no doubrt, choose to stick on to a stronger mind; but if they may do
this, they may ar least as legitimarely stick on to the current beliefs and ideas
sanctioned by public and general agreement around them. And, on the other
hand, these current beliefs and ideas which sociery sanctions, it does not
sanction at random. It takes for or against certain views, because, at the
time, the evidence seems on the whole to preponderate that way, to those
who have power to win the confidence of society, to those who seem to it the
wise and good; because it thinks, according to its light, thar the ideas are,
not merely useful, but sound and the best, and believes itself faithful to the
truth disclosed to it in accepting and maintaining them. But whart society
accepts in this way, it must accept with an exclusiveness, a peremprory
universality, which is out of place in the schools of inquiry and independent
thought. It is impossible thar it can be otherwise. Whatever be the opinion
come to, the weight of society adopting it—which, it is to be observed, is
different in moral authority from the mere weight of numbers—invests it
with the finalicy of a law, deferred ro implicitly as a rule of action by those
who seek support from it, hostile to those who oppose it. Society must come
to some agreement, must have some general belief for the mass of its members,
about chastity: whichever way it decides—and decide it must—it must
inevitably press on a disagreeing minority. If it is in favour of chastiry, it
must take a practical tone which restrains liberty in those who do not adhere
to its ruling views, and which chey will call intolerant: if it is indifferent
about it, those who go along with society will resent and proscribe, and
punish with the penalties which flow from the disapproval and contempr of
society, opinions of a severer and less indulgent tendency. In either case—
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rightly or wrongly as we may think—from the very nature of a social standard,
than which the mass of ordinary men in the ordinary course of life can have
no other, there must be that assumption of being right, and thar moral
pressure to maintain and enforce what is so assumed, and to repel the invasion
or corruption of it, which would be absurd and our of place, as soon as men
feel themselves qualified, and bring themselves to consent, to raise the
question from the beginning, and debate it as a martter of simple argument.
Abridgment of liberty is the natural and necessary consequence of the
prevalence round us of strong practical opinions; and unless there are strong
practical opinions, opinions which merit the name of deep and earnest
convictions, it is hard to see how society can go on.

Of course, society may be wrong, or may take wrong modes of imposing
its opinions and enforcing its social principles. It may be corrupt or misled;
and it may be oppressive. Its beliefs and usages are shaped and consolidared
not only by the wise and good, but by the foolish, and yet even more, by the
half-wise and the half-good. Everybody knows how often sociery has wanted
reform and renovation before, and may well believe that it may need it in his
own time: and, doubtess, when men, singly or in crowds, have made up
their minds decisively and feel strongly, they are apr to persecure. Bur there
is a natural counterpoise for this stringency of social authority, a narural
remedy for its stagnation or degeneracy, a natural antagonist to its overzeal.
It is the liberty, intellectual and moral, not of all, whether they can use it or
not, but of those who can use it: not a chimerical and impossible liberty,
proposed in theory to those who, if they would, cannot by the nature of
things live in sociery and really use ir, bur a liberty, proportionarte to and
coextensive with each man's power to examine, to judge, to form his own
opinions. That which is the salt of society, that which is the source of all
improvement in it, and the antidote to the stiffness and hardness which
grow out of belief and usage left too long to themselves, is the play and
collision of minds, thinking their own thoughts and standing on ground of
their own choosing or making. Society has been kept alive, and saved when
on the brink of perishing, by an independence and originality, which were
the opposites to its own habits of thinking in masses, and of taking for granted
the authoritarive and traditional. For such thinkers liberty may be claimed—
claimed in as full measure as Mr. Mill makes the claim. As little as we can see
what the preaching of such liberty as the paramount idea of society at large,
could do, except make its present confusions worse confounded, so strongly
do we feel the force of Mr. Mill's arguments for liberty among those who
have earned their right to it. We cannot see any grear harm in society keeping
down with a pretty strong hand much that prﬂ:nds to be original and
independent. It may, doubtless, make great mistakes; bur it has also a strong
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good sense, more often right than not, which detects this very cheap and
very common form of imposture and conceit; and nobody ought to complain
if sociery is hard, and hard in proportion to the consequences of the question,
on one who starts a I'I-CI"-’-I'.'I[‘}-’ which he cannot make a good ﬁght for, or who
opens a question which he is manifestly incompetent to handle. Bur when
men show that they know whart they are talking abour, their right o such
freedom as is consistent with the freedom of others seems unquestionable.
Let those use it, at all risks, who can show a title to do so. If men and society
were perfect, if all men were equally able to think for themselves, this freedom
would be coextensive with society; of course it will spread and penetrate
into society, in proportion as men learn to know and think for chemselves.
Bue it is from the way in which those who can, and those who cannot, think,
are mixed and jumbled together in the world as we know it, that the difficulry
consists in stating and adjusting this question of liberty fairly—fairly to the
individual and to society, fairly to the established and invaded, and ro the
invading and tentative opinions; justly to the indefinitely varving degrees of
aptitude and qualification for independent thoughr, uninvidiously to thar
vast mass of serious, conscientious, and active conviction, which calm
judgment must pronounce in the main unreasoning, though by no means
necessarily destitute of the support of reason.

We should have thought, however, that in this country, thinkers are their
own masters, at least to a much greater extent than Mr. Mill seems ro admir.
The thinkers are their own masters on their own ground. They may think
and say whar they please, as thinkers; and not only so, bur, in spite of prejudice
and clamour, they are sure of a hearing from those whose judgment is most
worth appealing to, and is ultimately of the most weight with society. There
is nothing that we know of to prevent in England any man of seriousness,
straightforwardness, and average courage, from proposing for consideration
any theory on any subject in the range of human thought and we may be
precty certain that if he says what is worth attending to, there will be people,
people whose attention is worth having, who will attend to it....

In attempting, then, to simplify and generalize the doctrine of liberty,
and to lay down a principle which should decide withour difficulty the
“endless jar” berween society and individual liberry, and cur away with a
clean sweep the usurpations of the former, Mr. Mill seems to us 1o have
given too lictle weight to considerations which make the application of his
principles far from simple. The points which chiefly strike us as overlooked
by him are two. First, the way in which the mass of the people must depend
more or less on society for their opinions. In urging and claiming liberty
you must suppose power; and though he himself certainly does not suppose
it, as a matter of fact, in the minds of people at large, his argument does.
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Thar supposes a state of things where people of the same average capacity
and rtraining are going through life, each for himself, without needing
guidance or help besides his own; and where sociery does not want for itself
settled principles, acknowledged standards, and a pervading spirit. The realicy
is far otherwise. He allows that his theory of liberty, as it is not applicable to
children, so it is only but very partially applicable to many previous states of
society, which have been only too happy if they had “an Akbar or a
Charlemagne™ to give them that guidance which they could not give to
[I'IC'ITISEI'-"EE. Things diic g[tﬂ.[l}r 'LJIiH'"EIEIlt oW, ﬂr CULTSE, I]l.lt [I'If Chﬂ.l’lg’:.
I'I.DWE\"EI Eﬂlimattd, iE ﬂ‘l'l]}" one UF dcgrc:. Thl:r'l'.' dalc mal'l}?'-, d.ﬂl]btll:ﬂﬁ, WI'I‘D
Cdrn il.ld.gf f'ur TI'IC].TIEEI\"EE: ]TIEﬂ}" maore WI'ID dD not, bl.ll' Whﬂ might EI'II:l Dught
to do so; and the relaxing of authority is, in fact, gradually going on, in
proportion as men become more and more qualified to judge for themselves.
But the time is certainly not come yet, nor does it seem within view, when
the many can cease to lean upon each other, or upon society, for their
knowledge and principles, as the few can. And till that time comes, it seems
useless to talk of abrogating or ignoring an authority which practically justifies
and enforces itself. The second point is, that the interests of society and of
others seem to us far roo closely interwoven and entangled with those of
individuals to allow of thart clean division which Mr. Mill’s theory requires.
The limits of individual liberty are, he says, from society, self-preservation;
from other individuals, what concerns themselves. Suppose the rule is
admirted in words, though we do not think that this is the only or the best
way of expressing the truth, what endless questions open, about whar “self-
prcs:rvatiun” in society means and involves, and as to how the concerns of
one individual are affected by whar another is and does. Surely these limits
are not so clear ar first sighe as to be capable of being made the basis of a
ready and sweeping test between liberty and encroachment. It makes a
difference to society and to others what opinions a man helds, just as truly
as it makes a difference to him what amount of liberty society allows him.
Society is deeply interested in what men believe, and in what rules they go
by; and if society may legitimarely aim at creating and fostering a national
character, a common spirit; if society may, as Mr. Mill says it oughr ro,
cultivate a certain cast of character, that is favour one and discourage its
opposite; if society may educare,—the principle scems to us conceded, that
it may take measures to make people, within large limits, it may be, yet in
some real sense, good, both for themselves, and, because its own interests
are involved in whar they are, for its own preservation and well-being. In
each case of conflict berween the individual and sOCiery, the question as to
the effect and rendencies of the liberty claimed will raise a debate, and, as far
as we see, must in each case be decided on its merits, and with reference, it
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may be, to many cross and complicated interests. Doubtless society may
draw to itself what does not belong to it; but the individual may quite easily
judge in his own cause partially, and refuse to see how deeply what he alleges
to concern only himself concerns others also. What dees concern the
individual only? is the very question to be answered in a discussion on liberty.

All that he says about the importance of individuality, and the necessity
of guarding jealously its limits, so as to leave room for it to pur forth its
energies and grow, is forcible and important. We may differ from him as w
the extent to which individualiry is, as he alleges, stifled and crushed among
us. He underrates, as it seems to us, the degree to which individuality of any
value has a fair chance to assert itself; and he does not attend sufficiently to
the fact, that the forced and stumulated individuality of mediocrities would
simply be a pest and nuisance, without any countervailing advantage. Bur
estimates and measures of these marters of fact in our contemporaries are
doubtless precarious things: custom, and laziness of mind, and dull sluggish
compliance, and the fear of man, and servility to our circle or our party, and
the insolence of vulgar and coarse opinion, are great powers among us snll;
and even if Mr. Mill's statements are one-sided and scornful, we may listen
with advantage ro his warnings against the insidious weight of what is
established and customary, his symparthy with the fear, “lest one good custom
should corrupt the world,™ and his indignant protests against the tyranny
of opinion, blindly intrusive, meddlesome, and intolerant, overbearing the
individual preferences of the weak, unforgiving to the manliness and courage
of the independent. We may hesitate about the dignity as well as the truth of
such unqualified assertions as that “individual spontaneity is hardly
recognized by the common modes of thinking, as having any intrinsic worth,
or deserving any regard on its own account;” “that spontaneity forms no
part of the ideal of the majority of moral and social reformers, but is rather
looked upon with jealousy, as a troublesome and perhaps rebellious
obstruction to the general acceprance of whart these reformers in their own
judgment think would be best for mankind;” that there is a general
unwillingness to admit “that to possess impulses of our own and of any
strength is anything but a peril and a snare;™ thar “ir does not occur to people
now to have any inclinations, except for what is customary;” that the popular
“standard, express or racir, is to desire nothing strongly,” and the popular
“ideal of character is 1o be withour any marked character;” that even the
intelligent part of the public have to be made to see—what, we should have
thought, was almost one of the truisms of the day—"thar it is good that

* See Tennyson, “The Passing of Arthur” (Idylls of the King): “The old order changeth, vielding
place w new,/And God fulhils himself in many ways,/Lest one good custom should corrupe

the world.” (I).408- 10}).
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there should be differences, even though not for the betrer, even though, as
it may appear to them, some should be for the worse.” Surely these
generalizations, to be true, require large abatement. Bur this does not make
the statement of the general principle less impressive.... But when Mr. Mill
applies to particular instances his discriminating test—whar concerns the
individual, to liberty, what concerns society, to authority, to be enforced
either by law or opinion—when he points out cases of what “may be called
moral police, encroaching on the most unquestionable liberty of the
individual,” the absence or the smallness of interest which society has in the
matter in question seems to us far too lighdy assumed, and certainly not to
be so clear as to leave no room for argument. The illustrations from the
Mahometan feeling about pork, and the exclusiveness of religious opinion
in Spain would have been berter away. It seems hardly in place in a discussion
like this, to take the short and easy method of seeing no difference between
the “moral police” of barbarous and half-civilized people, and that of those
of more advanced and thoughtful ones; of people who have, to some extent
at any rate, admitred that questioning and testing of their principles which
Mr. Mill is recommending, and of those who have not admitred it ar all. We
can see that Mahometan proscription of pork and Spanish intolerance are
unreasonable, on their own merits, even if Turks and Spaniards cannot: and
it seems atfected modesty to think our opinion on the marter no berter than
theirs. And to say that we should have no common ground but that of liberry,
in discussing the question with them, is no more than may be said of most
discussions with people more ignorant than ourselves. Dr, Livingstone® found
it impossible to gain an argumentarive victory over the South African rain-
doctor on the question of “medicines” making rain. Fairer and better instances
are “Sabbatarian legislation,” the Maine Liquor Law, and the public feeling
with respect to Mormonism. With respect to Sunday legislation and the
Maine Liquor Law, we agree with Mr. Mill; entirely as to the latter, and to a
great extent as to the former; and though we cannort say the same abour his
view of Mormonism, his remarks on it deserve attention. But on all these
points, whether we agree with his conclusions, or not, it appears to us thar
the debare arises just on the very allegation which Mr. Mill takes as his
starting-point—the purely “self-regarding” character of whar is interfered
with. The interests of society are inextricably interlaced with what in these
cases concerns the individual; his course acts upon and materially influences
the general character and spirit of society—whether well of ill, or, if either
well or ill, whether to such an extent as to warrant the action of society upon
him, is just the difficult question, upon which opposite probabilities appear,

% David Livingstone (1813-73), Scortish medical missionary and explorer in Central Africa.
Church alludes o Livingstone's Conversation on Rain-making in Misionary Travels (1857).
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and on which we require to find their balance. They must each be decided
on their own merits, when all the interests involved have been fairly taken
into account. But in this part of the subject we seem to miss the vigorous
handling with which in the earlier part of the book objections are taken up
and discussed....

We cannot entirely pass over a grave subject, which must be mer with in
an inquiry of this kind. With broad statements like those of Mr. Mill's Essay,
on the exclusive claims of liberty, there always presents itself, as their
inseparable correlative and anxious attendant, their bearing on the possibility
of a religion. There would be nothing specially difficult in the question, if
the world were made up of philosophers, or if only the religion of those who
can examine and think were concerned. Burt religion is for the poor and
weak. Religion must be a joint thing and a thing of faith. Men must believe
together, and believe withour doubt; be united in a common hope, and be
united in full dependence on it, for those sympathies and harmonies 1o be
developed among them by which they are supported themselves, and support
one another, in the darkness and disappointments of life, on a trust which
goes beyond it. No one can look at the documents of Christianity and doubt
that this religion was meant to produce the same ordinarily unguestioning
faith as that, for example, of our family affections: and without that entire
faith it cannot be the religion which we read of in the New Testament. If
there is not faith, it may be philosophy, but not religion; and if there is faith,
then, at some period or other, doubt of its truth must be cast behind. How
such a state of mind is possible, either in the individual, who, on the ground
of the fallibility of man and the infinite revolutions of opinion, keeps himself
on continual guard against the too certain persuasion of what he holds, or in
society, in which it is the normal and perperual condition, that every
conviction and belief is for ever held to be on its trial, and where public
opinion, neutral about conclusions, discourages nothing bur slackness of
debate and the disposition to feel too positive, is a question—we are very far
from saying, unanswerable, but which deserves an answer. Mr. Mill does not
help us to one, or even as to whether one is 1o be hoped tor. Bur throughourt
the discussion, we feel that it is, however latently, on uneven ground. La
partie w'est pas égale.” Mr. Mill's feeling about Christianity, respectful as it is,
and just as he means it to be, is not that of those who feel that anything for
life and death, to them and ro the world, is involved in its truth. Christians
believe that Christianicy is as certain as anything given to men can be, for
the very reason which Mr. Mill gives for any practical cerrainty;—thar it has
been open to question and denial, and that as yet no one has adequately

" [La parvie n'est pas gale.] They are not evenly marched.
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produced on men at large the impression of its falschood. They feel that
hitherto nothing else has shown a prima facie® case to compete with iv. Of
course, if the faith of civilized nations, or of those who are the teachers of
their kind or generation, is shaken in it; if people feel thar as a whole, or in
any of its particular doctrines, it can be effectually and seriously challenged,
it, or parts of it, will fall by degrees into the class of open questions. Bur so
far it has stood a long test, one of a practical narure, and not of the most
gentle kind. It is impossible to abolish the interest felt for issues like those of
religion, or their power over the mind; or to make it as lictle hazardous to
peace to discuss God and Christ, as ro discuss monarchy and republicanism.
Those, then, who value Christianity cannort look with indifference on the
hazard of its going out in civilized society. Their own personal grounds for
believing in its truth are no guarantee against this. 1f truch, as Mr. Mill
juscly remarks, may be endangered by persecution, it may also be endangered,
not, indeed, by fair and honest inquiry, but by reckless, unscrupulous, and
incompetent inquiry—by a spirit of mockery, indifference, or affected
freedom. The saying that truth has nothing to fear from unlimited liberty is
just as much a “pleasant falsehood” as the dictum thar it has nothing to fear
from persecution. It Aas net, in the long run, any more than in the long run,
from persecution. But it may be overborne at a particular time by accident
placing intellect, as at another time, power, in the hands of its opponents:
and they who rely absolutely on its intrinsic power forget that being able to
arguc and refute is, at any given time, a matter seemingly of chance, and
that an argument which is a weak one in the hands of its present holders
may prove a very different one in the hands of others. And that this danger
is incident to any strong stimulus of a promiscuous and absolute liberty of
thought throughout society, seems as evident, and as much attested by
experience, as the danger of persecution from religious earnestness and
enthusiasm. Mr. Mill makes no secret of his anxiery about the lacter.
Christians may be pardoned, if, feeling strongly the value of their religion,
they are not without uneasiness as to the former.

There 15 one incidental comment of Mr. Mill’s on Christianity which
appears strange in a writer of his largeness of mind. We entirely assent to the
truth, and not merely the truth, but the needfulness of his remark thac “if
Christians would teach infidels to be just to Christianity, they should
themselves be just rowards infidelity.” Bur this very remark makes the
grudging and stinted justice the more surprising, of his assertion that “the
ideal of Christian morality (so-called) is negative rather than positive; passive
rather than active; Innocence rather than Nobleness; Abstinence from Evil

® [prima facie] an first view,
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rather than energetic Pursuit of Good; in its precepts (as has been well said)
‘thou shalt not” predominates unduly over ‘thou shalt.”™ The assertion is the
more remarkable as it is not necessary for his argument. He is answering a
supposed objection to his statement that the truths that we have are
commonly half-truths, requiring che supplement of other and seemingly
opposite truths—an objection drawn from the allegation, that Christian
morality at least is not a half-truth. It would be perfectly true 1o answer, thar
in a sense it is: that there is no evidence, that the New Testament was meant
to enable us to do without the morality of nature and experience; and that
in the absence of that evidence, it is no disparagement to the authority of
the New Testament to say, that we are not Iilu:l]r 1o go right, if we (ry to do
without that morality. This is no more than has been said over and over
again by Christian writers. It has been acted on in the chief schools of
Christian education from the hcginning to the present da].-f, where the types
of natural greatness and the masters of narural wisdom have been studied
with fearless and hearty frankness: and any attemprt to narrow this plan, to
exclude them from their influence on character and moral ideals to confine
the sources of moral truth even to the most sacred of its authorities, has
been condemned by the general sense of Christendom. Such an attempt,
more than anything else, was the ruin of the Puritans; and it has been
energetically repelled in our own day in the Roman Catholic Church of
France. It is surely a common-place among most Christian teachers of any
authority, that Christianity, as such, was intended to teach us what narure
and the world could not reach us; but thar there is much thar we were meant
to be and to do, which it dees not, and was not intended 1o teach us, because
we were meant to learn it elsewhere. Of course, even its reaching would be
imperfect, if it has not that supplied to it which it presupposes. As regards
our Lord’s own words, Mr. Mill makes in effect this answer. But he goes on
to draw a distinction—a just one, if fairly stated—between Christian moralicy
as taught by Him, and that which has grown up into a system in the Christian
Church. Of this latter the same remark holds good as of the former: it is a
system which primarily has in view objects not of this world, which, doubtless,
often really, and more often apparently, clashes with whar is wise and grear
for this world, but which, in the hands of its best expounders, has always
sounded in harmony with, and implied the co-existence of, whatever was
excellent in this world. It also needs something besides itself to complete, it
may be, to balance ir. This was enough for Mr. Mill’s argument. But he goes
beyond it, and as it seems to us, out of his way, to urge his unfavourable
estimate of Christian morality. And we must repeat we read it with ever-
increasing surprise. Mr. Mill, strangely enough, seems to take Calvinism as
the type of Christianity; and when he wants an example of Christian greatness,
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to compare with and set below the heathen greatness of Pericles, he chooses
John Knox: yet even the characteristic features of the Christianity of John
Knox, with its rugged and inflexible zeal that stirred up the world, do not
tally with a supposed ideal which is "negartive rather than positive—passive
rather than active—Innocence rather than Nobleness—Abstinence from Evil
rather than energetic Pursuit of Good.” But Mr. Mill need not be told that
there 1s a larger, more ancient, more human conception of Christian morality
than that of so called Calvinism. Let us take this where we will, in its early
or its later expressions. Whether skerched, assuredly with no narrow outline,
by its greatest apostle—"Finally, my brethren, whatsoever things are true,
whatsoever things are honest, whatsoever things are just, whatsoever things
are lovely, if there be any virtue, and if there be any praise, think on these
things"*—or exhibited even in the middle ages. in scholastic systems which
incorporated with their cheories, and co-ordinated with the “Graces™ of the
MNew Testament, the Virtues of Aristotle, and in poetry like thar of the *Divina
Commedia,” which catches life from everything thar is living and that is
great in man—or, lastly, more calmly analyzed and enforced by preachers
and moralists like Bossuet and Butler,""—it must have suffered a strange
eclipse ro the mental eye, which sees, as the predominating mark in it, a
negative fear of evil, and cannort see in it, except in a subordinate degree, the
appreciation and love and "energetic pursuit” of good. Such misapprehensions
are among the most impressive mementos of the limited grasp of the human
mind. Thar a man like Mr. Mill should have made such a statement; that he
should express himself, “that what little recognition the idea of obligation to
the public obtains in modern morality is derived from Greek and Roman
sources, not from Christian”; and that “in the morality of private life, whartever
exists of magnanimity, highmind:dncss. pl:rsumﬂ dignit}r, even the sense of
honour, is derived from the purely human, not the religious part of our
education, and never could have grown out of a standard af ethics in which
the only worth, properly recognized, is that of ebedience”;—is only to be
explained by remembering how great phenomena are often unrealized, even
by the most powerful minds, when foreign to their usual ways of thought
and life. It is an illustration, to be taken note of, and borne in mind when
we are dispnscd to be uncharitable, of the real difficulties of fairness.

We close Mr. Mill's book, not without great admiration for much clearly
and nobly said, burt yet with disappointment. Nowhere has the obligation
been more strongly urged on those who are responsible for truth in society,
of giving a fair hearing to opposite opinions; nowhere the advantage more

¥ Philippians V. 8,
¥ Jacques Bénigne Bossuer {1627 1704), French prelate and orater; Joseph Burler {1692~
1752}, English bishop, theologian, and moral philesopher.
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forcibly set forth, to opinion and belief, of collision with real opposition.
He has added one more to the varied restimonies which meer us on all sides,
to the indispensable importance, in an age in which public opinion is so
strong of individual characrer hcing prupurtinnall}r free and SIrOng, self-
determined and self ruling. He recalls, and forces us to reflect upon, in
comparison with whar we see and are,—the old type of manly grandeur,
independent, fearless, and grear in purposes, attempts, and deeds. And the
protest is not unseasonable, which he enters against whar is likely to be in
increasing measure the evil of modern sociery, the intrusiveness and
impertinence, as well as the oppressiveness, of social interference and
narrowmindedness. And it is a rebuke to our lazy ways of thinking; a challenge
to those, who have minds fit for it, to use them in serious conflict with the
difficulties of thoughr and life. But we cannot find in it the clear line drawn,
which it was written to draw, berween liberty and the claims of society. It
seems to us that, after all, our philosophical view of liberty is bur slightdy
improved; that we must still work our its problems by experience, and find
their limits by mere rule of thumb, and by raking our the scales. as each case
arises for settlement, first from one side and then from the other, all the
balance hangs even, as we do when measuring sugar against pound weights.

The value of a philosophical doctrine depends on the completeness with
which it meets various and opposite difficulties of the case. It is not enough,
that it states clearly and impressively the facts of one side, or thar it wraps up
and contains in itself a vast amount of important cruch. If it does not lay this
out in order and unravel it distinctly, so that the limits of each expression of
truth are truly and dearly given—so that we are not obliged to take the truth
in a lump with a whole tangle of possible ambiguities and misunderstandings
hanging around it, it so far fails in its claim and urility as a philosophical
doctrine. Aphorisms, as Mr, Mill has said elsewhere, contain truth in this
manner—unanalyzed, unlaid-out, undiscriminared, unqualified, unbalanced,
Bur a philosophical theory professes to do just whar aphorisms do not. It
professes to take account of difficulties, to meet exceptions, to give full
prominence and due meaning to counter-appearances, to reconcile seemingly
inconsistent facts, so that we feel that they are reconciled, and their fair and
real weight given to each, If it does not do this, it is so far unsatisfacrory;
and however alluring and captivating at first glance, it must ultimarely fail
of its purpose, because it will more and more be felt ro be not really available
for the handling of practical questions.

And we cannot but feel thar, with much that is true and admirable, this is
the case with Mr. Mill's Essay. It is vitiated by the principle on which,
according to it, the jurisdiction of society is to be regulated. Thar principle
seems to us to leave bur one greart side of human narure, which is as clearly
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to be taken into account as the one on which Mr. Mill's theory lays stress,—
the way, namely, in which by natural and inevitable laws, we do take account
of the good of others, and feel ourselves bound to look after it and promote
it, even in cases where thc:-,r are indifferent or hostile to it. By the unl}r
conditions of human life and society with which we are as yet acquainted,
we are invested with influence over others, over one another, of which we
cannot divest ourselves, which we cannot help feeling, and cannot help using,
ill or well. Mr. Mill is the last man to take mere abstract views of sociery. He
must tﬂk{‘ thiﬂgﬂ d % I'IE ﬁnds l'I'I-ClTh F L thE}" ".'2“.}" CXISt—nor a8 tI'IE'}-" WEI.IIEI. hE
under other imaginable circumsrances, or as it might be supposed that they
ought ro be, under the supposirion of man being a reasonable and responsible
being. If he had stated the limits berween the two principles, which often
come into conflict,—the right of the individual to look after his own good,
and the right and duty of others and of society to do so too,—he would have
done good service; but to leave one out in theory is not to abolish it in
nature, and to make a theory with one only, omitting the other as having no
existence, is not to give us a sufficient philosophy. A theory of freedom,
without also a theory of mutual action and influence, is but a theory of part
of the social relations of men. He has told us a grear deal about man, conceived
as moving among others alone as an individual: he has not told us about
man as a link in the nerwork of society, necessarily acting on others, and
acted on by them. People who are content with a vigorous, one-sided
statement about liberty, may think that Mr. Mill has done enough. People
who think that there is another side to the marter, besides individual liberty,
will wish thar it had been fairly dealt with by so powerful a mind, and will
be of opinion that there is something still to be said and cleared up on the
subject. We want those whose love of liberty is beyond suspicion to tell us
the limits and benefits of custom and control; as we want those who do not
undervalue authority o speak honestly and heartily of the claims and necessity
of liberty.
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6. Liberty, Equality, Fraternity (London, 1873). By James Fitzjames
Stephen.

[Stephen, a kind of conservative urtilitarian, published a book-length
critique of On Libertyin March 1873, and Mill read it before his death
in May. He said to Alexander Bain that Stephen “does not know whart
he is ATguing against; and is more |i|u:1}r to n:pcl than to attrace pcuph:-“
For some of the annotation in the following selections from the book
I am indebred to R. J. White, whose edition of Liberty, Equality,
Fraternity was published in 1967 by Cambridge University Press. ]

1. The Doctrine of Liberty in General

HE object of this work is to examine the doctrines which are rather

hinted at than expressed by the phrase “Liberty, Equality, Fraternicy.”
This phrase has been the motto of more than one Republic. It is indeed
something more than a morto. It is the creed of a religion, less definite than
any one of the forms of Christianity, which are in part its rivals, in part its
antagonists, and in part its associates, but not on that account the less
powerful. It is, on the contrary, one of the most pencrrating influences of
the day. It shows itself now and then in definite forms, of which Positivism
is the one best known to our generation, but its special manifestations give
no adequate measure of its depth or width. It penetrares other creeds. It has
often transformed Christianity into a system of optimism, which has in some
cases retained and in others rejected Christian phraseology. It deeply
influences politics and legislation. It has its solemn festivals, its sober
adherents, its enthusiasts, its Anabaptists and Antinomians, The Religion of
Humanity' is perhaps as good a name as could be found for i, if the
expression is used in a wider sense than the narrow and rechnical one
associated with it by Comre. It is one of the commonest beliefs of the day
that the human race collectively has before it splendid destinies of various
kinds, and that the road to them is to be found in the removal of all restraints
on human conduct, in the recognition of a substanrial :qualit)r between all
human creatures, and in fraternity or general love. These doctrines are in
very many cases held as a religious faith. They are regarded not merely as
truths, bur as truths for which those who believe in them are ready to do
battle, and for the establishment of which they are prepared to sacrifice all
merely personal ends.

I The name E'wm po the “secular” r:ligj-n-n of the anli:h followers of the French philosopher
Auguste Comre, founder of the aforementioned Positivist ideology.
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Such, stated of course in the most general terms, is the religion of which
| take “Liberty, Equality, Fraternity™ 1o be the creed. [ do nort believe it

I am not the advocate of Slavery, Caste, and Hatred, nor do I deny thar a
sense may be given to the words, Liberty, Equality, and Fraternirty, in which
they may be regarded as good. I wish to assert with respect ro them rwo
propositions.

First, that in the present day even those who use those words most
rationally—thar is to say, as the names of elements of social life which, like
others, have their advantages and disadvantages according to time, place,
and circumstance—have a grear disposition to exaggerate their advanrages
and to deny the existence, or ar any rate to underrate the imporrance, of
their disadvantages.

MNext, that whatever signiﬁcatinn be attached to them, these words are ill-
adapted to be the creed of a religion, thar the things which they denote are
not ends in themselves, and chat when used cu"ﬂ:tivtly the words do not
typify. however vaguely, any state of society which a reasonable man ought
to regard with enthusiasm or self-devotion.

The truth of the first proposition as a mere general observation will not,
in all probability, be disputed; but I artach to it a very much more specific
meaning than is conveyed by a mere commonplace. I mean to assert that the
most accredited current theories upon this subject, and those which have
been elaborated with the greatest care, are unsound; and to give point to
this, I say more specifically that the theories advanced upon the subject by
Mr. John Mill in most of his larer works are unsound. 1 have several reasons
for referring specifically to him. In the first place, no writer of the present
day has expressed himself upon these subjects with anything like the same
amount either of system or of ability. In the second place, he is the only
modern author who has handled the subject, with whom I agree sufficiently
to differ from him profitably. Up to a certain point | should be proud to
describe myself as his disciple, but there is a side of his reaching which is as
repugnant as the rest of it is attractive to me, and this side has of late years
become by far the most prominent. | do not say that the teaching of his
works on Liberty, on Utilitarianism, and on the Subjection of Women is
inconsistent with the teaching of his works on Logic and Political Economy;
but 1 wish to show the grounds on which it is possible to agree with the
greater part of the contents of the two works last mentioned, and even to
maintain principles which they rather imply than assert, and ar the same
time to dissent in the strongest way from the view of human nature and
human affairs which pervades the works first mentioned.

No better statement of the popular view—I might, perhaps, say of the
religious dogma of liberty—is 1o be found than that which is contained in
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Mr. Mill’s essay on the subject. His works on Utilitarianism and the
Subjection of Women afford excellent illustrations of the forms of the
doctrines of equality and fraternity to which I object. Nothing is further
from my wishes than to make a captious atrack upon the writings of a great
man to whom [ am in every way deeply indebted; but in stating the grounds
of one’s dissent from wide-spread and influential opinions it is absolurely
necessary to take some definite statement of those opinions as a starting
point, and it is natural to take the ablest, the most reasonable, and the
clearest.... [Here Stephen summarizes the introductory chaprer of On Libersy.]

There is hardly anything in the whole essay which can properly be called
proof as distinguished from enunciation or assertion of the general principles
quoted. | think, however, that it will not be difficult to show that the principle
stands in much need of proof. In order to make this clear it will be desirable
in the first place to point out the meaning of the word liberty according 1o
principles which I think are common ro Mr. Mill and o myself. I do not
think Mr, Mill would have disputed the following statement of the theory
of human actions. All voluntary acts are caused by motives. All motives may
be placed in one of two categories—hope and fear, pleasure and pain.
Voluntary acts of which hope is the motive are said to be free. Voluntary acts
of which fear is the motive are said to be done under compulsion, or omitted
under restraint. A woman marries. This in every case is a voluntary action. If
she regards the marriage with the ordinary feelings and acts from the ordinary
motives, she is said to acr freely. If she regards it as a necessity, to which she
submits in order ro avoid greater evil, she is said to act under compulsion
and nort freely.

If chis is the true theory of liberty—and, though many persons would
deny this, I think they would have been accepted by Mr. Mill—the
propositions already stated will in a condensed form amount to this: “No
one is ever justified in trying 1o affect any one’s conduct by exciting his
tears, except for the sake of self-protection”; or, making another substitution
which he would also approve—"It can never promote the general happiness
of mankind that the conduct of any persons should be affected by an appeal
to their fears, except in the cases excepred.”

Surely these are not assertions which can be regarded as self-evident, or
even as otherwise than paradoxical. What is all morality, and what are all
existing religions in so far as they aim at affecting human conduct, excepr an
appeal either to hope or fear, and to fear far more commonly and far more
emphatically than to hope? Criminal legislation proper may be regarded as
an engine of prohibition unimportant in comparison with morals and the
forms of morality sanctioned by theology. For one act from which one person
is restrained by the fear of the law of the land, many persons are restrained
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from innumerable acts by the fear of the disapprobation of their neighbours,
which is the moral sanction; or by the fear of punishment in a future state of
existence, which is the religious sanction; or by the fear of their own
disapprobation, which may be called the conscientious sancrion, and may
be regarded as a compound case of the other two. Now, in the innumerable
majority of cases, disapprobation, or the moral sanction, has nothing whatever
to do with self-protection, The religious sanction is by its nature independent
of it. Whatever special forms it may assume, the fundamental condition of it
is a being intolerant of evil in the highest degree, and inexorably determined
to punish it wherever it exists, except upon certain terms. | do not say thar
this doctrine is true, but I do say that no one is entitled to assume it without
proof to be essentially immoral and mischievous. Mr. Mill does not draw
this inference, but I think his theory involves it, for | know not what can be
a greater inFring:mcnt of his thmr}r of libcrt‘_v, a more cnmp|ttt and formal
contradiction to it, than the doctrine that there are a court and a judge in
which, and before whom, every man must give an account of every work
done in the body, whether self-regarding or not. According to Mr. Mill’s
theory, it ought to be a good plea in the day of judgment to say “I pleased

myself and hurt nobody else.” Whether or not there will ever be a day of
judgment is not the question, bur upon his principles the conception of a
day of judgment is fundamentally immoral. A God who punished any one
at all, except for the purpose of protecting others, would, upon his principles,
be a tyrant trampling on liberty.

The application of the principle in question to the moral sanction would
be just as subversive of all that people commonly regard as morality. The
only moral system which would comply with the principle stated by Mr.
Mill would be one capable of being summed up as follows: “Let every man
please himself without hurting his neighbour™; and every moral system which
aimed at more than this, either to obtain benefits for society ar large other
than protection against injury or to do good to the persons affected, would
be wrong in principle. This would condemn every existing system of morals.
Positive morality is nothing but a body of principles and rules more or less
vaguely expressed, and more or less left to be understood, by which certain
lines of conduct are forbidden under the penalty of general disapprobation
and thar quire irrespectively of self-protection. Mr. Mill himself admits this
to a certain extent. In the early part of his fourth chapter he says that a man
grossly deficient in the qualities which conduce to his own good is “necessarily
and properly a subject of disraste, or in extreme cases even of contempt,”
and he enumerared various inconveniences to which this would expose such
a person. He adds, however: “The inconveniences which are strictly
inseparable from the unfavourable judgment of others are/the only ones to
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which a person should ever be subjected for that portion of his conduct and
character which concerns his own “good”, bur which does not affect the
interests of others in their relation with him.” This no doubt weakens the
effect of the admission; but be this how it may, the fact still remains that
morality is and must be a prohibitive system, one of the main objects of
which is to impose upon every one a standard of conduct and of sentiment
to which few persons would conform if it were not for the constraint thus
put upon them. In nearly every instance the effects of such a system reach
far beyond anything that can be described as the purposes of self-protection.

Mr. Mill's system is violated not only by every system of theology which
concerns itself with morals, and by every known system of positive morality,
but by the constitution of human narure itself. There is hardly a habit which
men in general regard as good which is not acquired by a series of more or
less painful and laborious acts. The condition of human life is such that we
must of necessity be restrained and compelled by circumstances in nearly
every action of our lives. Why, then, is liberty, defined as Mr. Mill defines it,
to be regarded as so precious? What, after all, is done by the legislator or by
the person who sets public opinion in motion to control conduct of which
he disapproves—or, if the expression is preferred, which he dislikes—which
is not done for us all at every instant of our lives by circumstances? The laws
which punish murder or theft are substitutes for private vengeance, which,
in the absence of law, would punish those crimes more severely, though in a
less regular manner. If there were laws which punished incontinence, gluttony,
or drunkenness, the same might be said of them. Mr. Mill admits in so
many words that there are “inconveniences which are strictly inseparable
from the unfavourable judgment of others.” What is the distinction in
principle between such inconveniences and similar ones organized, defined,
and inflicted upon proof that the circumstances which call for their infliction
exist? This organization, definition, and procedure make all the difference
berween the restraints which Mr. Mill would permit and the restraints to
which he objects. 1 cannot see on what the distinction rests. I cannot
understand why it must always be wrong ro punish habirtual drunkenness by
fine, imprisonment, or dcpriv:ltinn of civil rights, and always be right to
punish it by the infliction of those consequences which are “strictly
inseparable from the unfavourable judgment of others.” It may be said thar
these consequences follow, not because we think them desirable, burt in the
common order of nature. This answer only suggests the further question,
whether nature is in this instance to be regarded as a friend or as an enemy?
Every reasonable man would answer that the rescraint which the fear of the
disapprobation of others imposes on our conduct is the part of the
constitution of nature which we could least afford to dispense with. Bur if
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this is so, why draw the line where Mr. Mill draws it? Why treat the penal
consequences of disapprobation as things to be minimized and restrained
within the narrowest limits? What “inconvenience,” after all, is “strictly
inseparable from the unfavourable judgment of others™ If society ar large
adopted fully Mr. Mill's theory of liberty, it would be easy to diminish very
greatly the inconveniences in question. Strenuously preach and rigorously
practise the doctrine that our neighbour’s private characrer lis nothing ro us,
and the number of unfavourable judgments formed, and therefore the number
of inconveniences inflicted by them, can be reduced as much as we pltasf:,
and the province of liberty can be enlarged in a corresponding ratio. Does
any reasonable man wish for this? Could any one desire gross licentiousness,
monstrous extravagance, ridiculous vanity, or the like, to be unnoticed, or,
being known, to inflict no inconveniences which can possibly be avoided?

If, however, the restraints on immorality are the main safeguards of sociery
against influences which might be fatal to it, why trear them as if they were
bad? Why draw so strongly marked a line between social and legal penalties?
Mr. Mill asserts the existence of the distinction in every form of speech. He
makes his meaning perfectly clear. Yer from one end of his essay to the other
| find no proof and no attempt to give the proper and appropriate proof of
it. His doctrine could have been proved if it had been true. It was not proved
because it was not true.

Each of these propositions may, 1 think, be established by referring to the
commonest and most important cases of coercion for other purposes than
those of self-protection. The most important of them are:

1. Coercion for the purpose of establishing and maintaining religions.

2. Coercion for the purpose of establishing and practically maintaining
morality.

3. Coercion for the purpose of making alterations in existing forms of
government or social institutions,

None of these can in the common use of language be described as cases of
self-protection or of the prevention of harm to persons other than those
coerced. Each is a case of coercion, for the sake of what the persons who
exercise coercive power regard as the attainment of a good object, and each
is accordingly condemned, and the first and second were na doubt intended
to be condemned, by Mr. Mill’s principle. Indeed, as he states it, the principle
would go very much further. It would condemn, for instance, all taxarion o
which the party taxed did nor consent, unless the money produced by it was
laid our either upon military or upon police purposes or in the administration
of justice; for these purposes only can be described as self-protective. To
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force an unwilling person to contribute to the support of the British Museum
is as distincr a violation of Mr. Mill's principle as religious persecurion. He
does not, however, notice or insist upon this point, and I shall say no more
of it than that it proves that his principle requires further limitations than
he has thought it necessary to express.

Returning, then, to the three kinds of coercion mentioned, I say thar it
was Mr. Mill’s business to show not merely that they had had bad effects—
it would be as superfluous to show that surgical operations have bad effects—
burt that the bad effects arose from the coercion itself, irrespectively of the
objects for which it was employed, and of the mistakes and excesses of those
who employed it. He had to show not that surgery is painful, or that the loss
of a limb is a calamity, or that surgeons are often unskilful or rash, bur that
SUrgery is an art bad in itself, which ought to be suppressed. This, I sav, he
has never attempted to show from the beginning of the book to the end of
it. If he had, he would have found his rask an impossible one. As regards
coercion for the purpose of establishing and maintaining religions and systems
of morality it would be waste of time to insist upon the principle that both
religion and morals are good on the whole, notwithstanding the evils of
various kinds which have been connected with them. Nor need | repeat whar
I have already said on the point that both religion and morality are and
always must be essentially coercive systems. Taking these matters for granted,
however, it will be desirable to consider somewhar more fully the nature of
moral and religious coercion, and the manner in which they operate. If Mr.
Mill's view of liberty had always been adopted and acted upon to its full
extent—if it had been the view of the first Christians or of the first
Mohammedans—everyone can see that there would have been no such thing
as organised Christianity or Mohammedanism in the world. Even afrer such
success as these and other religions have obtained, the morality of the vast
mass of mankind is simply to do what they please up to the point at which
custom puts a restraint upon them, arising from the fear of disapprobation.
The custom of looking upon certain courses of conduct with aversion is the
essence of morality, and the fact thar this aversion may be felt by the very
person whose conduct occasions it, and may be described as arising from the
action of his own conscience, makes no difference which need be considered
here. The important point is thar such disapprobation could never have
become customary unless it had been imposed upon mankind ar large by
persons who themselves felt it with exceprional energy, and who were in a
position which enabled them to make other people adoprt their principles
and even their tastes and feelings.

F.r.|iginn and morals, in a2 word, bear, even when thc}r are at their calmesrt,
the traces of having been established, as we know thar in fact they were, by
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word of command. We have seen enough of the foundation of religions to
know pretty well what is their usual course. A religion is first preached by a
single person or a small body of persons. A certain number of disciples adopt
it enthusiastically, and proceed to force their views upon the world by
preaching, by persuasion, by the force of sympathy, until the new creed has
become sufficiently influential and sufficiently well organised to exercise
power both over its own members and beyond its own sphere. This power,
in the case of a vigorous creed, assumes many forms. It may be military
power, if the early converts are fighting men; it may be power derived from
threats as to a future state—and this is the commonest and most distinctive
form of religious power of which we have practical experience. It may be
power derived from mere superior energy of will, or from organisations which
those who possess that energy are able to set on foot by means of it. Bur, be
the special form of religious power what it will, the principle is universally
true that the growth of religions is in the nature of a conquest made by a
small number of ardent believers over the lukewarmness, the indifference,
and the conscious ignorance of the mass of mankind....

As for the third set of cases in which coercion is habirually employed—I
mean coercion for the purpose of making alterations in existing forms of
government and social institutions—it surely needs no argument to show
thar all the grear political changes which have been the principal subject of
European history for the last three centuries have been cases of coercion in
the most severe form, although a large proportion of them have been described
as struggles for liberty by those who were, in fact, the most vigorous wielders
of power.

Mr. Mill and his disciples would be the last persons in the world to say
that the polirical and social changes which have raken place in the world
since the sixteenth century have not on the whole been eminently beneficial
to mankind; but nothing can be clearer than that they were brought about
by force, and in many instances by the force of a minority numerically small,
applied to the conduct of an ignorant or very partially informed and for the
most part indifferent majority. It would surely be as absurd to say that the
Reformation or the French Revolution was brought about freely and not by
coercion as to say that Charles I* walked freely to the block. Each of these
and many other cases which might be mentioned were struggles for political
power, efforts to bring abour a change in the existing state of things, which
for various reasons appeared desirable to people who were able to carry out
their designs more or less successfully.

¥ Title of Charles Stuart (1600 - 1649). King of England from 1625 until beheading in 1649,
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To say thar force was justifiable in none of these cases would be a paradox
which Mr. Mill would probably be the last person to maintin. To say thart it
was justifiable only in so far as it was necessary for self-protection would not
explain the facts, Take such a case as the establishment of a new religion and
the reduction of an old one to the position of a permitted form of private
opinion. Life has gone on for ages upon the supposition of the truth of the
old religion. Laws and institutions of various kinds are founded upon it,
The great mass of the population of a country have no particular wish to
disturb the existing state of things even though they may be ceasing to believe
in the creed which it implies. Innovators arise who attack corruptions and
preach new docirine. They are punished. They resist, sides are formed, and
the results follow with which history is filled. In what sense can it be said
that the acts of violence which take place on such occasions are acts done in
self-defence and in order to prevent harm? They are acts of aggression upon
an established system which is regarded as bad, and with a view to the
substitution of a different system which it is supposed will be better. If any
one supposes that in regard to such transactions it is possible to draw a line
between what ought to be done and whar ought not; if any one will undertake
to say how the French Revolurion or the Reformation ought to have been
conducted 5o as to avoid all violence on both sides and yert to arrive ar the
desired conclusion, he will be able to give us a universal political constitution
and a universal code of laws. People in such positions as those of Charles V,
Philip II, Henry VIII, Queen Elizabeth, Louis XV1, and many others, must
take a side, and must back it vigorously against its antagonists, unless they
mean to be devoured themselves.

The only way by which this can be reconciled with Mr. Mill's principle is
by describing such violence as a case of self-protection. Now if the word
“self-protection” is so construed as to include every act of violence done for
the purpose of procuring improvements in the existing state of things ir will
follow that if men happen to be living under a political or social system with
the principles or with the working of which they are not satisfied, they may
fight out their difference, and the conqueror may determine the marter in
dispute according to his own will, which reduces the principle to an absurdity.
On the other hand, if no act of violence done for the purpose of improving
the existing state of things is described as a case of self-protection, no such
act is justifiable, unless it is necessary for the immediate protection of the
agent, This again is an absurdiry.

The truth is that the principle about self-protection and self-regarding
acts is not one by which the right or wrong of revolutions can be measured,
because the distinction upon which it depends is radically vicious, It assumes
that some acts regard the agent only, and thar some regard other people. In
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fact, by far the most important part of our conduct regards both ourselves
and others, and revolutions are the clearest proof of this. Thus, Mr. Mill’s
principle cannot be applied to the very cases in which it'is most needed.
Indeed, it assumes the existence of an ideal state of things in which everyone
has precisely the position which, with a view to the general happiness of the
world, he ought to hold. If such a state of things existed there would be
some plausibility in saying that no one oughr to interfere with anyone else
except for the sake of protecting himself against acrack, by mainraining the
existing state of things. Bur as no such state of things exists or ever yer existed
in any age or country, the principle has at present no locus standyi.”

Not only is an appeal to facts and experience opposed o Mr. Mill’s
principle, bur his €ss5ay CONtAins exceptions and qualiﬁcatiuna which are r:all_',r
inconsistent with it. He says thar his principle “is meant to apply to human
beings only in the marurity of their faculties,” and, he adds, "we may leave
out of account those backward states of sociery in which the race itselt may
be considered in its nonage.” Despotism, he says, “is a legitimate mode of
government in dealing with barbarians, provided the end be their
improvement, and the means justified by acrually effecting thar end. Liberty
as a principle has no application to any state of things anterior to the time
when mankind have become capable of being improved by free and equal
discussion. Until then there is nothing for them but implicit obedience to
an Akbar or a Charlemagne if they are so fortunare as to find one. Bur as
soon as mankind have attained the capacity of being guided to their own
improvement by conviction or persuasion (a period long since reached in all
nations with whom we need here concern ourselves), compulsion is no longer
admissible as a means to their own good, and is justifiable only for the security
of others.”

[t seems to me that this qualification either reduces the doctrine qualified
o an CmFT}-’ CUITIITIDIIP].EEC W]'Iich o QI WD:I.I.!.EI. Care o I:IiSF‘IJ e, or mak:s all
incredible assertion about the state of human society. No one, 1 suppose,
ever denied either in theory or in practice that there is a sphere within which
the tastes of people of mature age ought not to be interfered with, and within
which differences must be regarded as natural and inevitable—in which berter
or worse means that which the individual prefers or dislikes. On the other
hand, no one ever suggested that it was or could be good for anyone to be
compelled to do whar he did not like, unless the person compelling was not
only stronger bur wiser than the person compelled, at all events in reference
to the matter to which the compulsion applied.

' dacus standy] recognized standing.
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Either, then, the exception means unl:,r that superior wisdom is not in
every case a reason why one man should control another—which is a mere
commonplace—or else it means thar in all the countries which we are
accustomed to call civilised the mass of adults are so well acquainted with
their own interests and so much disposed to pursue them thar no compulsion
or restraint put upon any of them by any others for the purpose of promoting
their interests can really promote them.

No one can doubr the importance of this assertion, but where is the proof
of it? Let us consider how it oughrt to have and would have been proved if it
had been capable of proof. Mr. Mill might have specified the different classes
of which some considerable nation—our own, for instance—is composed.
Then he might have stated what are the objects which, if attained, would
constitute the happiness of each of those classes, Then he might have shown
that a knowledge of those interests, a knowledge of the means by which they
must be attained, and a disposition to make use of the means proper 1o
obtain them, was so generally diffused among each class that no compulsion
put by the other classes upon any one class as a whole, or by any part of any
l:fass upon any Dtl'll.'I' part EI'F it. EEI'I.IIEI increase tI'IE happincss ﬂ'F I.'I'If‘ PETSOns
compelled to such an extenr as to overbalance the pain of the compulsion
itself. Before he affirmed that in Western Europe and America the compulsion
of adules for their own good is unjustifiable, Mr. Mill ought to have proved
that there are among us no considerable differences in point of wisdom, or
that if there are, the wiser part of the community does not wish for the
welfare of the less wise,

It seems to me quite impossible to stop short of this principle if compulsion
in the case of children and “backward” races is admirtred to be justifiable;
for, after all, marurity and civilisation are matters of degree. One person
may be more mature at fifteen than another at thirty. A nation or a parricular
part of a nation may make such an advance in the arts of life in half a century
that other nations, or other parts of the same nation, which were equally
civilised at the beginning of the period, may be relatively barbarous ar the
end of ir.

I do not overlook the qualification contained in the passages quoted above.
It fixes the limit up to which compulsion is justifiable at the “time when
mankind have become capable of being improved by free and equal
discussion.” This expression may imply that compulsion is always or never
justifiable, according ro the manner in which it is construed. 1 am nor quite
sure that [ know what Mr. Mill means by “equal” discussion, but was there
ever a time or place at which no men could be improved on any point by
free discussion? The wildest savages, the most immarure yourhs, capable of
any sort of education, are capable of being improved by free discussion upon
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a great variety of subjects. Compulsion, therefore, in their own interests
would, at least in relation ro these subjects, be unjustifiable as regards them.
If boys in a school can be convinced of the importance of industry, you must
never punish them for idleness. Such an interpreration of the rule would
practically exclude compulsion altogether.

A narrower interpretation would be as follows. There is a period, now
generally reached all over Europe and America, at which discussion takes
the place of compulsion, and in which people when they know what is good
for them generally do it. When this period is reached, compulsion may be
laid aside. To this | should say that no such period has as yet been reached
anywhere, and that there is no prospect of its being reached anywhere within
any assignable time.

Where, in the very most advanced and civilised communities, will you
find any class of persons whose views or whose conducr on subjects on which
they are interested are regulated even in the main by the results of free
discussion? Whar proportion of human misconduct in any department in
life is due to ignorance, and whart to wickedness or weakness? Of ten thousand
people who get drunk, is there one who could say with truth that he did so
h:flu!: ]'IE had I:H:fﬂ hrﬂug]‘lt (L] tI'I.iI'IIIE an FI..I" dclibcrltiﬂn ﬂnd ﬂrl':r Fr::
discussion that it was wise to get drunk? Would not every one of the ten
thousand, if he rold the real truth, say in some dialect or other—"1 got drunk
because 1 was weak and a fool, because I could not resist the immediate
pleasure for the sake of future and indefinite advantage™? If we look at the
conduct of bodies of men as expressed in their laws and institutions, we
shall find thar, though compulsion and persuasion go hand in hand, from
the most immature and the roughest ages and societies up to the most
civilised, the lion’s share of the results obrained is due to compulsion, and
thar discussion is at most an appeal to the morives by which the strong man
is likely to be acruated in using his strength. Look at our own rime and
country, and menrion any single great change which has been effected by
mere discussion. Can a single case be mentioned in which| the passions of
men were interested where the change was not carried by force—that is to
say, ultimately by the fear of revolution? Is it in any degree true that when
the brains are out a question dies? Look at small matters which involve more
or less of a principle, bur do not affect many men's passions, and see how
much reasoning has to do with their settlement. Such questions as the
admission of Jews into Parliament® and the legalisation of marriage berween
brothers and sisters-in-law drag on and on after the argument has been

* The first Jewish Emancipation bill was debared in Parliament in 1830; Jews were not
admirted to Parliament undl 1858,
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exhausted, till in course of rime those who take one view or the other grow
into a decided majority, and settle the macter their own way. Parliamentary
government is simply a mild and disguised form of compulsion. We agree to
try strengeh by counting heads instead of breaking heads, but the principle
is exactly the same. It is not the wisest side which wins, but the one which
for the time being shows its superior strength (of which no doubr wisdom is
one element) by enlisting the largest amount of active sympathy in its support.
The minority gives way not because it is convinced thar it is wrong, but
because it is convinced that it is a minornity.

This again suggests an observation on a different part of the passage quoted
from Mr. Mill. In rough states of society he admits of Charlemagnes and
Akbars, if the world is so fortunate as to have them at hand. Whart reason is
there to suppose thar Charlemagnes or Akbars owe their power to
enlightenment superior to that of the persons whom they coerce? They owe
it to greater force of character and to the possession of power. Whart they did
was to suppress anarchy—ro substitute the vigorous rule of one Sovereign
for the jarring pretensions of a crowd of petty rulers. No doubt powerful
men are gen C[ﬂll}" [ mpamtiv:'y :n|ightcﬂ:d IMETL, s Wore IJU'.'I'I C]'I i.r].:magnr.
and Akbar, for knowledge is a high form of power, as light implies intense
force. But power in whartever form is the essential thing., Anarchy may be
mischievous in civilised as well as in uncivilised life, and the only way our of
it 15 h}r coercion. To direct that power aright is, | think, the principal ubjl:ct
of political argument. The difference berween a rough and a civilised society
is not that force is used in the one case and persuasion in the other, but rthar
force is (or ought to be) guided with greater care in the second case than in
the first. President Lincoln attained his objects by the use of a degree of
force which would have crushed Charlemagne and his paladins and peers
like so many eggshells.

The correctness of the assertion that “in all nations with whom we need
here concern ourselves,” the period at which “mankind have become capable
of being improved by free and equal discussion has long since arrived,” may
be estimated by reference to two familiar points:

1. Upon all the subjects which mainly interest men as men—religion,
morals, government—mankind at large are in a state of ignorance which in
favourable cases is just beginning to be conscious thar it is ignorance. How
far will free discussion carry such knowledge as we have on these subjects?
The very most that can be hoped for—men being what they are—is to
popularise, more or less, a cerrain set of commonplaces, which, by the
condition of their existence, cannot possibly be more than half-truths,
Discussion produces plenty of effects, no doubt. People hunger and thirst
after theories to such a degree that whatever puts their own wishes into a
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compact and intelligible form will obrain from them a degree of allegiance
which may be called either touching or terrible. Look at the great popular
movements which discussion has provoked, and consider what approach any
one of them made to the real truth. Innumerable creeds, religious and
p-ulitical. have SWEPL ACTOSS the world, arguing, preaching, gesticulating, and
fighting. Compare the amount of recognition which the worst of them has
obtained and the devotion which it has called forth with the degree of really
intelligent appreciation which has been awarded to science. Millions upon
millions of men, women, and children believe in Mahommed to the point
of regularing their whole life by his law. How many people have understood
Adam Smith? Did anybody, except perhaps Mr. Buckle, ever feel any
enthusiasm about him?...

2. Men are so constructed thar whatever theory as to goodness and badness
we choose to adopt, there are and always will be in the world an enormous
mass of bad and indifferent people—people who deliberately do all sorts of
things which they ought not to do, and leave undone all sorts of things
which they oughr to do. Estimarte the proportion of men and women who
are selfish, sensual, frivolous, idle, absolutely commonplace and wrapped up
in the smallest of petty routines, and consider how far the freest of free
discussion is likely to improve them. The only way by which it is practically
possible to act upon them at all is by compulsion or restraint. Whether it is
worth while to apply to them both or cither I do not now inquire; I confine
myself to saying that the utmost conceivable liberty which could be bestowed
upon them would not in the least degree rend to improve them. It would be
as wise to say to the water of a stagnant marsh, “Why in the world do not
you run into the sea? you are perfectly free. There is not a single hydraulic
work within a mile of you. There are no pumps to suck you up, no defined
channel down which you are compelled to run, no harsh banks and mounds
to confine you to any particular course, no dams and no flood-gates; and yet
there you lie, putrefying and breeding fever, frogs, and gnats, just as if you
were a mere slave!” The water might probably answer, if it knew how, “If
you want me to turn mills and carry boats, you must dig proper channels
and provide proper waterworks for me.”

252 = Joun STUART MiILL



2. On the Liberty of Thought and Discussion

THE]U{;H. as | pnintr:d Out in my last chaprcr, Mr. Mill rather asserts than
proves his doctrines abour liberty, the second chapter of his essay on
the Liberty of Thought and Discussion, and the third chapter on Individuality
as one of the Elemenrts of Well-being may be regarded as arguments to prove
certain parts or applications of the general principle asserted in his
introduction; and as such [ will consider them. I object rather to Mr. Mill's
theory than to his practical conclusions. 1 hope to show hereafter how far
the practical difference between us extends. The objection which 1 make to
maost of his statements on the subject is, that in order to justify in practice
what might be justified on narrow and special grounds, he lays down a theory
incorrect in itself and tending to confirm views which might become
practically mischievous....

The chapter [on Liberty of Thought and Discussion] in question is, |
think, one of the most :]nqucnt to be found in its author's writings, and it
contains, as is not unfrequently the case with him, illustrations which are
even more valuable for what they suggest than for what they say.

These illustrations are no doubt the part of this chapter which made the
deepest impression when it was first published, and which have been most
vividly remembered by its readers. | cthink that for the sake of them most
readers forget the logical framework in which they were ser, and read the
chapter as a plea for greater freedom of discussion on moral and theological
subjects. If Mr. Mill had limited himself to the proposition that in our own
time and country it is highly important that the great questions of morals
and theology should be discussed openly and with complete freedom from
all legal restraines, | should agree with him. But the impression which the
whole chapter leaves upon me is that for the sake of establishing chis limited
practical consequence, Mr. Mill has stated a theory which is very far indeed
from the truth, and which, if generally accepted, might hereafrer become a
serious embarrassment to rational legislation.

His first reason in favour of unlimited freedom of opinion on all subjects
is this: “If any opinion is compelled to silence, thar opinion may, for aught
we can certainly tell, be true. To deny this is to assume our own infallibility.”

He states fairly and fully the obvious objection to this—that “there is no
greater presumption of infallibility in forbidding the propagatdion of error
than in any other thing which is done by public authority on its own judgment
and responsibility.” In other words, the assumption is not that the persecutor
is infallible, bur that in this particular case he is right. To this objection he
replies as follows: “There is the greatest difference berween presuming an
opinion to be true because, with every opportunity for contesting it, it has
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not been refured, and assuming its truth for the purpose of not permirting
its refuration. Complete liberty of contradicting 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.”

This reply does not appear to me sarisfacrory. It is not very easy to
disentangle the argument on which it rests, and to put it into a perfectly
distinct shape, but I think it will be found on examination to involve the
following propositions:

1. No one can have a rational assurance of the truth of any opinion whatever,
unless he is infallible, or unless all persons are absolutely free to contradict
it

2. Whoever prevents the expression of any opinion asserts by that act that
he has a rational assurance of the falsehood of that opinion.

3. At the same time he destroys one of the conditions of a rational assurance
of the truth of the assertions which he makes, namely, the freedom of
others to contradict him.,

4. Therefore he claims infallibility, which is the only other ground on which
such an assurance of the wuth of those assertions can rest.

The first and second of these propositions appear to me to be incorrect.
As to the first, | think thar there are innumerable propositions on which a
man may have a rational assurance that he is right whether others are or are
not at liberty to contradict him, and thar although he does not claim
infallibility. Every proposition of which we are assured by our own senses, or
by evidence which for all practical purposes is as strong as thar of our own
senses, falls under this head. There are plenty of reasons for not forbidding
people to deny the existence of London Bridge and the river Thames, bur
the fear that the proof of those propositions would be weakened or that the
person making the law would claim infallibility is not among the number.

A asserts the opinion that B is a thief. B sues A for libel, A justifies. The
jury give a verdict for the plaincift, with 1000 pounds damages. This is nearly
equivalent to a law forbidding every one, under the penalty of a heavy fine,
to express the opinion that in respect of the marters discussed B is a thief.
Does this weaken the belief of the world at large in the opinion that in
respect of those matrers B is not a thief? According ro Mr. Mill, no one can
have a rational assurance upon the subject unless every one is absolutely free
to contradict the orthodox opinion. Surely this cannot be so.

The solution seems to be this. The fact that people are forbidden 1o deny
a proposition weakens the force of the inference in its favour to be drawn
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from their acquiescence in it; but the value of their acquiescence considered
as evidence may be very small, and the weight of other evidence, independent
of public opinion, may not only be overwhelming, bur the circumstances of
the case may be such as to be inconsistent with the supposition that any
further evidence will ever be forthcoming. Again, an opinion may be silenced
withour any assertion on the part of the person who silences it thar it is
false. [t may be suppressed because it is true, or because it is doubtful whether
it is true or false, and because it is not considered desirable thar it should be
discussed. In these cases there is obviously no assumption of infallibility in
suppressing it. The old maxim, “the greater the truth the greater the libel,”
has a true side to it, and when it applies it is obvious that an opinion is
silenced without any assumption of infallibility. The opinion that a
respectable man of marture years led an immoral life in his youth may be
perfectly true, and yer the expression of that opinion may be a crime, if it is
not for the public good that it should be expressed.

In cases in which it is obvious that no conclusion at all can be established
beyond the reach of doubt, and that men must be contented with
probabilities, it may be foolish to prevent discussion and prohibit the
expression of any opinion but one, but no assumption of infallibility is
involved in so doing. When Henry VIII and Queen Elizabeth silenced to a
certain extent both Catholics and Puritans, and sought to confine religious
controversy within limits fixed by law, they did not assume themselves to be
infallible. Whar they thought—and it is by no means clear that they were
wrong—was thar unless religious controversy was kept within bounds there
would be a civil war, and they muzzled the disputants accordingly.

There are, in short, two classes of cases to which, as it appears to me, M.
Mill’s argument does not apply—cases in which moral certainty is artainable
on the evidence, and cases in which it is not artainable on the evidence.

Where moral certainty is attainable on the evidence the suppression of
opinion involves no claim ro infallibility, bur at most a claim ro be right in
the particular case,

Where moral certainty is not attainable on the evidence the suppression
of opinion involves no claim to infallibility, because it does not assert the
falsehood of the opinion suppressed.

The three remaining arguments in favour of unlimited liberty of thought
and discussion are:

1. That the silenced opinion may be partially true and thar this partial truth
can be brought out by discussion only.

2. That a true opinion when established is nor believed to be true unless i is
vigorously and earnestly contested.
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3. That it comes to be held in a dead conventional way unless it is discussed.

These arguments go to show, not that the suppression of opinion can
never be right, bur that it may sometimes be wrong, which no one denies.
None of them show—as the first argument would if it were well founded—
that persecution in all cases proceeds on a theory involving distinet intellectual
error. As to the first argument, it is obvious thar if people are prepared two
take the chance of persecuting a proposition which may be wholly true as if
it were wholly false, they will be prepared to trear it in the same manner
though it is only partially true. The second and third arguments, to which |
shall have to return hereafrer, apply exclusively to thar small class of persons
whose opinions depend principally upon the consciousness that they have
reached them by intellectual processes correctly performed. The incalculable
majority of mankind form their opinions in quite a different way, and are
attached to them because they suit their temper and meet their wishes, and
not because and in so far as they think themselves warranted by evidence in
believing them to be true. The notorious result of unlimited freedom of
thought and discussion is to produce general scepricism on many subjects in
the vast majority of minds. If you want zealous belief, set people to fight.
Few things give men such a keen perception of the importance of their own
opinions and the vileness of the opinions of others as the fact that they have
inflicted and suffered persecution for them. Unlimited freedom of opinion
may be a very good thing, but it does not tend ro zeal, or even to a distiner
appreciation of the bearings of the opinions which are entertained. Nothing
will give either bur a deep interest in the subject to which those opinions
relate, and this is so personal and deeply seated a marcter thar it is scarcely
capai:l-]t: of hting affecred h_',f external restraines, unless, indeed, it is irritated
and so stimulated by them.

I pass over for the present the illusrrations of this chaprer, which, as [
have already said, are by tar the most important part of it; and [ proceed to
the chapter on Individuality as one of the Elements of Well-being.

The substance of the doctrine eloquently expounded in it is that freedom
is essential to originality and individuality of character. It consists, however,
almost entirely of eulogies upon individuality, to which Mr. Mill chinks the
world is indifferent. He accordingly sets forth at length the advantage of
having vigorous impulses and plenty of them, of trying experiments in life,
of leaving every man of genius free, not indeed “to seize on the government
of the world and make it do his bidding in spite of itself,” but to “point our
the way.” This individuality and energy of character, he thinks, is dying out
under various depressing influences. "The Calvinistic theory” regards “the
crushing out the human faculries, capacirties, and suscepribilities,” as "no
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evil,” inasmuch as “man needs no capacity but that of surrendering himself
to the will of God, and if he uses any of his faculties for any other purpose
but 1o do that supposed will more effectually he is betrer withour them.”
Apart, however, from this, “societry has now fairly got the better of
individualiry.” All of us are enslaved to custom. “Energetic characters on
any large scale are becoming merely traditional. There is now scarcely any
outlet for energy in this country except business.” “The only unfailing and
permanent source of improvement is Liberty, since by it there are as many
possible independent centres of improvement as there are individuals.”
Individuality, however, is ar a discount with us, and we are on the way to a
Chinese uniformity. Much of what 1 had to say on this subject has been
anticipated by an article in “Fraser's Magazine™.” It expands and illustrates
with great vigour the following propositions, which appear 1o me to be
l.ll'liﬂE'l'l’fl.'ﬂl:l].E[

1. The growth of liberty in the sense of democracy tends to diminish, not to
increase, originality and individuality. “Make all men equal so far as laws
can make them equal, and what does that mean bur that each unir is to
be rendered hopelessly feeble in presence of an overwhelming majority?”
The existence of such a state of society reduces individuals to impotence,
and to rell them to be powerful, original, and independent is to mock
them. It is like plucking a bird’s feathers in order to put it on a level with
beasts, and then telling it to fly.

2. "The hope that people are to be rendered more vigorous by simply
removing restrictions seems to be as fallacious as the hope that a bush
planted in an open field would naturally develope into a forest tree, It is
the intrinsic force which requires strengthening, and it may even happen
in some cases that force will produce all the more effect for not being
allowed to scatter itself.”

3. Though goodness is various, variety is not in itself good. “A nation in
which everybody was sober would be a happier, better, and more
progressive, though a less diversified, nation than one of which half the
members were sober and the other half habirual drunkards.”

I might borrow many other points from the excellent essay in question,
but I prefer to deal with the marter in my own way, and I will therefore add
some remarks in confirmartion and illustration of the points for which I am
indebted to the writer.

* This article, on “Social Macadamisation” {in the August 1872 issue of Fraser's) was written
by Fitzjames Stephen'’s brother, Leslie Stephen, father of Virginia Woolf.
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The great defect of Mr. Mill's later writings seems to me to be that he has
formed too favourable an estimare of human nature. This displays itself in
the chapter now under consideration by the tacit assumption which pervades
every part of it that the removal of restraints usually tends to invigorate
characrer. Surely the very opposite of this is the rruth. Habitual exertion is
the greatest of all invigorators of character, and restraint and coercion in one
form or another is the great stimulus to exertion. If you wish ro destroy
originality and vigour of character, no way to do so is so sure as to put a high
level of comfort easily within the reach of moderate and commonplace
exertion. A life made up of danger, vicissitude, and exposure is the sort of
life which produces originality and resource. A soldier or sailor on active
service lives in an atmosphere of coercion by the elements, by enemies, by
disease, by the discipline to which he is subjected. Is he usually a tamer and
less original person than a comfortable London shopkeeper or a man with
just such an income as enables him to do exactly as he likes? A young man
who is educated and so kept under close and continuous discipline dll he is
IWCI'II.:F'“'!'D or mt"l}“thl’tf ].H:ars UF EEC "l"ll"i" EEIIEFE].].}" ].'13'-": d much more
vigorous and more original character than one who is left entirely to his own
devices ar an age when his mind and his tastes are unformed. Almost every
human being requires more or less coercion and restraint as astringents to
give him the maximum of power which he is capable of atraining. The
maximum attainable in particular cases depends upon something altogether
independent of social arrangements—namely, the nature of the human being
himself who is subjected to them; and whart this is or how it is to be affected
4rc qucitinns WI'IiCh no onc ].'IEE :ﬂ:‘t EI'IEWEI'ECI.-,--

There is one more point in this curious chaprer which 1 must notice in
conclusion. Nothing can exceed Mr. Mill's enthusiasm for individual
greatness. The mass, he says, in all countries constitute collective mediocrity.
They never think at all, and never rise above mediocrity, “except in so far as
the sovereign many have let themselves be guided and influenced (which in
their best times they always have done) by the counsels and influence of a
more highly gifred or instructed one or few. The initiation of all wise or
noble things comes and must come from individuals; generally at first from
some one individual.” The natural inference would be that these individuals
are the born rulers of the world, and that the world should acknowledge and
obey them as such. Mr. Mill will not admir this. All thar the man of genius
can claim is “freedom to point out the way. The power of compelling others
into it is not only inconsistent with the freedom and development of all the
rest, bur corrupting to the strong man himself.” This would be perfectly
true if the compulsion consisted in a simple exertion of blind force, like
striking a nail with a hammer; but who ever acted so on others to any extent
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worth mentioning? The way in which the man of genius rules is by persuading
an efficient minority to coerce an indifferent and self-indulgent majoriry,
which is quite a different process.... Mr. Mill worships mere variety, and
confounds the proposition that variety is good with the proposition that
goodness is various....

If this advice [ro encourage eccentricity] were followed, we should have
as many little oddiries in manner and behaviour as we have people who wish
to pass for men of genius. Eccentricity is far more often a mark of weakness
than a mark of strcngth. Weakness wishes, as a rule, to artract attention by
trifling distinctions, and strength wishes to avoid it. Originality consists in
thinking for yourself, not in thinking differently from other people.
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7. Fortnightly Review 20 (August 1873), 234-56. By John Morley.

[John Morley (1838-1923), disciple of Mill, was a liberal journalist
and author, the editor of Formnightly Review and Macmillans Magazine,
and also a politician, chief secretary for Ireland and secretary of stare
for India. Much of Morley's essay is a defense of On Liberty against the
strictures of Stephen’s book of 1873, Alse included here, in the
footnotes, are several of Stephen’s rejoinders to Morley's criticisms of
him; these appeared in the second edition (1874) of Liberty, Equality,
Fraternity.)

Mr. Mill's Doctrine of Liberty

MR, MILL’S memorable plea for social liberty was little more than an
enlargement, though a very important enlargement, of the principles
of the still more famous Speech for Liberty of Unlicensed Printing with which
Milton ennobled English literarure two centuries before.! Milton contended
for free publication of opinion mainly on these grounds: First, that the
opposite system implied the “grace of infallibility and incorrupribleness” in
the licensers. Second, thar the prohibition of bold books led to meneal
indolence and stagnant formalism both in teachers and congregations,
producing the “laziness of a licensing church.” Third, that it “hinders and
retards the importation of our richest merchandise, truth”, for the commission
of the licenser enjoins him to let nothing pass which is not vulgarly received
already, and "if it come ro prohibiting, there is not aught more likely to be
prohibited than truth itself, whose first appearance to our eyes, bleared and
dimmed with prejudice and custom, is more unsightly and implausible than
many errors, even as the person is of many a grear man slight and contempuible
to see to.” Fourth, that freedom is in itself an ingrcdiunt of true virtue, and
“they are not skilful considerers of human things who imagine to remove sin
by removing the marter of sin; that virtue therefore, which is bur a youngling
in the contemplation of evil, and knows not the urmost thar vice promises
to her followers, and rejects it, is bur a blank virtue, not a pure; her virtue is
burt an excremental virwue, which was the reason why our sage and serious
poet Spenser, whom [ dare be known to think a better teacher than Scotus
or Aquinas,? describing true temperance under the form of Guion, brings

! John Milton (1608 -74), Areopagirica (1644).

I Edmund SFI'I.'IIE-'EF (15527949}, pul:llishﬂ] Books 1=V of The Faerie Chicene, referred o
here, in 15396, Duns Scotus {12652~ 1308), Scorush philosopher and theolegian. Saint
Thomas Aquinas (1225 =74}, Iralian Dominican monk. philosopher, and theologian.
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him in with his Palmer through the cave of Mammon and the tower of earthly
bliss, that he might se¢ and know and yet abstain.”. ..

[t people believe that the book of social or moral knowledge is now
completed, that we have turned over the last page and heard the last word,
much of the foundation of Mr. Mill’s doctrine would disappear. But those
who hold this can hardly have much to congratulate themselves upon. If it
were so, and if governments were to accepr the principle thar the only limits
to the enforcement of the moral standard of the majority are the narrow
expediencies of each special case, withour reference to any deep and
comprehensive principle covering all the largest social considerations, why
then the society to which we ought 1o look with most admiration and envy
is the Eastern Empire during the ninth and tenth centuries, when the
Byzantine system of a thorough subordination of the spiritual power had
fully consolidated icself.

Mr. stephen’s recent examinartion of Mr. Mill's docirine does not seem 1o
contribute much to its rectification. Many passages in that examination read
as if the author had not by any means grasped the principle which he
repudiates in so operose a manner. The dialectic has an imposing air of
strictness and cogency, yet it continually lands you in the fallacy of Irrelevancy.
Mr. Stephen labours certain propositions which Mr. Mill never denied, such
as that society ought to have a moral standard and ought to act upon it. He
proves the contradictory of assertions which his adversary never made, as
when he cires judicial instances which imply the recognition of morality by
the law.” He wishes to prove that social coercion would in many cases tend
to make men virtuous. He does so by proving thar the absence of coercion
does not tend in such cases to make men virtuous. Of course the latter
proposition is no more equivalent ro the former, than the demonstration of
the inefficacy of one way of trearing disease is equal to a demonstration of
the efficacy of some other way.* A short glance at some of Mr. Stephen’s
propositions will be a convenient mode of setting Mr. Mill's doctrine in a
clearer light.

1. “Before he affirmed that in Western Europe and America the compulsion
of adults for their own good is unjustifiable, Mr. Mill ought to have proved

* Rejoinder by Stephen: “Mr Morley says...: ‘Mr Stephen...proves the contradictory of
assertions which his adversary never made, as when he cites judicial instances which imply
the recognition of morality by the law." | think Mr Morley misunderstands my argument,
which nevertheless appears to me very plain. It is simply this: | say laws can and do promore
virtue and diminish vice by coercion in the cases and in the ways specified, and their
interference does more good than harm. The contradicrory of this proposirion would be
thar in the cases specified legal interference does more harm than good. Sarely if Mr Mill's
gtntral pl'im:i]:ﬂt 15 true, this must follow from it. Therefore in denying it | deny a necessary
inference from the principle which I artack.”
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that there are among us no considerable differences in point of wisdom, or
that if there are, the wiser part of the community does not wish for the
welfare of the less wise.” Why so? Mr. Mill's very proposition is that though
there is a wiser part, and though the wiser part may wish well to the less
wise, yet even then the disadvantages of having a wise course forced upon
the members of civilised societies exceed the disadvantages of following an
unwise course freely. Mr. Stephen’s allegation of the points/which Mr. Mill
should have proved, rests on the assumption of the very matter at issue—
namely, whether freedom is not in itself so valuable an element in social life
(in civilised communities), that for the sake of it we should be content to let
the unwiser part have their own way in what concerns themselves only.3

2. “Look at our own time and country, and mention any single great
change which has been effected by mere discussion. Can a single case be
mentioned in which the passions of men were interested where the change
was not carried by fear—that is ro say ulumately by the fear of revolution?”
[t may be said, parenthetically, first, thar it was free discussion which
converted the force, and brought it over to the side of the change; say Free
Trade, or the Reform of Parliament, or the Irish Land Act. And secondly,
that there is all the difference between the fear of a revolution and a revolution
actual, and this is a powerful argument in favour of the unlimited discussion
which Mr. Mill vindicates, and of the social system that favours it. Bur,
apart from this, have these great changes been made by force in the sphere
which Mr. Mill set apart from the operation of force? Was the imposition of
the corn-duties a purely self-regarding act? Did the duties hurt nobody burt

* Rejoinder by Stephen: “Mr Morley says of me, "Mr Stephen wishes to prove thar social
cocrcion would in many cases tend ro make men virtuous. He does so by proving that the
absence of coercion does not rend in such cases to make men virtwous, OF course, the
latter proposition is no more equivalent to the former than the demonstration of the
inefficacy of one way of treating disease is equal to, or demonstrative of the efficacy of
some other way." [In fact] T argue thar all organized religions, all moral systems, and all
political institurions, are so many forms of coercion for purposes exténding beyond self-
protection, and that they have done grear good, OF course, if Mr Mill or his disciples can
show thar religion, law, and morals have in fact done more harm than good they answer
me; but surely the burden of proof is on them. | say first (positively), the fact thar law,
morals, and religion are beneficial proves thar coercion is beneficial; secondly {pegatively),
experience shows that in many cases the absence of coercion is not beneficial; and Mr
Morley charges me with proving the first proposition by the second. Each is, in facr, proved
independently....”

Rejoinder by Stephen: "Mr Morley quotes only a part of my argument, which is chis: "You
admir thar children and human hn:ings. in “backward stares of society” may be coerced for
their own good. You would let Charlemagne coerce the Saxons, and Akbar the Hindoos.
Why then may not educated men coerce the ignorant? What is there in the character of 2
very commonplace ignorant peasant or perry shopkeeper in these days which makes him a
less bir subject tor coercion on Mr Mill’s principle than the Hindoo, nobles and princes
who were coerced by Akbar?"™
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the imposers? Was the exclusion of householders under ten pounds rental
from the electoral body a self-regarding act? If not, Mr. Stephen is only beating
the air by this talk about force being the wltima ratio. It is an organic part of
Mr. Mill’s doctrine that the whole social force may be exerted in martters
which concern others than the doers. Then, Mr. Stephen retorts, “the
principle cannort be applied to the very cases in which it is most needed—
cases where men happen to be living under a political or social system with
the principles or with the working of which they are not satisfied, and in
which they may fight ourt their differences, the conqueror determining the
matter in dispute according to his own will.” Is this in the least degree true?
Take the most memorable of these cases, the first French Revolution. Will
Mr. Stephen seriously contend that the principle of leaving self-regarding
acts alone could not have been applied to any parts of that rransaction? Hardly
s0, if he reflects that the most monstrous acts of the Revolution were exactly
due to the neglect of this very truth, that there is a province of thought and
action—the self-regarding, namely—which ought to be free from social or
legislative interference. It was precisely because the Jacobins, headed by
Robespierre and Saint Just”, borrowed the principles of Hobbes and Rousseau,®
as Mr. Stephen does; it was precisely because they rode roughshod over such
a principle as Mr. Mill’s, interfered alike with self-regarding conviction and
self-regarding act, and adopted Mr. Stephen’s formula of the & prior’
expediency of identifying che law-maker and the moralist, that the worst
exploits and most fantasric aspirarions which are associated with the French
Revolution stained and perverted the movement. To say therefore thar Mr,
Mill’s principle is incapable of application in the cases where it is most needed,
or that “it assumes the existence of an ideal state of things in which every
one has precisely the position which he ought to hold,” is either to forger
the most tremendous event in modern history, or else to show that you have
never fully considered what Mr. Mill’s principle is.'°

¢ |mltima raria] final argument.

T Maximilien Francols Marie Isidore de Rubrspitrrc {1758—94), French revolutionary leader;
Louis Antoine Léon de Saint-Just (1767 - 94), French revolutionary leader.

* Thomas Hobbes (1588—1679), English philosopher: Jean-Jacques Roussean (1712-78),
French political philosopher.

* | & priord] reasoning from cause to effect; deductive.

¥ Rejoinder by Stephen: “Mr Morley secems to have thought thar [ meant wo say that in a
revolution every sort of intolerance and fanaticism was right. | meant enly o show that
Mr Mill’s fundamental distinetion abour self-regarding acts is shown by the case of
revolutions to be quite unequal ro the weight which he lays upon it. though of course
there are cases in which as a mere practical rule, iv would be usetul in revolurions as well as
at other rimes.”
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3. “If the object aimed at is good, if the compulsion employed such as o
attain it, and if the good obtained overbalances the inconvenience of the
compiilsion, | do not understand how upon wtilitarian principles the compulsion
can be bad. | may add that this way of stating the case shows that Mr. Mill's
simple principle is really a paradox. It can be justified only by showing as a
fact that, self-protection apart, no good object can be atrained by any
compulsion which is not in irself a greater evil than the absence of the object
which the compulsion obrains.” The words in italics are introduced in a
way, and have a significance, which show thar, strange as it may appear, Mr.
Stephen failed from beginning ro end of his criticism to see that the very
aim and object of Mr. Mill’s essay is to show on utilitarian principles that
compulsion in a definite class of cases, the self-regarding parts of conduct
namely, and in societies of a cerrain degree of development, is always bad.
Mr. Stephen’s third proviso in the above quotation could never be complied
with in scIF-rcEarding ACTS, accnrding to his adversary's doctrine, and thar it
could never be complied with, was the central object of Mr. Mill's reasoning,
He did show, or t]mught he had shown, that “as a fact,” the guud obrained
in self-regarding acts could not overbalance the general inconvenience of
the cnmpulsitm- I do not see thar Mr. ﬁtcph:n has an}rwhl:rl: ::Iin::;tl}r
confronted this position in the only manner proper to confute it, namely, by
an enumeration, first, of the advantages of compulsion in self-regarding acts,
second, of its disadvantages, followed by an attempt to strike the balance
between the sum of the advantages and the sum of the disadvantages. The
last three lines of the above quotation involved a similar misunderstanding,
What Mr. Mill had ro show was, not thar any good object atrained by
compulsion was “in itself” a greater evil than the absence of the object
procured by the compulsion, but something quite different, namely this;
that though compulsion may procure objects which are good, yet the general
consequences of the compulsion more than counterbalance the special good.
Thus, to take a well-known illustration; sobriety might perhaps be procured
by some form of coercive legislation, bur the evil inherent in such legislation,
its enervating effect on character, its replacement of self-control, self-respect,
and the rest, by a protective paternal will from without, would more than
counterbalance the advantages of sobriety so gained. This may be a mistake.
Mr. Mill may or may not prove his case. But where is the sense of calling
such a position a paradox?

Hence Mr. Stephen’s third and favourite test of the utility of coercion,—
that it should not be employed at too great an expense—is a mere ignoratio
elenchi'' as against Mr. Mill, who held that in all self-regarding marters it

' ignaoratio elenchi] ignotance of the point in dispure: the fallacy of appearing to refute an
opponent by arguing an unraised point.
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was necessarily employed at too grear an expense. This position Mr. Mill
defended on strictly utilirarian principles....Mr. Stephen has missed one of
the cardinal points in the whole contention, that “it is of importance not
only what men do, but also what manner of men they are that do ic.” It is its
robust and bracing influence on characrer which makes wise men prize
freedom, and strive for the enlargement of its province.” They are nor skilful
considerers of human things,” wrote Milton, “who imagine to remove sin by
removing the matter of sin. Though ve take from a covetous man his treasure,
he has yet one jewel left, ye cannot bereave him of his coverousness. Banish
all objects of lust, shut up all youth into the severest discipline that can be
exercised in any hermirage, ye cannot make them chaste that came not thither
s0. Suppose we could expel sin by this means; look how much we thus expel
of sin, so0 much we expel of virtue. And were I the chooser, a dram of well-
doing should be preferred before many times as much che forcible hindrance
of evil-doing. For God sure esteems the growth and completing of one
virtuous person more than the resrraint of ren vicious,”

The same omission to recognise that the positive quality of liberty is the
essence of the doctrine which Mr. Stephen has hastily rtaken upon himself to
disprove, is seen in such statements as that “Discussions abour liberty are in
truth discussions about a negation. Attempts to solve the problems of
government and society by such discussions are like attempts to discover the
nature of |ig|‘|t and heat h}r inquiries into darkness and cold.” This, by the
way, 15 not so felicitous as Mr. St:phcn’s illustrations sometimes are, for
assuredly he would be a very wretched kind of investigator who thought he
could discover the laws of heat withour reference to the conditions of cold,
or the laws of light without reference to the conditions of darkness. But is it
true that liberty is a negation? You may certainly say, if you choose, that
freedom from import duties is a negation, bur even then [ am not aware that
the comparative advantages of free trade and protection are incapable of
being profitably discussed. Mr. Mill, however, held that liberty was much
more than a negation; and rhat there is plenty of evidence in the various
departments of the history of civilisation thar freedom exerts a number of
positively progressive influences. It was Mr. Stephen’s business to refute this,
if he could. Thar he has failed to do so, further than by a number of blunt
assertions and reassertions to the contrary, is a proof either that he was nort
able to refute the most essential part of Mr. Mill's doctrine, or else that he
did not perceive in whar its essential part consisted. Metaphors about wasps
in a garden, and imaginary dialogues with the warers of a stagnant marsh,
and the like, rcall:..r do not h:lp us. Mr. Stephen had to prove two things.
First he had to show that freedom from interference in the expression of
opinion and in purely self-regarding acts, is not a good thing in its general
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consequences. Most people, he says, cannot be improved by free discussion.
“I confine myself to saying thar the urmost conceivable liberty would not in
the least degree tend to improve them.” But he should not have confined
himself to saying this. He should have tried to demonstrate it, which I cannort
see that he does. Second, Mr. Stephen had to show that though liberty cannot
improve people, compulsion or restraint can. Instead of this, he takes for
granted that because liberty would not improve people, therefore compulsion
must. An assumption that begs the whole question ar issue.

Mr. Carlyle, more tersely than Mr. Stephen, has boldly said, in one of the
Latter-Day Fampfrﬁﬂs,'z thar most pcnp|c are fools. Mr. Mill himself in the
book which has occasioned the present controversy has said something of
the same sort. The essay on Liberty is in fact one of the most aristocraric
books ever written (I do not mean British aristocratic, “with the politest and
gracefullest kind of woman ro wife”). It is nor Mr. Carlyle, bur Mr. Mill,
who speaks of "thar miscellaneous collection of a few wise and many foolish
individuals, called the public.” "No government by a democracy or a
numerous aristocracy ever did or could rise above mediocrity, except in so
far as the sovereign Many have let themselves be guided by the counsel and
influence of the more highly gifted and instructed One or Few. The iniriation
of all wise or noble things comes and must come from individuals; generally
at first from some one individual.” “On any matter not self-evident, there
are ninety-nine persons totally incapable of judging of it, for one who is
capable.” In the face of passages like these it is rather absurd to say thar “the
great defect of Mr. Mill's later writings is that he has formed too favourable
an estimate of human nature”; and it is particularly absurd in a writer who,
two hundred pages further on in the very same book, assures us that it would
be casy to show from Mr. Mill's later works, “what a low opinion he has of
mankind at large.” Which of the two contradictory assertions that he has
made does Mr, Stephen elect to stand by?

Burt now mark the use which Mr. Mill makes of his proposition that ninety-
nine men are incapable of judging a marter not self-evident, and only one
man capable. For this reason, he argues, leave the utmost possible freedom
of thought, expression, discussion, to the whole hundred, because on no
other terms can you be quite sure thar the judgment of the hundredth man,
the one judgment you want, will be forthcoming or will have a chance of
making itselt effectively heard over the incapable judgments. Mr. Stephen
says otherwise, He declares it to be an idle dream “to say thar one man in a
thousand really exercises much individual choice as to his religious or moral
principles, and I doubt whether it is not an exaggeration to say that one man

'3 Latter-Day Pamphlets (1850).
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in @ million is capable of making any very material addition to what is already
known or plausibly conjectured on these matters.” Argal'* beware of accepting
any nonsensical principle of liberty which shall leave this millionth man the
best possible opening for making his material addition; by the whole spiric
of your legislation, public opinion, and social sentiment, habirually
discourage, freeze, browbear, all that eccentricity which would be sure to
strike all the rest of the million in the one man and his material addition. If
Mr. Stephen’s book does not mean this, it means nothing, and his contention
with Mr. Mill's doctrine of liberty is only a joust of very cumbrous logomachy.

We can thus understand how Mr. Stephen comes to accuse Mr. Mill of
worshipping mere variety and “confounding the proposition that variety is
good with the proposition that goodness is various.” Mr. Mill deliberately
held that variety is good on the ground thar it is the essencal condition of
I.'I'IC EFPCEHHEC H.I'ICI gn:.'-wth Urthﬂﬁf new id{'as, EwW Prar_tir_:s. jil= scntimcnts,
some of which must contain the germs of all future improvements in the
arts of existence. It shows an incapacity to understand the essence of the
doctrine, to deal with it by such statements as thar it involves “a worship of
mere variety.” It plainly does no such thing, Mr. Mill prizes variery, not arall
as mere variery, but because it furnishes most chances of new forms of good
presenting themselves and acquiring a permanent place. He prized thar
eccentricity which Mr. Stephen so heartily dislikes, because he perceived
that all new truth and new ways of living, must from the narure of things
H!“-'EFS EPPEHT EECEﬂtIiC T F-ETEEI-I'IE H.'ECU.Etﬂ'ITI{“EI T Dld Dpininns E.I'IEI. Uld WE}"E
of living; because he saw thar most of the personages ro whom mankind
owes its chief steps in moral and spiritual advance were looked upon by
contemporaries as eccentrics, and very often cruelly ill treated by them (on
Mr. Stephen’s principles) for eccentricity, which was in truth the very
deliverance of humanity from error or imperfection. Not all novelties are
improvements, but all improvements are novel, and you can only, therefore,
be sure of improvements by giving eccentricity a fair hearing, and free room
for as much active manifestation as does no near, positive, recognisable, harm
to other people.'

Mr. Stephen, however, has a very qualified faith in improvement. He seems
to think that the only change in the world is the constant multiplication of
the total number of its inhabitants. One of the most extraordinary pieces in
his book is a very strained passage after the manner of Mr. Carlyle—only
not every one can bend the bow of the great Ulysses—to the effect that the
world is like a sort of Stilton cheese, filled with so many millions of

13 [ Argal] therefore. Used humorously to indicate a clumsy or absurd reasoning; alteration of
Latin erge, therefore.
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indomitable cheese-mites. Apart from the lofty poetic quality and delicate
picturesqueness of the trope, it carries its author too far. If men are cheese-
mites, I do not see why, for example, able lawyers should strain every nerve,
writing articles, reading papers, urging politicians, stimulating ministers,
merely in order that a puny group of these cheese-mires, say as many as you
could press up on a thumb-nail—to sustain the nobility of the image—may
have their laws done up into a code. Mr. Carlyle was much more consistent,
He told men they were shadows, and he pursued with loud bursts of not
always musical laughter, Political Economy, and Bentham, and parliamentary
Reform, and everything else that has made the England of to-day a betrer
place for men or mites to live in than it was half a century ago. Mr. Stephen,
to do him justice, gives us very little of this kind of talk. It would be the
stultification of his own special ability if he did so. For law, equally with
freedom, is only interesting and only worth a serious man’s atrention in the
way of reform, in so far as the progress and the improvement which Mr.
Stephen burlesques in the above passage are substantive realities. But his
conception of the possibilities of improvement is a narrow one. He draws
hard and fast lines in respect of each of the greater interests of men, and
anything beyond them he brands as eccentric and chimerical. Mr. Stephen
some years ago hurt the feelings of old fashioned meraphysicians by
delineating the case of an imaginary world in which two straight lines should
be universally supposed to include a space. It is a marter of regret that he has
not an equally courageous and powerful imagination in the region of morals.
If he had, he would have less trouble in sympathizing with the idea thar the

'* Rejoinder by Stephen: “This seems to me like saying ‘genuine banknotes are so valuable
that tor their sake forged banknotes ought to be encouraged.” To regard mere variery as
furnishing most chances of new forms of good presenting themselves and acquiring a
permanent place is to assume that people cannot be trusted ro judge any yariety or alteration
upon its merits. This appears to me altogecher unjust. The truth appears to be thar in chis,
as in other parts of his writings, Mr Mill assumed that the common standards of good and
evil were so thoroughly wrong that if men exercised any discretion as vg the varieties which
they would encourage or discourage, they would do more harm than good, and thar,
therefore, in the present bad stare of affairs the best thing o do was w encourage all
varieties. This view is quire intelligible, though | do not agree with ie.”

“As o eccentricity, surely the commaon use tI:II—]J.HEIJIEL' confines the word to affected
oddity of behaviour. No one, | should suppose, would have called Mr Mill ‘eccentric” for
his peculiar views about women. If he had worn a strange dress, or kept different hours
from every one else, or indulged in any other apparently unreasonable whim, he would
have been eccentric. The eccentricity which, as Mr Morley says, | "hearrily dislike,” is merely
affectation. It would, 1 think, be hard to show thar the great reformers of the world have
been persecuted for ‘eccentricity.” They were persecured becanse their doctrines were
disliked, rightly or wrongly as the case might be. The difference berween Mr Mill's views
and mine is thar he instincrively assumes thar wharever is is wrong. | say. try each case on
its own merits.”
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limits of human improvement, though they exist in every direction, have as
yet not only not been reached, but are not even viable. And if he had
appreciated this idea he would have seen deeper into Mr. Mill’s principle
than to detect, in one of the conditions attending i, nuthing bcyund a
worship of mere variety.

And after all, even if it were so, is he warranted in taking for grantcd that
worship of variety is less creditable or in any way more singular than worship
of unity? Whatever the value of progress may be, says Mr. Stephen, “unirty in
religious belief would further it.” But we really cannort be expected ro rake
Mr. Stephen’s authority for this. Such a proposition is one part of the great
question at issue. | am not aware thar the Byzantine empire, where there
eventually existed a more complete unity of belief than has ever existed in
any other part of Christendom, was the scene of any remarkable furtherance
of progress in consequence. Or take the grear theocracies, ancient Egypr,
Islam under the Caliphs, India under Buddhists or Brahmins, What element
of progress did this unity give? Is not unity of religious belief the very note
of stationary societies? It is no doubt true that uniry in religious belief as in
other things will slowly draw nearer, as the result of the gradual acceprance
b:r" an incr:a&ing I'II.IITIIJCT ﬂr men EF comimon ITIEt].'IDdS ﬂf nbscn’ing -ﬂ.l'ld.
interpreting experience. As Mr. Mill says —"As mankind improve, the number
of doctrines which are no longer disputed or doubred will be constantly on
the increase; and the well-being of mankind may almost be measured by the
number and gravity of the truths which have reached the point of not being
contested.” Bur all the consequences of this quasi-unity may not prove 1o be
beneficial, or favourable to progress, nor is it ar all clear, as Mr. Stephen
rakes for granted, that unity of religious belief would further progress, unless
you replaced the discussions to which such unity had put an end, by some
other equally dividing subject of equal interest to an equal number of
people.’® In Mr. Stephen’s opinion it would be impossible ever to find any
other such subject, for he lays down the proposition which, I confess, strikes
me as truly extravagant that, “If we were all of one mind, and thar upon
reasonable grounds, abourt the nature of men, and their relation to the world
or worlds in which they live, [this is equivalent to previous expressions about
“the attainment of religious truth”], we should be able ar once and with but
little difficulty o solve all the great moral and political questions which at
present distract and divide the world.”

'* Rejoinder by Stephen: “This is exactly in Mr Mill's vein, and | must own that the nervous
fear that a time may possibly come when there will be nothing left to argue about appears
to me about as reasonable as the ‘thought of the exhaustibility of musical combinations of
the seven tones and semitones which make up the octave,” by which Mr Mill tells us
{Autobiography) he was ‘seriously tormented’ ar one time of his life.”
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4. A good deal of rather bustling ponderosity is devoted to proving thar
the actual laws in many points do assume the existence of a standard of
moral good and evil, and thar this proceeding is diamerrically opposed 1o
Mr. Mill's fundamenctal principles. To this one would say, first, that the acrual
existence of laws of any given kind is wholly irrelevant to Mr. Mill’s
contention, which is, that it would be berter if laws of such a kind did nort
exist. Second, Mr. Mill never says, nor is it at all essential to his doctrine o
hold, that a government uugl‘lt not to have “a standard of moral gﬂﬂd and
evil, which the public at larg: have an interest in maintaining and in many
cases enforcing.” He only ser apart a certain class of cases to which the right
or I:Il.ll.'}-" CI-F Enfﬂrccmﬂnt l.'lf rh-E current standard EI.CIE'E- not C‘Ittnd—-'[hf EEIF'
regarding cases.'® Mr. Stephen would not have been any wider of the mark if
he had devoted an equal number of pages to demonstraring against Mr. Mill
that not only society, but an individual, ought to have a standard of good
and evil, which he is to maintain through good report and ill report. Mr.
Mill no more denied this of a government than he denied it of an individual.
All he said was—"It is a mistake to enforce your standard on me, if my non-
recognition of it dees no harm to any one but myself. Clearly there is a
number of matters—lying, unchastiry, and so forth—in which there is no
attempt to enforce the recognised standard of good and evil. I extend this
class of neglected breaches of the current laws of morals, so as to include all
self-regarding martrers whatever.” Consequently, the statement thac the
assumption of a standard of moral good and evil which the public ar large
have an interest in many cases in enforcing, is diametrically opposed 1o Mr.
Mill’s fundamental principle, involves a misunderstanding of thar principle;
and such a statement ignores the plain facr that this principle does
emphatically recognise the right of the state to enforce thar part of its moral
code which touches such acts as are not self-regarding.

'* Rejoinder by Stephen: “As to the first point, surely it is not irrelevant vo show thar Mr Mill
is at issue with the pracrical conclusions to which mose nations have been led by experience.
Those to whom 1 address myself may be disposed to doubt whether a principle which
condemns so many of the instivutions under which they live can be right.

“As to the second point, Mr Mill says in express words: ‘Society, as society, has no right
to decide anything to be wrong which concerns only the individual.” This I think is
equivalent to denying that sociery ought wo have a moral standard, for by a moral standard
I understand a judgment that cerrain acts are wrong, whoever they concern. Whether they
concern the agent only or others as well, is and must be an accident. Mr Morley, however,
thinks that Mr Mill’s npmmn was that seciety may and ought to have a moral standard,
but cught not to enforce it in cthe case of Hlf—r:gardmg acts. [ say, and ateempr th mughnur
the whaole of this chaprer o prove, that as regards the ‘moral coercion of public opinion,
this is neither possible nor desirable, and thar as regards legal coercion, the question whether
it is possible and desirable depends upon considerarions drawn from the nature of law,
civil and criminal. Whether [ am right or wrong [ cannor see that [ have not understood
Mr Mill, or that I have not conrradicted him,”
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A similar neglect to master the real position taken by Mr. Mill is shown
in Mr. Stephen’s remarks about Pilate, and his parallel of the case of a British
officer confronted by a revolutionary teacher in India. “If it is said that Pilate
ought to have respected the principle of religious liberty as propounded by
Mr. Mill, the answer is that if he had done so, he would have run the risk of
setring the whole province in a blaze.” Then in such a case Mr. Mill expressly
lays down the limitation proper to the matter, in a passage to which Mr.
Stephen appears not to have paid attention. “No one pretends,” says Mr.
Mill, “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 to constitute a positive instigation to some mischievous
act.”"’

5. Let us take a concrete case with which Mr. Stephen furnishes us. “A set
of young noblemen of great fortune and hereditary influence, the
representatives of ancient names, the narural leaders of the society of large
districts, pass their whole time and employ all their means in gross debauchery.
Such people are far more injurious to society than common pickpockets,
but Mr. Mill says that if any one having the opportunity of making them
ashamed of themselves uses it in order to coerce them into decency, he sins
against liberty, unless their example does assignable harm to specific people.
It might be right 1o say, "You the Duke of A. by extravagantly keeping four
mistresses, set an example which induced your friend E ro elope with Mrs.
(. and yvou are a grear blackguard for your pains, and all the more because
you are a duke." It could never be right to say, "You, the Duke of A. are
scandalously immoral and ought to be made to smart for it, though the law
cannot touch you.™

' Rejoinder by Stephen: *Mr Morley says upon this that I do not understand Mr Mill. "Mr
Mill expressly lays down the limitation proper to the marter in a passage o which Mr
Stephen appears not to have paid artention. “Even opinions lose their immuniry when the
circumstances in which they are expressed are such as to constitute & positive instigation to
the mischievous act.”’ 1 think it is Mr Morley, in this case, who misundersiands my
argument, or rather does not think it worth while to understand ir. The passage quoted
from Mr Mill is in subsrance only a way of saying rhat you may throw the abetment of a
crime into the form of the expression of an opinion. No doubt you may do so. You may
also throw it into the form of the statement of a facr, as was done by the courtier of
Ahasuerus, who, when Haman gor into disgrace. casually observed, “Behold, also, the
gallows which Haman has ser up.” My argument upon Pilare's case is that the mere preaching
of a religion which relates principally to marters of belief and self-regarding aces may,
under circumstances, tend to disturb the existing social order. If in thar case the
representatives of the existing social order persecute the religion it appears 1o me that the
question whether chey are right or wrong depends on the comparative merits of the religion
which is persecuted and the social order which persecutes. Whether Pilate was righe in
thinking that whar rook place in Judea rhreatened social order directly or indirectly we
cannot tell, bur it was his business by all means to protect social order. This is directly
opposed to the whole of Mr Mill's chapter abour the liberry of discussion.”
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But these two forms of remonstrance by no means exhaust the matter. An
advocate of Mr. Mill's principle might say to the debauched duke one of
three things: (4) “Your grace ought to be made to smart, only it is not worth
while for the sake of making a poor creature like you smart, to invoke a
principle which would endanger really fruitful experiments in living.” (6)
“We are much indebred to you for destroying your influence and characrer.
Society will be more than compensated for the loss of your social services by
the admirable deterrent effect which so hideous a spectacle as your grace, so
conspicuous as your high station makes you, will exert over other dukes and
men, in spite of your friend F., who imitates you. You are the Helot among
dukes.” (¢) “My duke, codifiers and others would like to make you smart by
law. We less peremptory heads perceive that you do smart. You smart by
being the poor gross creature you are.™ Any of these rebukes would lie in the
mouths of those who accepted Mr. Mill's principle, while the single rebuke
which Mr. Stephen has imputed to such persons is the least adequare of the
four, and is cerainly not the rebuke to be found in the Essay on Liberty.'®

Take another case put by Mr. Stephen:—

“A number of persons form themselves into an association for the purpose
of countenancing each other in the practice of seducing women, and giving
the widest possible extension to the theory that adultery is a good thing,
They carry out their objects by organizing a system for the publication and
circulation of lascivious novels and pamphlets calculated to inflame the
passions of the young and inexperienced. The law of England would treat
this as a crime. It would call such books obscene libels, and a combination
for such a purpose a conspiracy. Mr. Mill would not only regard this as
wrong, but he would regard it as an act of persecution if the newspapers
were to excite public indignation against the parties concerned by language
going one step beyond the calmest discussion of such an experiment in living.”

I venture to propound two questions to Mr. Stephen. Is the practice of
seducing women a self-regarding practice? And is the circulation of pamphlets
calculated to inflame the passions of the young an act that hurts nobody but
the circulator? The answer to these questions shows the illustration to be

" Rejoinder by Stephen: “Mr Morley says: ‘But these two forms of remonstrance by no means
exhaust the number. An advocate of Mr Mill's principle might say to the debauched duke
one of three things' (which he goes on to specify). Once more Mr Morley rotally
misunderstands me. The object of the illustration is to expose the Rurility of Mr Mill's
distincrion between the cases in which you may and the cases in which you may not find
fault with a man for vice, which is thar you may do so when his vice inflicts specific injury
on a definite person, and not otherwise. Thus the gist of the charge against the Duke of A
would be that his example hurt F To use the language of special pleading, the declaration
would be demurrable unless it averred special damage. This, 1 say, is futile. It deserves
notice that Mr Morley has not a word to say on the argument of which this illustration is
a very subordinate pare.”
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utterly pointless. It shows the assertion that on Mr. Mill’s principles police
interference would be wrong and public anger would be of the nature of
persecution, to be a prodigious piece of misrepresentation. There was in the
last century a famous case exactly in point, thar of Wilkes and the Franciscans
of Medmenham Abbey. These debauchees were as gross and scandalous a set
of profligares as ever banded rogether. But they conformed ro the conditions
laid down in the doctrine of liberty, and no one thought of interfering with
them. The law in this respect was conformable to Mr. Mill's principle. The
exception to this non-interference shows the true side of this principle, and
confirms the popular acceptance of it, under the circumstances described in
Mr. Stephen’s imaginary and, for the purposes of the discussion, quirte
inapposite case. Wilkes printed ar his privare press a few copies of the Essay
onn Woman, a ribald poem. The government contrived by corrupting a
compositor to obrain a copy of it, it was ordered that Wilkes should be
prosecuted for publishing a blasphemous libel, and he was convicted by the
Court of King’s Bench. This conviction has always been held a miscarriage
of law, because there was no real publication. Mr. Mill's doctrine condemns
the prosecution of Wilkes for the Essay on Woman, as all public opinion
since has condemned it. A man has a right to keep poisons in his closer, it
has been finely said, though he has no right publicly to distribute them for
cordials—which is exactly Mr. Mill’s position. Does Mr. Stephen hold that
Wilkes was justifiably punished for this improperly imputed crime? If not,
where is the force of his illustration?!?

6. At the bortom of all Mr. Stephen’s argumentation lies a fundamental
reluctance to admit that there are such things as self-regarding acts ar all.
This reluctance implil:s a p:rfrctl}r tenable proposition, a proposition which
has been maintained by nearly all religious bodies in the world’s history in
their non-latitudinarian stages. Comte denied the existence of such a division
among acts, and made care of health, cleanliness, sobriety, and the rest, into
social obligations.?” Mr. Stephen does not exactly deny either the possibility
or the expediency of recognising the distinction berween acts that affect only
the doer and acts that affect the rest of society; but if he does not deny this,
neither does he admir it, nor trear admission of it as all important 1o the
controversy. Yet thart, 1 submirt, uught to have been the field of his discussion
on Mr. Mill's doctrine, for it is from thar thatr the other differences really
spring. In default of this larger principle, he is constantly obliged to fall
back on illustrations of the consequences which might, and very probably
would, happen to other people from conduct thar seems fairly definable as
self-regarding. There is one objection obviously to be made to these
illustrations. The connection between the act and its influence on others is
so remote, using the word in a legal sense, though quite certain, distinet,
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and traceable, that you can only take the act out of the self-regarding category,
by a process which virtually denies the existence of any such category. You
must set a limit o this “indirect and at a distance argument,” as Locke called
a similar plea, and the setting of this limit is the natural supplement to Mr.
Mill’s “simple procedure.” Set it where you will, it must, to be a limir ar all,
come a long way short of Mr. Stephen’s notion of self-protection.

In fact Mr. Stephen has failed to state in a definite and intelligible way
his conception of the analysis of conduct on which the whole doctrine of

'* Rejoinder by Stephen: “Upon this Mr Morley says: ‘1 venture to propound two questions
to Mr Stephen. (1} Is the practice of seducing women a self-regarding practice? (2) Is the
circulation of pamphlets calculated 1o inflame the passions of the young an act which hurts
nobody but the circularor?™

“I reply thar each of these questions must, on Mr Mill's principles (though not on
mine), be answered in the affirmative. As to the first, according to Mr Mill, the seducrion
of a woman, force and fraud aparr, is disunctly a self-regarding act. The man’s act regards
the man, and the woman's act regards the woman. In passages already quoted Mr Mill
distinctly justifies the toleration of fornication on the ground thart society as society has no
business to decide anything to be wrong which concerns only the individual. He doubts
whether this extends to the case of a pimp; bur surely seduction is an even more personal
matter than fornication. To question 2 (whether the circularion of pamphlers calculared ro
inflame the passions of the young is an act which hurts nobody but the circularor), 1
answer Yes, on Mr Mill's principles it is, though not on mine. The whole of his argument
on the |ih:rl]' of thuught and discussion 1s directed o prove the pm-p-u-iitiun that the
‘appropriate region of human liberty’ includes ‘absolute freedom of opinion and sentiment
on all subjects, practical or specularive, scientific, moral, or theological’; and he adds, “The
liberty of expressing and publishing opinions may seem to fall under a different principle,
since it belongs ro thar 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 resting in
great part on the same reasons, is pracucally inseparable from ir.”™

“Having regard to these quotations, [ continue the quotation from Mr Morley: ‘The
answer to these questions shows the illustration to be utterly pointless.” Thart is, he would
answer each in the negarive.”

“Which of us has misrepresented Mr Mill, Mr Morley or I¥”

“Mr Morley goes on 1o state the case of Wilkes and the Franciscans of Medmenham
Abbey. “These debauchees’, he says, ‘were as gross and scandalous a set of profligates as
ever banded together. But they conformed to the conditions laid down in the doctrine of
liberty, and no one thought of interfering with them.” He then refers to Wilkes's ‘Essay on
Women' and asks: ‘Does Mr Stephen hold thar Wilkes was justifiably punished for this
improperly imputed crime? i.e. for composing an obscene libel which he published only vo
his private friends in his own house.” I reply that | see no objection whatever to the
punishment either of the Franciscans of Medmenham or of Wilkes, except the pracrical
objections pointed out.... The only reason why such acts should go unpunished is, that no
police or other public authority can be trusted with the power to intrude into privare
sociery, and to pry into private papers. It is like the case of the rule of evidence which
protects from disclosure communications made during marriage between husbands and
wives. The evil is that justice is sometimes defeated, the good that the confidence of married
life is to some extent protected, and the good is held (I think rightly) to overbalance the
harm.”

" In the marter of health, Mr. Mill professed the same opinion. See his Auguste Comre and
Pasitivism. (Morley's note.)
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Liberty rests. To some persons that analysis as performed by Mr. Mill seems
metaphysical and arbitrary. To distinguish the self-regarding from the other
parts of conduct strikes them not only as unscientific, bur as morally and
socially mischievous. They insist that there is a social as well as a personal
element in every human act, though in very different proportions, while
there is no gain, they contend, and there may be much harm, in trying to
mark off actions in which the personal element decisively preponderates,
from actions of another sort. Mr. Mill did so distinguish actions, nor was his
distincrion either metaphysical or arbitrary in its source. As a matter of
observation, and for the practical purposes of morality, there are kinds of
action whose consequences do not go beyond the doer of them. No doubt,
you may say that by engaging in these kinds in any given moment, the doer
is neglecting the actions in which the social element preponderates, and
therefore even acts that seem purely self-regarding have indirect and negarive
consequences to the rest of the world. But to allow considerations of this
sort to prevent us from using a common-sense classification of acts by the
proportion of personal element in them, is as unreasonable as if we allowed
the doctrine of the conservation of physical force, or the evolution of one
mode of force into another, to prevent us from classifying the affections of
matrer independently as light, heat, motion, and the rest. The division
berween self-regarding acts and others, then, rests on observation of their
actual consequences. And why was Mr. Mill so anxious to erect self-regarding
acts into a distant and imporuant class, so important as to be carefully and
diligently secured by a special principle of liberty? Because observation of
the recorded experience of mankind teaches us that the recognition of this
independent provision is essential to the richest expansion of human faculry,
To narrow or to repudiate such a province, and to insist exclusively on the
social bearing of each part of conduct, is to limit the play of motives, and to
thwart the doctrine—which Mr. Stephen at any rate is not likely to disown—
that “mankind obtain a greater sum of happiness when each pursues his
own, under the rules and conditions required by the rest, than when each
makes the good of the rest his only object.” To narrow or to repudiate such
a province is to tighten the power of the majority over the minority, and to
augment the authority of whatever sacerdoral or legislative body may represent
the majority. Whether the lawmakers are laymen in parliament, or priests of
humanity exercising the spiritual power, it matters not. Mr. Stephen and
Comute rest their respective aspirations on a common principle—the assertion
of the social element in every part of conduct. If Comre had lived 1o read
the essay on Liberty he would have artacked it on the same side, by denying
the possibility of saying of any part of conduct that it is self-regarding. Only

he would have denied it boldly, while Mr. Stephen denies it in a timorous

Ome LigerTy * 275



manner—not unnatural, perhaps, in one who holds that self is the centre of
all things, and that we have no motives thar are not self-regarding.

7. We may now notice one or two of Mr. Stephen’s obiter dicta.”' (a) “No
rational man can doubt that Christianiry, taken as a whole and speaking
broadly, has been a blessing to men.” Personally I am of Mr. Stephen’s opinion
that Christianity has been a blessing to men, but I should think twice before
feeling myself entitled on the strength of this conviction to deny the title of
“rational man” to such persons as the learned and laborious Gibbon, the
shrewd, versatile, humane Volraire, the scientific D’Alembert, the philosophic
Condorcet.” But would these eminent men have doubred what Mr. Stephen
says no rational man can doubt, if they had seen the Revolution? Condorcert,
at any rate, saw the Revolution, and it did not shake his conviction, and
men like James Mill and Mr. Grote came after the Revolution, and both of
them doubted, or went beyond doubting, the beneficence of Christianity.
Mr. Stephen makes too much play with his rational man, and reasonable
people. The phrase does not really come to much more than the majority of
the males of a generation, engaged in the pleasing exercise of “that hidebound
humour which they call their judgment.” (&) “There are innumerable
propositions on which a man may have a rational assurance that he is right,
whether others are or are not at liberty to contradict him. Every proposition
of which we are assured by our own senses falls under this head.” Were not
men assured by their own senses that the earth is a plain, and that the sun
revolves round the earth?** It may be said that before Copernicus they had a
rational assurance that they were right in this. The belief was not correct,
burt it was a rational assurance. Precisely; and people would have lived to this
day with their erroneous rational assurance uncorrected, unless Copernicus
had been at liberty to contradict them.? (¢) “The cry for liberty in short is a
general condemnarion of the past.” Not condemnation at all, in any accurarte
or serious sense. In buying a new coat | do not condemn the old one; on the

I | obiter dicta) incidental remarks.

# Edward Gibbon (1737 - 94), English historian; Voltaire, pen name of Francois Marie Arouet
(1694 -1778), French satirist and historian; Jean le Rond d'Alembert (1717 -83), French
mathematician and philosopher; Marie Jean Antoine Condorcet (1743 -94), French
mathematician, philosopher, politician.

3 Rejoinder by Stephen: “No; men were not assured of any such thing. They were assured by
their senses of the appearance of the sun in the morning in the East, at noon in the South,
and in the evening in the West, and they are still assured of the same fact by the same
means. Whether thar appearance is to be accounted for by the motion of the sun or the
motion of the earth was a question on which their senses could tell them nothing.”

** Rejoinder by Stephen: “Do | say they would not? or that Copernicus’s liberty was bad?
Nort at all. [ say only that persecution does not of necessity involve a claim ro infallibilicy,
which Mr Mill asserts. Mr Morley never distinguishes berween the denial of a proposition
and the denial of an argument in its favour.”
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contrary, | look to it with gratitude for helpful service, though it is now
worn out or has become too scanty for me. We do not believe thar the
principle of all things is water, or that number is the principle of martter; but
the rejection of such notions is not equivalent 1o a condemnation of Thales
and Pythagoras.®® On the contrary, we are thoroughly appreciative of the
services rendered by them and their now worn-out speculations in first serting
the human intelligence to work in a certain direction. The catholic church
has contributed immensely to the progress of civilisation; to believe that it
has now become retrogressive and obscurantist is not to condemn its past,
bur its present. Many of the forces of the past are now spent, burt to hold this
is a very different thing from saying that they were never forces, or that as
forces they did no good, and a very different thing from condemning them—
unless Mr. Stephen insists on using condemnation in the same arbitrary and
unprecedented senses which he assigns to coercion. Mr. Stephen lacks
historical perspective; he does not practise the historic method; we see no
Hexibility in his premisses or his conclusions, nor any reference of them w
specific social stages. He is one of those absolute thinkers who bring to the
problems of society the methods of geometry. The cry for liberty, he says,
“has shattered to pieces most of the old forms in which discipline was a
recognised and admirtted good™—as if this were really the one cause, and as
if the old forms had not been previously disorganized by internal decrepitude,
the result of their association with one or two great groups of ideas which
had been slowly robbed of their vitality by a large number of various forces.
(d) “1f Mr. Mill’s view of liberty had always been adoprted and acted on to its
full extent—if it had been the view of the first Christians or of the first
Mahommedans—every one can see that there would have been no such thing
as organized Christianity or Mahommedanism in the world”. To this one
might reply by asking how we know that there might not have been something
far better in their stead. We know what we ger by effective intolerance, but
we cannot ever know whart possible benefactions we lose by it. (&) "Concede
the first principle, that unfeigned belief in the Roman Catholic creed is
indispensably necessary to salvarion, or the first principle, that the whole
Roman Catholic system is a pernicious falsehood and fraud, and it will be
found impossible to stop short of the practical conclusions of the Inquisition
and the Terror. Every real argument against their practical conclusions is an
argument to show either that we cannot be sure as 1o the conditions of
salvation, or thar the Roman Catholic religion has redeeming points about
it.” Unless we agree to limit the meaning of “real” arguments to such as

¥ Thales {6402 -5467 BCE), Greek philosopher and geometrician; Pythagoras, Greek
philosopher of the sixth century BCE.
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would convince the author of these assertions, such a statement is wholly
inadequate. You may belief that the Roman Catholic religion is a pernicious
falsehood and fraud, and that it has no redeeming point abour it, and still
stop short of the Terror, and not only of the Terror but of any coercive
interference whatever, in consequence of this consideration, namely that
falsehoods and frauds in religion are not to be extirpated by massacre or any
penalties of that kind. Why is not that a real argumenc?

Nor is this the only possible restraining considerarion. I may be convinced
that I could stamp out the given form of pernicious belief h}' persecurion,
but yet may be of opinion that for various reasons—such as the effect of
persecution on the characrer of the persecutor, the colour and bias given ro
my own true creed by associating it with cruelry to a false one, and so forth—
for these reasons the evils incident to violent repression would counterbalance
the evils incident to the tolerance of a faich withour a single redeeming point.
Why is not that also a real argument? Mr. Stephen asks any one who doubts
his position to try to frame an argument which could have been addressed
with any chance of success to Philip [1°® against the persecurion of the
Protestants, or to Robespierre against the persecurion of Catholicism. Well,
the two arguments [ have just offered might well have been/ addressed alike
to Philip 11 and to Robespierre. The fact that they would have had no chance
of success, which I admir, is just whar explains the abhorrence with which
the world regards their names. They are arguments resting on a balance of
expediencies, as shown through the experience of mankind. But Robespierre
was proof against such arguments. He believed with Rousseau and Mr.
Stephen in the duty of putting down vice and error coercively. He shared
Mr. Stephen’s enthusiasm “for a powerful and energetic minority, sufficiently
vigorous to impose their will on their neighbours, having made up their
minds as to what is true,” and so forth. Well, according ro the doctrine of
liberty, this cnergetic way of violently imposing your will on other people,
by guillotine or act of parliament, is as futile as it is hateful, and not only a
crime bur a mistake. Like the boisterous paeans of literary men in honour of
coercive energy, eagerness to resort to drastic remedies is the outcome of
mere unscientific impatience.

EpiTor

** Philip I1 (1527 -98), King of Spain from 1556 to 1598,
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8. Revue Des Dewx Mondes22 (1859) 322-52. By Charles de Rémusar.
Translated by Rebecca Frieda Alexander.

[Charles de Rémusar was a leading Orleanist in mid-nineteenth century
France. Although he was exiled, along with Victor Hugo, by Louis-
Napoleon Bonaparte afrer the coup détar of 2 December 1851, he was
politically to the right of Mill. This excerpt is from a lengthy review
essay on the general subject of “Liberty” which includes discussion of

La Liberté, by Jules Simon, and Mill's On Liberty.]

On Civil and Political Liberty

T is remarkable thar, while a distinguished philosopher in our midst

deals with liberty, a philosopher held in high esteem by his fellow citizens
in England approaches the same subject. On Liberty is the title of the work
published by Mr. Stuart Mill. Thus, whether it is absent or present, liberty is
a cherished object of study and reflection for philosophy.

Mr. Mill’s works are not well-known to us, but they have placed him in
the top ranks in his country. He has grear authority and has earned the respect
even of those who do not submit te his views. Those who disagree with him
are often counted among his admirers, if we judge from our own experience;
for he is a vigorous and original spirit, endowed with a powerful talent for
exposition and discussion. Originally, he was an economist, but he is one of
those for whom pnliric:ﬂ economy is linked to philosophy, and his System ﬂf
Logic is a work one cannot neglect, even if it occupies itself little with the
means of finding, proving, and establishing the truth....His reason, superior
to his principles, and his cleverness, equal to his reason, make him a
formidable adversary and critic of those very schools which believe themselves
best equipped ro dispute his ideas. One can separate oneself from his ideas,
bur one must contend with him. One cannot read him without experiencing
a |iw:|}r, combative interest for the sort ufstrugg]: which is present in all his
works, between the force of his spirit and what we must call the weakness of
his fundamental doctrines. The often happy, always meritorious effort to
which he gives himself in order to elevate these doctrines, to bolster them
sOMEenmes h_v salid reasoning, sometimes ]:ry ingenious para]ngisms and b}r
profound and just views [but also] theories one could hardly call profound
and just, and the clever artifice of dialectic he succeeds in employing to
discard or mitigate the unhappy consequences that he himself wants no more
than his adversaries do; finally, a certain sincere sophistication and good
intention which has the virtue of giving rise to the true from the false, and
good from evil, certainly make Mr. Mill one of the most instructive and
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most engaging among those who, in our century, work to base politics on
philosophy.

The question which inspired his latest work is that of knowing the limits
of power which society must exercise over its members. This question is one
of those which, for the past ten years, has most justly preoccupied serious
thinkers, and it is one of the few for which the answer is most difficult. Mr.
Mill did not shy away from a grave difficuley which had already escaped the
most able masters of the liberal school: namely, that in seeking political liberry,
one could not be certain of preserving individual liberty, if one believed
that, to assure the rights of men, it sufficed to abolish ancient forms of
despotism, and to provide through legislation and government a fair
representation of opinion and narional will. One can, in effect, arrive ar the
idea—and the French Revolution has furnished the proof all too well—that
because one has given to all-powerfulness a popular origin, one opens up for
a tyranny of one or many—what am I saying?—for the tyranny of the majority
a vaster, easier field. According to the principle thar one must come 1o the
aid of the weakest, Mr. Mill has mainly concerned himself with the cause of
the individual. He has remarked that, with personal liberty, freedom of
thought and originality of spirit were in danger of perishing under the
oppressive leveler of public opinion become sovereign. He believed he was
seeing, under the influence nfgruwing democracy in his country, the decline
of energy of character and of the superiority of the talented; and it is in the
fear of forefeiring humaniry by leveling that he has undertaken the revision
of the notion of liberty in favor of the individual, not only against power,
but against society; not only against law but against opinion. This thoughe,
honorable in principle, is not withour justice in its application, and it is true
that, even from the side of those who believe themselves most distant from
doctrines of servitude, certain ideas arise which encourage nothing so much
as the subjection of the personality to the community. It is'so much more
fortunate that Mr. Mill declares his antagonism to these insidious and baneful
ideas, and that he joins the advanced ranks of the party which is called
progressive, so that he never shows himself insensitive to the complaints of
democracy, which he has even attempted, in his latest essays on political
economy, to make a part of certain claims of socialism. Finally, Mr. Mill is
one of a few thinkers in England who have appeared to defer 1o the doctrines
of Mr. Auguste Comte—that is to say, to the doctrines which place the
emancipation of humankind in the substitution of the polytechnic school
for the clergy or aristocracy of the Middle Ages, and which, as a consequence,
promise us not liberty so much as a change of despotism. Following these
doctrines, humaniry will fight only for the chaice of tyranes. Mr. Mill is far
from these enormities. Honorably, he protests against the consequences which
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have been imputed to some of his ideas, and rises up with the greatest force
precisely against the excesses of the doctrine [i.e., democracy] which he has
most often been accused of encouraging.

In this connection, we cannot but approve of the spirit in which his work
is conceived, and one will nore how much this spirit is in accord with that
which inspired the work of Mr. Simon. The two writers are artached 10 one
another in claiming, in the general name of liberty, the liberty of the
individual, and this concurring of intentions and efforts of two philosophers
so different in origin about the same doctrine is certainly striking proof of
the importance of the purpose to which they are dedicated, and the gravity
of the danger they wish to avert.

But while Mr. Simon is a student of Plate, Mr. Mill is a primitive disciple
of Bentham. While his spirit opens itself to a crowd of considerations and
ideas which Bentham kept far away from, and while he takes account of
almost all of that which Bentham made serictly abstraction, he does nort at
all renounce the principle of his master, and he does not flee from the
consequences of this principle. Thus, in a work destined to give prevalence
in an absolute manner to a speculative idea abour the prejudices, practices,
and norms of society...he again declares himself a devoted partisan of the
moral system of urilicy. * regard utility,” says he, “as the ultmare appeal on
all ethical questions; but it must be utility in the largest sense, grounded on
the permanent interests of man as a progressive being.” It is by virtue of this
idea, convinced by history that the greatest progress of humanity was the
victory of liberty of the spirit over vulgar prejudice, that every new truth
encounters as its main obstacles the routine and the commonplace, that he
has concluded thar, in the interest of humanity and full freedom of thought,
one must maintain and be dedicated ro this liberty in science, in religion, in
politics, even in morals.... Paradox, peculiarity, even eccentricity, seem to
him as respecrable as the extreme consequences and sometimes legitimate
torms of liberty of thought, and it is not until the moment where the use of
this faculty deals a direct blow to the rights of others, when it hures the
liberty of a third party, thar the intervention of society...is permitted because
it is only then that such intervention has more certain advantages than
possible inconveniences. We believe that, in applicarion, this rule will with
difficulty be observable, so exclusively is it laid down, and we adhere to
several objections which the author of a remarkable article in the National
Review addresses to Mr. Mill; but the rule is so often true, it is so evident
thar, in the greatest number of cases, the right of the chird party is the limit
of the right of the individual, and the claim of COMMURItY intervention,
ultimartely the opposing doctrine, has covered the world with so many abuses
of power that they are far from having totally disappeared, that we cannort
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quibble roo much with Mr. Mill about the applications of his principle. We
declare ourselves with him, in almost all the cases he sets forth, for the
individual against power, that is to say, for individualism against socialism;
but we will not know how to keep ourselves from saying that Mr. Simon
could reach Mill how pure urility would be a fragile foundation on which to
build the inviolability of absolute liberty for individual intelligence. It is in
effect impossible to maintain thar there will never be a case in which the
eventual inconveniences of political or legal action by sociery will be much
less great, less real, less certain, than the dangers of unlimired liberty of the
thinking individual. The delay brought by a censure or prohibition to an
unknown discovery which might not have taken place sometimes, even often,
enters into the balance with the damage brought indirectly burt effectively to
society, that is to say, to all third parties, by the personal opinions or actions
of one who seems, in going astray, not to compromise with anyone bur
himself. And in citing the most odious and least plausible of oppressions,
one would not be able to affirm that liberty of thought in religious marters
has never led to more evils and iniquities in a previously peaceful society
than when unity is forcibly maintained by oppressive custom, or even by the
unjust and easy dominarion of the state over conscience. From the point of
view of utility, one cannot generalize about anything in this regard. If,
notwithstanding these dangers, liberty of conscience must be respected, it is
very simply because it is respectable, and not because it is useful; it is because
it is sacred, and urility has no part in the sacred. I cannot therefore, despite
the forceful argument used by Mr. Mill in his work, deny myself recognition
of the notion of liberty that emerges more complete, stronger, purer, from
the book of Mr. Simon. Like him, [ like to think that in establishing liberty,
a service has not been rendered, but a debr paid....
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9. My Past and Thoughts: The Memoirs of Alexander Herzen (New York:
Knopf, 1968) 111, 1075-85. By Alexander Herzen.

[Alexander Herzen (1812 -70) was a Russian revolurionary and wrirer.
He leftr Russia in 1847, living first in Paris, then in England.]

John Stuart Mill and his Book on Liberty

UT now there appears a book that goes far beyond anything I have said....

The book that I am speaking of was not written by Proudhon, nor even
by Pierre Leroux' nor by any other angry socialist exile:—not at all: it was
written by one of the most celebrated political economists, recently a member
of the India Board, to whom Lord Stan!::}fl three months ago offered a place
in the government. This man enjoys enormous, well merited authority; in
England the Tories read him with reluctance and the Whigs with anger; on
the Continent he is read by the few people (specialists excepted) who read
anything art all except newspapers and pamphlets.

The man is John Stuart Mill,

A month ago he published a strange book in defence of liberty of thought,
speech and the person; | say “strange” for is it not strange that, where Milton
wrote two centuries ago of the same thing, it should be necessary for a voice
ance more to be raised “on Liberty”™? But men like Mill, you know, cannot
write out of sarisfaction: his whole book is imbued with a profound sadness,
not fretful burt virile, censorious, Tacitean. He has spuk:n up because evil
has become worse. Milton defended freedom of speech against the arracks of
authority, against violence, and all that was noble and vigorous was on his
side. Mill's enemy is quite different: he is standing up for liberty not against
an educated government bur against secfery, against custom, against the
deadening force of indifference, perty intolerance, against “mediocriry.”
... This man, full of energy, long versed in affairs of state and theories deeply
thought out, accustomed to regard the world calml}n like an Engﬂshman
and a thinker—this man at last could bear it no longer and, exposing himself
to the wrath of the registrars of civilisation who live on the Neva and the
bookmen with a Western education by the Moscow river, cried: "We are
drowning!”

He was horrified by the constant deterioration of personalities, taste and
style, by the inanity of men’s interests and their absence of vigour; he looks
closely, and sees clearly that everything is becoming shallow, commonplace,

' Pierre Joseph Proudhon (1809 =65), French utopian socialist; Pierre Leroux (1798 1871},
French philosopher, publicist, political figure.
! Edward Stanley (1799-1869), 14th Earl of Derby, British statesman.
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shoddy, trite, more “respectable,” perhaps, bur more banal. He sees in England
{whatTucqu:vi": observed in France) that standard, indistinguishahlc types
are being evolved and, gravely shaking his head, he says to his contemporaries:
“Stop! Think again! Do you know where you are going? Look: your soul is
ebbing away.”

But why does he try to wake the sleepers? What path, what way out has
he devised for them? Like John the Baptist of old he threatens them with
what is coming and summons them to repentance; people will hardly be gor
moving a second time with this renunciatory lever. Mill eries shame on his
contemporaries as Tacitus” cried shame on his: he will not halt them by this
means any more than Tacitus did. A few sad reproaches will not stem the
ebbing of the soul, nor perhaps will any dam in the world. “Men of another
stamp,” he says, “made England what it has been, and only men of another
stamp can prevent its decline.” But this deterioration of individuality, this want
of temper, are only pathological facts, and admitting them is a very important
step towards the way our; burt it is not the way out. Mill upbraids the sick
man and points to his sound ancestors: an odd sort of treatment, and hardly
dl magnanimuuﬁ one,

Come: are we now to begin to reproach the lizard with the antediluvian
ichthyosaurus? Is it the fault of one that it is little and the other was big?
Mill, frightened by the moral worthlessness, the spiritual mediocrity of his
environment, cried out passionately and sorrowfully, like the champions in
our old tales: “Is there a man alive in the field?”

Wherefore did he summon him? To tell him that he was a degenerate

descendant of mighry forebears, and consequently oughrt to try to make
himself like them.

For what?>—Silence.

Robert Owen?, too, was calling upon people for seventy years running,
and equally to no purpose; but he was summoning them for somerhing.
Whether this somerhing was Utopia, fantasy or the truth is not our business
now; whart is important to us is that his summons had an object; bur Mill,
smothering his contemporaries in the grim, Rembrandresque shadows of
the time of Cromwell and the Puritans, wants shopkeepers who are
everlastingly giving short weight and short measure to turn from some poetic
necessity, by some spiritual gymnasrics, into—heroes!. ..

Instead of suggesting any way our Mill suddenly observes: “In the
development of peoples there is a limit, it seems, after which the peoples
stand still, and &ecomes &4 China.”

* Publius Cornelius Tacious, Romman hiscorian and orator of the late first and early second centuries.
* Roberr Owen (1771 = 1858), Britsh industrialist and reformer who, with his son Robert
Dale, established the community of New Harmony, Indiana, in 1825.
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When does this happen?

It happens, he replies, when individualities begin to be effaced, to disappear
among the masses; when everything is subjected to received customs, when
the conception of good and evil is confused with the conception of conformiry
or non-conformity with what is accepted. The oppression of custom hales
development, which properly consists in aspiration towards whar is bester,
away from whar is customary. The whole of history is made up of this struggle
and, if the greater part of humanity has no history, this is because its life is
utterly subjected ro custom.

MNow ler us see how our author regards the present state of the educared
world. He says that, in spite of the intellectual excellence of our times,
everything is moving towards mediocrity, that faces are being lost in the crowd.
This “conglomerated mediocrity” hates everything that is sharply defined,
original, outstanding: it imposes a common level upon everyone. And, just
as in an average section of people there is not much intelligence and not
many desires, so the miscellaneous mediocrity, like a viscous bog, submerges,
on the one hand, everything thart desires to extricate itself and, on the other,
forestalls the disorderliness of eccentric individuals by educating new
generations in the same flaccid mediocrity. The moral basis of behaviour
consists principally in living as other people do: "Woe to the man, and
especially to the woman, who thinks of doing what nebody does; bur woe
also to those who do not do what every one does.” For this sort of morality no
intelligence nor any particular will-power is required: people occupy
themselves with their own affairs, and now and again, by way of diversion,
with some “philanthropic hobby,” and they remain respecrable burt
commonplace.

To this mean belong power and authority; the very government is powerful
in proportion as it serves as the organ of the dominant mean and understands
its instinct.

What sort of thing is this sovereign mean? “In America all whirtes belong
to it; in England the ruling stratum is composed of the middle class.”

Mill finds one difference berween the lifeless inertia of oriental peoples
and the modern petit bourgeois state; and in this, I think, is the bitterest
drop in the whole goblet of wormwood that he offers. Instead of a sluggish,
Asiatic quiescence, modern Europeans, he says, live in vain unrest, in senseless
changes: “In getting rid of singularities we do nor get rid of changes, so long
as they are performed each time by everyone. We have cast away our fathers’
individual, personal way of dressing, and are ready to change the cut of our
clothes two or three times a year, bur only so long as everybody changes it;
and this is done not with an eye to beauty or convenience but for the sake of
change itselfl”
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If individuals cannot get free of this clogging slough, this befouling bog,
then “Europe, despite its noble antecedents and its Christianity, will become
a China.”

So we have come back and are facing the same question. On what principle
are we to wake the sleeper? In the name of whar shall the Habby personality,
magnetised by trifles, be inspired, be made discontented with its present life
of railways, telegraphs, newspapers and cheap goods?

Individuals do not step our of the ranks because there is nor sufficient
occasion. For whom, for what, or against whom are they to come forward?
The absence of energetic men of action is not a cause but a consequence....

The world of which Mill speaks has not arrived at this state of complete
repose. After all its revolutions and shocks it cannot precipitarte its lees: there
is a mass of muck at the top, and everything is turbid: there is not the cleanness
of Chinese porcelain nor the whiteness of Durtch linen. There is much in it
that is immature, misshapen, even sick, and in this connection there lies
before it one more step forward on its own path. It must acquire not energetic
personalities or eccentric passions, but the particular morality of its situation.
For the Englishman ro stop giving false weighr, for the Frenchman to refuse
to give assistance to every police-force, it is not only “respectability” thar is
required, but a stable mode of living,

Then, in Mill's words, England can turn into a China (an improved one,
of course), retaining all her trade and all her freedom and perfecting her
legislation, thart is, easing it in proportion to the growth ufnbligamry Custom,
which deadens the will better than any law-courts or punishments; and France
at the same time can launch herself into the beautiful, marrial stream-bed of
Persian life, which is enlarged with everything that an educated centralisation
puts in the hands of authority, rewarding herself for the loss of all the rights
of man with brilliant attacks on her neighbours and shackling other peoples
to the fortunes of a cenrralised despotism...already the features of Zouaves®
belong more to Asia than to Europe.

Forestalling ejacularions and maledicrions I hasten to say that | am not
speaking here of my desires, or even of my opinions. My task is the purely
logical one of trying o eliminate the brackets from the formula in which
Mill’s resulr is expressed: from his individuality differentials to form the
historical integral.

So the question cannot be whether it is polite to prophesy for England
the fate of China {and it was not I who did this, but Mill himself), or in
good taste to foretell that France will be a Persia; although in all fairness 1 do
not know, either, how it comes that China and Persia may be insulted with

* Zouaves. French infantry unit, composed of Algerian recruits, characterized by colorful
oriental uniforms and precision drilling,
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impunity. The really important question, that Mill does not touch upon, is
this: do there exist the sources of a new vigour to renovate the old blood?
Are there sprouts and sound shoots to grow up through the dwindling grass?
And whart this question adds up to is whether a people will let itself be used
once and for all to manure the soil for a new China and a new Persia,
condemned inescapably to unskilled labour, to ignorance and hunger,
accepting in return that one in ren thousand, as in a lottery, for an example,
encouragement and appeasement to the rest, shall grow rich and turn from
gaten to earer?

The problem will be solved by events: it cannot be solved theoretically,
If the people is overcome, the new China and new Persia are inevitable,
But if the people overcomes, whart is unavoidable is a social revelution,...

If the people in England is routed, as it was in Germany at the time of the
Peasants’ Wars and in France during the July days, then the China foretold
by John Stuart Mill is not far off. The transition to it will take place
imperceptibly; not a single right, as we have said, will be lost, not one freedom
will be diminished: all thar will be diminished is the ability to make wse of
these rights and this freedom,
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10. Constantine N. Leontyev, “The Average European as an Ideal
and Instrument of Universal Destruction.” From Russian
Philosaphy, 11, eds. James H. Edie, James P. Scanlan, and Mary B.
Zeldin. Trans. William Shaeffer and George L. Kline. Chicago:
Quadrangle Books, 1965.

[Constantine N. Leontyev (1831-91) was a Russian physician,
journalist, writer, and diplomat. He wrote this essay berween 1872
and 1874.]

The Average European as an Ideal and Instrument of Universal
Destruction

OHN STUART MiLL.. bases his hopes on the peculiarity and diversity of
J human nature, correctly supposing that the diversity and depth of human
nature renders creations of the mind as well as human actions profound and
powerful. His essay, "On Liberty,” was written with precisely this end in
view; it should not be called *On Liberty,” but rather "On Diversity.”

Mill called his work “On Liberty” cither out of caution, supposing that
this simpler and more ordinary title would be more appealing to routine
minds, or else he was mistaken in considering complete politicaland complete
freedom in everyday lifea necessary condition for the diversified development
of human nature. He identifies these freedoms with the removal of all possible
restraints on the part of society and the state. Being an Englishman, he has
no fear of the state; bur he arracks the despotism of public apinion and the
tendency of contemporary society to “make all men the same.”

“Those whose opinions go by the name ot public opinion,” Mill says,
“are not always the same sort of public: in America they are the whole white
population; in England, chiefly the middle class. But they are always a mass,
that is to say, collective mediocrity” (Leontyev's italics).

Is it possible for thinkers to be original and heterogeneous in their thought
where the [sociopolirical] “ground” is already homogeneous and well
established? Mill proved by his own example that it is not possible, for, while
seeming to be extremely original as the negator of that part of progress which
displeased him, namely the notion of an imtermingling simplification of
nations, classes, and individuals, he himself becomes very ordinary when he
tries to offer something positive in the way of ideals. In his essay
“Representative Government” he is a very ordinary constitutionalist....He
cannot bear the idea of aurocracy; like Buckle, he defames the great age of
Louis XIV. He has no patience with the democratic crudeness of younger
nations such as America and Greece, whose representatives have not yet been
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choked by the public opinion of average gentlemen and therefore sometimes
fight in the halls of congress. In other words, Mill accepts the most ordinary
and proper juste-milien.'

I [_r'urr.r-m:'ﬂ.ru} just {or guldfn} fEdn.
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11. Southern Review V (1869), 249-74,

[Essay review of On Liberty and other works. The Senthern Review was
an American journal published in Baltimore and edited by A. T.
Bledsoc, an advocate of the slave system. Bledsoe seems ro have written
most of the articles in the journal.]

What is Liberty?

E glorify the State, and we honor its laws. "The struggle berween

Liberty and Authority,” says Mr. Mill, “is the most conspicuous feature
in the portions of history with which we are earliest familiar, particularly
that of Greece, Rome, and England.” Now this struggle, this antagonism
berween Liberty and Order, is purely imaginary. Liberty and Order, like
twin stars, lend murual support to each other.... But despotism is not Order,
any more than license is Liberty....

Political desporism itself is desirable, when, in any case, it serves to promorte
the moral freedom of man, or the grear object for which he exists upon
earth. This is, indeed, conceded by the blindest devorees of Freedom: not
even excepting Mr. Mill himself.! Accordingly, in his work On Represensarive
Government, Mr. Mill says: “A people in a stare of savage indl:pcndcnc::...is
incapable of making any progress in civilization uneil it has learnt 1o obey....A
constitution in any degree popular,...would fail ro enforce the first lesson
which pupils, in this stage of their progress, require, [thar is, the lesson of
obedience]. Accordingly, the civilization of such tribes, when not the result
of juxtaposition with others already civilized, is almost always the work of
an absolute ruler, deriving his power either from religion or military prowess;
very often from foreign arms.” Thus, in the case of savage tribes, political
despotism, the most absolure, is deemed indispensable to render them capable
of the very first step in civilization, or social progress.

May, on the same page of the same work, personal servitude itself is
r:cummcndcd el tI'I.C IMEdTs "JF prumuting tht “Frffdﬂmh EIF EI.'ICI'I tribEE.
“Uncivilized races,” says he, "and the bravest and most energetic still more
than the rest, are averse to continuous labor of an unexciting kind. Yert all
real civilization is at this price; without such labor, neither can the mind be
disciplined into the habits required by civilized society, nor the material
world prepared to receive it. There needs a rare concurrence of circumstances,

' The writer here allindes nor only to the passage he goes on to cite but also to the passage in
the introductory chapter of On Liberey in which Mill says that “Despotism is a legitimare
mode of government in dealing with barbarians. provided the end be their improvement,
and the means justified by acrually effecring thar end.”
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and for thar reason often a vast length of time, to reconcile such a people to
industry, unless they are for a while compelled to it. Hence even personal
slavery, by giving a commencement to industrial life, and enforcing it as the
exclusive occuparion of the most numerous portion of the community, may
accelerate the transition to a better freedom than that of fighting and rapine.”
If, indeed, Mr. Mill had only known how deep, and solid, and permanent, is
the foundation of his own apology for “personal slavery” in the narure of
savage tribes, he could scarcely have been so fierce an advocare of the violent
emancipation of the blacks of this country, or of the terrible crusade preached
by the abolitionists for that purpose. Be this as it may, we have, at least, his
own explicit admission, thar slavery is, in certain cases, one of the means or
methods of “freedom” itself....
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“Edward Alexander's work is not just another edition of Mill's
On Liberty. In addition to a solid introduction and the text itself,
the reader encounters a wealth of material essential to placing

the work in its historical and philosophical context. de

Tocqueville's reflections on majoritarian rule; some of Mill's
early letters discussing themes developed at greater length in
On Liberty; his own comments about his work; and comments
by contemporaries of Mill, both informal remarks and sustained
discussions. Alexander should be commended for making this
invaluable material accessible to scholars and students of Mill,

of liberalism, of political philosophy, and of the history of ideas.™
Maria H. Morales, Florida State University

“With an impressively compact and engaging introduction and a
well-chosen selection of ancillary materials, Edward Alexander's
edition of On Liberty is an excellent choice for undergraduate

courses, and will please nineteenth-century specialists as well.”
Eileen Gillooly, Columbia University

Mill predicted that “[t]he Liberty is likely to survive longer than
anything else that 1 have written...because the conjunction of
[Harriet Taylor's] mind with mine has rendered it a kind of
philosophic text-book of a single truth, which the changes
progressively taking place in modern society tend to bring out

in ever greater relief.” Indeed, On Liberty is one of the most 8

influential books ever written, and remains a foundational
document for the understanding of vital political, philosophical
and social issues. In addition to its many useful appendices,
this new edition includes a chronology, bibliography, and a
substantial introduction which outlines Mill’s life and works,
and sets this central work of 1859 in the context both of his
own intellectual development and of the play of ideas and
political forces in Victorian society.

Professor Edward Alexander of the University of Washington is the author of
many books and articles on nineteenth-century literature and thought,
including Matthew Arnold and John Stuart Mill
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