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* Chapter II
WHAT UTILITARIANISM IS

" A passing remark is all that needs be given to the ignorant blunder
of supposing that those who stand up for utility as the test of right
and wrong use the term in that restricted and merely colloquial sense
in which utility is opposed to pleasure. An apology is due to the phil-
osophical opponents of utilitarianism-for even the momentary appear-
ance of confounding them with anyone capable of so absurd a
misconception; which is the more extraordinary, inasmuch as the
contrary accusation, of referring everything to pleasure, and that, too,
in its grossest form, is another of the common charges against utili-
tarianism: and, as has been pointedly remarked by an able writer, the
same sogt of persons, and often the very same persons, denounce the
theory {‘\as impracticably dry when the word ‘utility’ precedes the
word ‘pléasure,’ and as too practicably voluptuous when the word
‘pleasure’ precedes the word ‘utility.”” Those who know anything
about the matter are aware that every writer, from Epicurus to Ben-
tham, who maintained the theory of utility meant by it, not something
to be contradistinguished from pleasure, but pleasure itself, together
with exemption from pain; and instead of opposing the useful to the
agreeable or the ornamental, have always declared that the useful
means these, among other things. Yet the common herd, including
the herd of writers, not only in newspapers and periodicals, but in
books of weight and pretension, are perpetually falling into this shal-
low mistake. Having caught up the word ‘‘utilitarfan,”” while know-
ing nothing whatever about it but its sound, they habitually express
by it the rejection or the neglect of pleasure in some of its forms: of
beauty, of ornament, or of amusement. Nor is the term thus ignorantly
misapplied solely in disparagement, but occasionally in compliment,
as though it implied superiority to frivolity and the mere pleasures
of the moment. And this perverted use is the only one in which the
word is popularly known, and the one from which the new generation
are acquiring their sole notion of its meaning. Those who introduced
the word, but who had for many years discontinued it as a distinctive

appellation, may well feel themselves called upon to resume it if by
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doing so they can hope to contribute anything toward rescuing it

from this utter degradation. ‘
The.creed_which_accepts as the foundation ofmorals. ‘‘utlity”’ or

the ‘““greatest happiness principle’” holds that actions are right in pro-

e e

_ﬁortior;_"\@sm;hg}gﬂ_wtgznd.4to, promo ppiness; wrong as they tend to
produce the. reverse of happiness. By.happiness.is.inténded pleasure
":aziia"fliéwébs'ence of pain; by unbappiness, pain and the privation of
pleasure., To give a clear view of the moral standard set up by the
theory, much more requires to be said; in particular, what things it
includes in the ideas of pain and pleasure, and to what extent this is
left an open question. But these supplementary explanations do not
affect the theory of life on which this theory of morality is grounded—
namely, that pleasure and freedom from .pain_are the only things
destrable as ends; and_ that all desirable things (which areas numerous
in the utilitarian as in any other scheme) are desirable either for plea-
sure inherent in themselves or as means to_the promotion of pleasure
and the prevention of pain. : T

Now such a.theory of life excites in many minds, and among them
in some of the most estimable in feeling and purpose, inveterate dis-
like. To suppose that life has (as they express it) no higher end than '
pleasure—no better and nobler object of desire and pursuit—they
designate as utterly mean and groveling, as a doctrine worthy, only of
swine, to whom the followers of Epicurus were, at a vcf-y early
period, contemptuously likened; and modern holders of the doctrine
are occasionally made the subject of equally polite comparisons by
its Germapn, French, and English assailants.

When éus attacked, the Epicureans have always answered that it is -
not they, but their accusers, who represent human nature in a de-
grading light, since the accusation supposes human beings to be
capable of no pleasures except those of which swine are capable. If

L. The author of this essay has reason for believing himself to be the first person
who brought the word *“utilitarian’” into use. He did not invent it, but adopted it
from a passing expression in Mr. Galt’s Annals of the Parish. After using it as a
designation for several years, he and others abandoned it from a growing dislike to
anything resembling a badge or watchword of sectarian distinction. But as a name
for one single opinion, not a set of opinions—to denote the: recognition of utility as
a standard, not any particular way of applying it—the term supplies a want in the
language, and offers, in many cases, a convenient mode of avoiding tiresome
circumlocutions. : ;
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this supposition were true, the charge could not be gainsaid, but
would then be no longer an imputation; for if the sources of pleasure
were precisely the same to human beings and to swine, the rule of
life which is good enough for the one would be good enough for the

. other. The comparison of the Epicurean life to that of beasts is felt as--

degrading, precisely because a beast’s pleasures do not satisfy 4 human
bemg?ionccgﬁoqs of happiness. Human beings have faculties more

elevated than the animal appetites and, when_once made conscious of

their_gratification. I do not indeed, consider the Epicureans to have
been by any means faultless in drawing out their scheme of conse-
quences from the utilitarian principle. To do this in any sufficient
manner, many Stoic, as well as Christian, elements require to be
included. But there is no known Epicurean theory of life which does

not assign to the pleasures of the intellect, of the feelings;g.’n“glmizr'lagi‘i-

nation, and of the Ar;lwoxl‘;]“_ds»ér:t—bi-ﬁicnts a much higher value as plez
“than to those of mere sensation. ‘It must be admitted, however,
utilitarian writers in general have placed the superiority of mental
over bodily pleasures chiefly in the greater permanency, safety, un-
costliness, etc., of the former—that is, in their circumstantial advan-

tages rather than in their intrinsic nature. And on all these points

utilitarians have fully proved their case; but they’ might have taken -

the other and, as it may be called, higher ground with entire con-
sistency. It is quite compatible with the principle of utility to recognize
the fact that some kinds of pleasure are more desirable and more
valuable than others. It would be absurd that, while in estimating al}
other things quality is considered as well as quantity, the estimation
of pleasure should be supposed to depend on quantity alone.

If I am asked what I mean by difference of quality in pleasures, or
what makes one pleasure more valuable than another, merely as a
pleasure, except its being greater in amount, there is but one possible
answer. Of two pleasures, if there be one to which all or almost all
who have experience of both give 2 decided preference, irrespective of
any feeling of moral obligation to prefer it, that is the more desirable
pleasure. If one of the two is, by those who are competently ac-
quainted_with-both,-placed se. far-above-the-other that they prefer it,
even though knowing.it to.be.attended with a greater amount of dis-
content, and would not resign -it.for.any.quantity of the other plea-
sure_which their nature is capable of, we are justified in_ascribing
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to the preferred enjoyment a superioxit,ywiquualil;}i,Y,S,Qv_f:%{‘_,gg,ggyeigh-
.Ing quantity as-te-render-it;"in comparisony-of small.account,
. Now it is an unquestionable fact that those who are equally ac-
quainted with and equally capable of appreciating and enjoying both
do give 2 most marked preference to the manner of existence which
employs their higher faculties. Few human creatures would consent to

* be changed into any of the lower animals for a promise of the fullest

allowance of a beast’s pleasures; no intelligent human being would
consent to be a fool, no instructed person would be an ignoramus, no

- person of feeling and conscience would be selfish and base, even

though they should be persuaded that'the.fool‘f the dunce, or'the ras-
cal is better satisfied. with his lot than they are with theirs. They
would not resign what they possess more than he for the most com-
plete satisfaction of all the desires which they have in common with
him. If they ever fancy they would, it is only in cases of unhappiness
so extreme that to escape from it they would exchange their lot for
almost any other, however undesirable in their own eyes. A being of
higher fagulties requires more to make him happy, is capable probably
of more acute suffering, and certainly accessible to it at more points,
than one of an inferior type; but in spite of these liabilities, he can
never ‘really wish to.sink into what he feels to'be a lower grade of
existence. We may give what explanation we please of this unwilling-
ness; we may attribute it to pride, a name which is given indiscrimi-
nately to some of the most and to some of the least estimable feelings
of which mankind are capable; we may Tefer it to the love of liberty
and personal independence, an appeal to which was with the Stoics.
one of the most effective means for the inculcation of it; to the love
of power or to the love of excitement, both of which do really enter
into and contribute to it; but its most appropriate appellation is a
sense of dignity, which all human beings possess in one form or other, -
and in some, though by no means in exact, proportion to their higher
faculties, and which is so essential a part of the happiness of those in
whom it is strong that nothing which conflicts with it could be other-
wise than momentarily an object ‘of desire to them. Whoever supposes
that this preference takes place at a sacrifice of happiness—that the
superior being, in anything like equal circumstances, is not happier
than the inferior—confounds the two very' different ideas of happiness
and content. It is indisputable that the being whose capacities of en-
joyment are low has the greatest chance of having them fully satisfied;
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" anda highly endowed being will always feel that any happiness which

he can look for, as the world is constituted, is imperféct. But he can °

learn to bear its imperfections, if they are at all bearable; and they
" will not make him envy the being who is indeed unconscious of the
imperfections, but only because he feels not at all the good .whu.:h
those imperfections qualify. It is better to be 2 human being dissatis-
fied than a pig satisfied; better to be Socrates dissatisfied than a *_‘f_gg/l
satisfied. And if the fool, or the pig, are of a different opinion, it is
‘because they only know their own side of the question. The other
. party to the comparison knows both sides. '

It may be objetted that many who are capable of the higher plea-
sures occasionally, under the influence of temptation, postpone them
to the lower. But this is quite copatible with a full appreciation of
the intrinsic superiority of the higher. Men often, from infirmity of
character, make their election fox:_t};gﬂgggx:qr_ggod, though they know
it to be the less valuable; and this no less when the choice is between
two bodily pleasures than when it is between bodily and mental. They
pursue sensual indulgences to the injury of health, though perfectly
aware that health is the greater good. It may be further objected that
many who begin with youthful enthusiasm for everything noble, as
they advance in years, sink into indolence and selfishness. But I do
not believe that those who undergo this very common change volun-
tarily choose the lower description of pleasures in preference to the‘
higher. I believe that, before they devote themselves exclusively.to the
one, they have already become incapable of the other. Capacnzz for
the nobler feelings is in most natures a very tender plant, easily killed,
not only by hostile influences, but by mere want of sustenance; and
in the majority of young persons it speedily dies away if the occupa-

tions to which their position in life has devoted them, and the society-

‘into which it has thrown them, are not favorable to keeping that
higher capacity in exercise. Men lose their high aspirations as th.ey
lose their intellectual tastes, because they have not time or opportunity
for indulging them; and they addict themselves to inferior pleasures,

not because they deliberately prefer them, but because they are either ~

the only ones to which they have access or the only ones which they
are any longer capable of enjoying. It may be questioned whether
anyone who has remained equally susceptible to both classes of plea-
sures ever knowingly and calmly preferred the lower, though many,
in all ages, have broken down in an ineffectual atterupt to combine
both.
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. From this verdict of the only competent judges, T apprehend there
can be no appeal. On a question which is the best worth having of -
two pleasures, or which of two modes of existence is the most
grateful to the feelings, apart from its moral attributes and from its
consequences, the. judgment of these who. are qualified by know-
ledge of both, or, if they differ, that of the majority among them, must
be admitted as final. And there needs be the less hesitation to accept this
Jjudgment respecting the quality of pleasures, since there is no other
wibunal to be referred to even on the question of quantity. What
means are there of determining which is the aciitest of two pains, or
the intensest of two pleasurable sensations, except the general suffrage
of those who are familiar with both? Neither pains nor pleasures are .
homogeneous, and pain is always heterogeneous with pleasure. What
Is there to decide whether a particular pleasure is worth purchasing
at the cost of a particular pain, except the feelings and Judgment of
the experienced? When, therefore, those feelings and judgment declare
the pleasures derived from the higher faculties to be preferable in
kind, apart from the question of intensity, to those of which the ani-
mal nature, disjoined from the higher faculties, is susceptible, they

7" are entitled on this subject to the same regard. ¢ -

I have dwelt on this point as being part of a perfectly just
conception. of utility or happiness considered as the, directive rule of
human conduct. But it is by no means an indispensable condition to
the acceptance of the utilitarian standard; for that standard is ot the
agent’s own greatest happiness, but the greatest amount of happiness
altogether; and if it may possibly be doubted whether a noble charac-
ter is always the happier for its nobleness, there can be no doubt that
it makes other people happier, and that the world in general is im- -
mensely a gainer by it. Utilitarianism,_therefore, could only attain its
end by the general cultivation of _nobleness of character, even if each

individual were bnlg}wﬁi:i@wﬁf'éﬁfby th«:‘:n_q_bleness of others, and his

own, so far as happiness is concerned, were a_sheer deduction from

the benefit. But the bare enunciation of such an absurdity as this last
renders refutation superfluous. i

According to the greatest happiness principle, as above explained,
the ultimate end, with reference to and for the sake of which all other
things are desirable—whether we are considering our own good or
that of other people—is an_existence_exempt as far as possible from

pain, and as rich.as.possible in_enjoyments, both in point of quantity

and quality;.the test of quality and the rule for measuring it against
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quantity being the preference felt by those who, in their opponux}ities
of experience, to which must be added their habits of self-conscious-
ness and self-observation, are best furnished with the means of com-
parison. This, being according to the utilitarian opinion the end of
human action, is necessarily also the standard of morality, which maz
accordingly be definied ““the rules"and precepts for human conduct,

- by the obsérvance of which an existence such as has béen described

might be, to the greatest extent possible, secured to all mankind; and
not to them only, but, so far as the nature of things admits, to the
whole sentient creation. - . .

e Against this doctrine, however, arises another class.of objectors who

,* short time ago, hadst thou even ¢o be? Next they say that men can do

24

-
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ness which they meant was not a life of rapture, but moments of
such, in an existence made up -of few and transitory pains, many and
various pleasures, with a decided predominance of the active over the
passive, and having as the foundation of the ‘whole not to expect
more from life than it is capable of bestowirig. A life thus composed,
to those who have been fortunate enough-to obtain it, has always
appeared worthy of the name of happiness. And such an ‘existence is

even now the lot of many during some considerable portion of their

lives. The present wretched education and wretched social arrange-
ments are the only real hindrance te-its being attainable by almost all.
The objectors perhaps may doubt whether human beings, if taught

purpose: tranquillity and excitement. With much tranquillity, many

¥ -« say that hﬁppinesS, in any form, cannot be_the rational purpose of A o to consider happiness as the end of life, would be satisfied with such a .
& hurman life and action; because, in the first place, it is unattainable; h,&,—»:,/ moderate share of it. But great numbers of mankind have been satis-

\\“\\l\fl and they contemptuously ask, What right hast thou to be happy?—a U’}f,’/ i fied with much less. The main constituents of a satisfied life appear

\j‘- questiorzl which Mr. Carlyle clinches by the additiorf, What right, a i "L s- to be two, either of which by itself is often found sufficient for the

find that they can be content with very little pleasure; with much ex--
citement, many can reconcile themselves to a considerable quantity of
- pain. There is assuredly no inherent impossibility of enabling even the

&% 2% withous happiness; that all noble human beings have felt this, and 2

. DO

»# 3, could not have become noble but by learning the lesson of Entsagen, =™

o
= or renunciation; which lesson, thoroughly learned and submitted to, %3~ ‘/i'

they. affirm to be the beginning and necessary condition of all virtue. 7%, * * : mass of mankind to unite both, since the two are so far from being

& ~ The first of these objections would 0 10 the root of the matter /;ﬂ ir-xcompafible that thc)f are in natpral‘ .all_i_ancg, the prolongation ?f

\ = Were it well foufldcd; for 1f no happiness. is to be had at all by hl;mm - S zltilerd?:::g_ a i)vrheparéz;xglslior, and exctt.mtg Z msch ft';ztt}ée othter('i It. is

R beings, the attainment-of it cannot be the end of m.oraht)‘f or of any " nly m whom nce amounts 0 2 vice 10 not desire

.. _\rational conduct. Though, even in that case, something mxgy_t stll be . 7 excitement ?ftcr an.mteryal of respose; it is only Fhf)se in- whom the
ursuit of happmess;-but the preventon or mitigation of unhappiness; "% . b it. v

- mmf&%ng&;mr bé'"éﬁirhﬂeﬁrical, there will be all the greater scope _~ to the excitement which preceded it. When people who are tolerably

and more imperative need for the latter, so long at least as mankind
think fit to live and .do not take refuge in the simultaneous act of
suicide recommended under certain conditions by Novalis. When,
however, it is thus positively asserted to be impossible that human
life should be happy, the assertion, if not something like a verbal
quibble, is at least an exaggeration. If by happiness be meant a con-
tinuity of highly pleasurable excitement, it is evident enough that th'ls
is impossible. A state of exalted pleasure lasts only moments or in
' some cases, and with some intermissions, hours or days, and is the
occasional ‘brilliant flash of enjoyment, not its permanent and steady
flame. Of this the philosophers who have taught that happiness is the
end of life were as fully aware as those who taunt them. The happi-

fortunate in their outward lot do not find in life sufficient enjoyment
to make it valuable to them, the cause generally is caring for nobody
but themselves. To those who have neither public nor private affec-
tions, the excitements of life ‘are much curtailed, and in any’ case
dwindle in value as the time approaches when all selfish interests
must be terminated by death; while those who leave after them ob-
jects of personal affection, and especially those who have also culti-
vated a fellow-feeling with the collective interests of mankind, retain
as lively an interest in life on the eve of death as in the vigor of youth
and health. Next to selfishness, the principal cause which makes life
unsatisfactory is want of mental cultivation. A cultivated mind—I do
not mean that of a philosopher, but any mind to which the fountains
/
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of knowledge have been opened, and which' has been taught, in any
tolerable degree, to exercise its faculties—finds sources of inexhaustible
_ interest in all that surrounds it: in the objects of nature, the achieve-

ments of ‘art, the imaginations of poetry, the incidents of history; the -

ways of mankind, past and present, and their prospects in the future.
It is possible, indeed, to become indifferent to all this, and that too
without having exhausted a thousandth part of it, but only when one
has had from the beginning no moral or human interest in these
things'and has sought in them only the gratification of curiosify.
f Now' there is absolutely no reason in {he nature of things why an
" jfamount of mental culture sufficient to give_an intelligent interest in
{ these objects of contemplation should not be the inheritance of every-
{ fone born in a civilized country. As little is there an inherent necessity
" that any human being should be a selfish egotist, devoid of every
feeling or care but those which center in his own miserable indi-
viduality. Something far superior to this is sufficiently common even
_ now, to give ample earnest of what the human species may be made.

Genuine private affections and a sincere interest in the public good -

are possible, though in unequal degiees, to every rightly brought up
" human being. In a world in which there is so much to interest, so

much to enjoy, and so much also to correct and improve, everyone

who has this moderate amount of moral and intellectual requisites is
capable of an existence which may be called enviable; and unless.
such a person, through bad laws or subjection to the will of others,
is denied the liberty to use the sources of happiness within his reach,
he will not fail to find this enviable existence, if he escapes the posi-
tive evils of life, the great sources of physical and mental suffering—
such as indigence, disease, and the unkindness, worthlessness, or
premature loss of objects of affection. The main stress of the problem
lies, therefore, in the contest with these calamities from which it is a
rare’ good fortune entirely to’escape; which, as things now are, cannot
be obviated, and often cannot be in any jmaterial degree mitigated.
Yet no one whose opinion deserves a moment’s consideration can
doubt that most of the great positive evils of the world are in them-
selves removable, and will, if human affairs continue to improve, be
- in the end reducéd within narrow limits. Poverty, in any sense im-
plying suffering, may be completely extinguished by the wisdom of
society combined with the good sense and providence of individuals.
Even that most intractable of enemies, disease, may be indefinitely

[
|
|
+
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reduced in dimensions by good physical and moral education and
proper control of noxious influences, while the progress of, science
holds out a promise for the future of still more direct conquests over

" this detestable foe. And every advance in that direction relieves us

from some, not only of the chances which cut short our own lives,
but, what concerns us still more, which deprive us of those in whom'
our happiness is wrapt up. As for vicissitudes of fortune and other
disappointments connecteéd with worldly circumstances, these are
principally the effect either of gross imprudence, of ill-regulated
desires, or of bad or imperfect social institutions. J:?A/lll the grand

, sources, in short, of human suffering are in a great degree, many of
‘them almost entirely, conquerable by human care and effort;fand

though their removal is grievously slow—though a long succession of
generations will perish in the breach before the conquest is completed,
and this world becomes all that, if will and knowledge were not
wanting, it might easily be made—yet every mind sufficiently intelli-
gent and generous to bear 2 part, however small and inconspicuous,
in the endeavor will draw a noble. enjoyment from the contest itself,
which he would not for any bribe in the form of selfish indulgence
consent to be without. )

And this leads to the true estimation of what is said by the objectors
concerning the possibility and the obligation of learning to do without
happiness. Unquestionably it is possible to do without happiness; it is
done involuntarily by nineteen-twentieths of mankind, even in those
parts of our present world which are least deep in barbarism; and it

._.often has to be done voluntarily by the hero or the martyr, for the
*"sake of something which he prizes more than his individual happiness. '

But this something, what is it, unless the happiness of others or some
of the requisites of happiness? It is noble to be capable of resigning

_entirely one’s own portion of happiness, or chances of it; but, after

all, thig s;lt?fggrjﬁce must be for some end; it is not its own end; and
if we are told that its end is not happiness but virtue, which is better
than happiness, I ask, would the sacrifice be.made if the hero or mar-
tyr did not believe that it would earn for others immunity from
similar sacrifices? Would it be made if he thought that his renuncia-
tion of happiness for himself would produce no fruit for any of his
fellow creatures, but to make their lot like his and place them also
in the condition of persons who have renounced happiness? All honor

/ to those who can abnegate for thgmselves the personal enjoyment of life

1 S
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when by such renunciation they cortribute worthily to increase the
amount of happiness in the world; but he who does it or 'pro"fesses to
do it for any other purpose is no more deserving of admiration than
the ascetic mounted on his pillar. He may be an inspiriting proof of
what men carn do, but assuredly not an example of what they should.
. Though it is only in a very imperfect state of the world’s arrange-
ments that anyone can best serve the happiness of others by the abso-
lute sacrifice of his own, yet, so long as the world is in that irnpel_'fect
state, I fully acknowledge that the readiness to make such a sacnﬁt':e
is the highest virtue which can be found in man. I will add that in
this condition of the world, paradoxical as’ the assertion may be, the .
conscious ability to do without happiness gives the best prospect of
realizing such happiness as is attainable. For nothing except &.mt con-~
sciousness can raise a person above the chances of life by making him
feel that, let fate and fortune do their worst, they have not power to
subdue him; which, once felt, frees him from excess of anxiety con-
cerning the evils of life and enables him, like many a Stoic in the
worst times of the Roman Empire, to cultivate in tranquillity the
sources of satisfaction accessible to him, without concerning himself
‘about the uncertainty of their duration any more than about their
inevitable end. . . -

Meanwhile, let utilitarians never cease to claim the morality of self-
devotion as a possession which belongs by as good a right to them as
either to the Stoic or to the Transcendentalist.- The utilitarian morality
does. recognize. in_human._beings the_power of sacrificing their own
greatest good for the good of others. It only refuses to admit that t]qe
sacxifice js_itselfa-good A sacrifice which does not increase or tend to
increase the sum total of happiness, it considers as wasted. The only
self-renunciation which it applauds is devotion to the happiness, or to
some of the means of happiness, of oethers, either of mankind f:o]lc-zc-
tively or of individuals within the limits imposed by the collective in-
terests_of mankind.

I must again repeat what the assailants of utilitarianism seldom have
the justice to acknowledge, that the happiness which forms the utili-
tarian standard of what is right in conduct.is not the agent’s.own hap-
piness but that of all concerned. As between his own happines§ and
that of others, utilitarianism requires him.to be as strictly impartial as
a disinterested and benevolent spectator. In the golden rule of Jesus
of Nazareth, we read the complete spirit of t.h)e ethics of utdlity. “To
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do as you would be done by,” ‘and ““to love your neighbor as your-

self,”” constitute the ideal perfection of utilitarian morality. As thé”

means of making the nearest approach to this ideal, utility would en-

join, first, that laws and social arrangements should place the hap-

piness or (as, speaking practically, it may be called) the interest of
every individual as nearly as possible in harmony with the interest of
the whole; and, secondly, that education and opinion, which have so

vast a power over human character, should so use that power as to
establish in the mind of every individual an indissoluble association
" between his own happiness and the good of the whole, especially be-
. tween his own happiness and the practice of such modes of conduct,

hegative and positive, as regard for the universal happiness prescribes;

bappiness to himself, consistently with conduct opposed to the gen-
eral good, but also that a direct impulse to promote the general good

-~

. so that not only he may be unable’ to conceive the possibility of

may be in every individual one of the habitual motives of action, and

the sentiments connected therewith may fill 2 large and prominent
plaégfﬁl&ei:j{fﬂliﬁiaﬁgﬁéiﬁgrs‘" senitient..existence, If the impugners of
the utilitarian morality represented it to their own minds in this its
true character, I know not what recommendation possessed by any
other morality they could possibly affirm to be wanting to it; what
more beautiful or more exalted de;vclopmems of human nature any
other ethical system can be supposed to foster, or what springs of
action, not accessible to the utilitarian, such systems rely on for giv-
ing effect to their mandates. ' '

The objectors to utilitarianism cannot always be charged with rep-
resenting it in a discreditable light. On the contrary, those among
them who entertain anything like a just idea of its disinterested

-+ character sometimes find fault with its standard as being too high for

humanity. They say it is exacting too much to require that people
shall always act from the inducement of promoting the general in-
terest of society. But this is to mistake the very meaning of a stan-
dard of morals and confound the rule of action with the motive of it.
It is the business. of ethics.to_ tell us_what are our duties,.or by ‘what
test we may know them; hut no system of ethics requires that the sole
motive of all'we do shall be a feeling.of duty; on the contrary, hinety-
nine hundredths of all our actions are done from other motives, and

rightly so done if the rule of duty does not condemn them. It is the -
/more, unjust to utilitarianism that this particular misapprehension .

1

-
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should be made a ground of objection to it, inasmuch as utilitarian
" moralists have gone beyond almost all others'in affirming that the

‘motive has nothing tp do with the moralitf of the action, though’

much with the worth of the agent. He who saves a fellow creature
from drowning does what is morally right, whether his motive be
duty or the hope of being paid for his trouble; he who betrays the
friend that trusts him is guilty of a crime, even if his object be to
serve another friend to whom he is under greater obligations.2 But
to speak only of actions done from the motive of duty, and in direct
obedience to principle: it is a misapprehension of the utilitarian mode
of thought to conceive' it as implying that people should fix their
minds upon so wide a generality as the world, or society at large.
The great majority of good actions are intended not for the benefit of
the world, but for that of individuals, of which the good of the world

is made up; and tl.he thoughts of the most virtuous man need not on
: a j

2. An opponent, whose inteflectual and moral fairness it is a pleasure to acknowl-
edge (the Rev. J. Llewellyn Davies), has objected to this passage, saying, ‘‘Surely
the rightness or wrongness of saving 2 man from drowning does depend very much

. upon the motive with which it is done. Suppose that a tyrant, when his enemy
Jjumped into the sea to escape from him, saved him from drowning simply in order
that he might inflict upon him more exquisite tortures, would it tend to clearness
to spéak of that rescue as'‘a morally right acton’ Or suppose again, according to
one of the stock illustrations of ethical inquiries, that a man betrayed 2 trust
received from 2 friend, because the discharge of it would fatally injure that friend
himself or someone belonging to him, would utilitarianism compel one to call the
betrayal ‘a crime’ as much as if it had been done from the meanest motive?”’

T submit that he who saves another from drowning in order to kill him by torture l

afterwards does not differ only in motive from him who does the same thing from
duty or benevolence; thé act irlsclf is different. The rescue of the man is, in the case
supposed, only the necessary first step of an act far more atrocious than leaving
him to drown would have been. Had Mr. Davies said, {'The rightness or wrongness
of saving a man from drowning does depend very much’’—not upon the motive,
but—*‘upon the intention,”’ no utilitarian would have differed from him. Mr.
Davies, by an oversight too common not to be quite venial, has in this case con-
founded the very.different ideas of Motive and Intention. There is no point which
utilitarian thinkers (and Bentham pre-eminently) have taken more pains to illustrate
than this. The morality ‘of the action depends entirely upon the intention—that is,
upon what the agent wills o do. But the motive, that is, the feeling which makes
him will soto do, if it makes no diffeyence in the act, makes none in the morality:

though it makes a great difference in our moral estimation of the agent, especially

if it indicates a good or 2 bad habitual disposition—a bent of character from which
useful, or from which hurtful actions are-likely to arise.
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these occasions travel beyond the particular persons concerned, ex-
cept so far as is necessary to assure himself that in benefiting them he
is not violating the rights, that is, the legitimate and authorized
expectations, of anyone else. The multiplication of happiness is,
according to the utilitarian ethics, the object of virtue: the occasions
on which any person (except one in a thousand) has it in his power
to do this on.an extended scale—in other words, to be a public bene-
factor—are but exceptional; and on these- occasions alone is he called

, on to consider public utility; in every other case, private utility, the
interest or happiness of some few persons, is all he has to attend to.
- Those alone the influence of whose actions extends to society in

general need concern themselves habitually about so large an object.

" In the case of abstinences indeed—of things which people forbear to

do from moral considerations, though the consequences in the par-
ticular case might be beneficial—it would be unworthy of an intel-
ligent-agent not to be consciously aware that the action is of a class
which, if practiced generally, would be generally injurious, and that
this is the groundjof the obligation to abstain from it. The amount of
regard for the pu{rlic interest implied in this recognition is no greater
than is demanded by every system of morals, for they all enjoin to
abstain from whatever is manifestly ‘pernicious to society.

The same considerations dispose of another reproach against the -
doctrine of utility, founded on a still grosser misconception of the
purpose of a standard of morality and of the very meaning of the
words “right”” and ““wrong.”’ It is often affirmed that utilitarianism
renders men cold and unsympathizing; that it chills their moral feel-
ings toward individuals; that it makes them regard only the dry and
hard consideration of the consequences of actions, not taking into
their moral estimate the qualities from which those actions emanate.
If the assertion means that they do not allow their judgment respect-
ing the rightness or wrongness of an action to be influenced by their
opinion of the qualities of the person who does it, this is a complaint
not against utilitarianism, but against any standard or morality at all;
for certainly no known ethical standard decides an action to bé gpod
or bad because it is done by a good or bad man, still less because
dong by an amiable, a brave, or a benevolent man, or the contrary.
These considerations are relevant, not to the estimation of actions,

but of persons; and there is nothing in the utilitarian theory incon-

— sistent with the fact that there ‘are other things which interest us in




20 | \ UTILITARIANISM
persons besides the rightness and wrongness of their actions. The
‘Stoics, indeed; with the paradoxical misuse of language which was
part of théir system, and by which they strove to raise themselves

above all concern about anything but virtue, were fond of saying ,

that he who has that has everything; that he, and only he, is rich, is
beautiful, is a king. But no claim of this description is made for the
- virtuous man by ‘the.utilitarian doctrine. Utilitarians are quite aware
that there are other desirable possessions and qualities besides virtue,

and are perfectly willing to allow to all of them their full worth. .

They are also aware that a right action does not necessarily indicate
a virtuous character, and that actions which are blamable often
proceed from qualities entitled to praise. When this is apparent in
any particular case, it modifies their estimation, not certainly of the
act, but of the agent. I grant that they are, notwithstanding, of
opinion that in the long run the best proof of a good character s
good actions; and resolutely refuse to consider any mental disposition
as'good of which the predominant tendency is to produce bad con-
duct. This makes them unpopular with many people, but it is an
unpopularity which they must share with everyone who regards the
-distinction between right and wrong in a serious light; and the
reproach is not one which a conscientious utilitarian need be anxious
to repel. - : . :
If no more be meant by the objection than that many utilitarians
look on tfie -morality of actions, as measured by the utilitarian
standards, with too exclusive a regard, and do not lay sufficient stréss
upon the other beauties of character which go toward making a
human being lovable or admirable, this may be admitted. Utilitarians

who have cultivated their moral feelings, but not their sympathies,

" nor their artistic perceptions, do fall into this mistake; and so do all
other moralists under the.same conditions. What can be said in
excuse for other moralists is equally available for them, namely, that,
if there is to be any error, it is better that it should be on that side.
As a matter of fact, we may affirm that among utilitarians, as among
adherents of other'systems, there is every imaginable degree of rigidity
and of laxity in the application of their standard; some are even puri-
tanically rigorous, while others are as indulgent as can possibly be
desired by sinner or by sentimentalist. But on the whole, a doctrine
which brings prominently forward the interest that mankind have in
the repression and prevention of conduct -which violates the moral
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law is likely to be inferior to no other in turning the sanctions of
opinion against such violations. It is true, the quesdon “What does
violate the moral law?”’ is one on which those who recognize differ-
ent standards of morality are likely now and then to differ. But
difference of opinion on moral questions was not first introduced into
the world by utilitarianism, while that doctrine does supply, if not
always an easy, at all events a tangible and intelligible, mode of
deciding such differences. :

It may not be superfluous to notice a few more of the common
misapprehensions of utilitarian ethics, gven those which are so
obVious and gross that it might appear impossible for any person of
candor and intelligence to fall into them; since persons, even of-
considerable mental endowment, often give themselves so little
trouble to understand the bearings’of any opinion against which they
entertain a prejudice, and men are in general so litdle conscious of
this voluntary ignorance as a defect that the vulgarest misunderstand-
ings of ethical doctrines are continually met with in the deliberate
writings of persons of the greatest pretensions both to high principle
and to philosophy. We not uncommonly hear the doctrine of utility
inveighed against a godless doctrine. If it be necessary to say any-
thing at all against so mere an assumption, we may say that the ques-
tion depends upon what idea we have formed of the moral character

* of the Deity. If it be a true belief that God desires, above all things,

the"happiness of his creatures, and that this was his purpose in their
creation, utility is not only not a godless doctrine, but more pro-
foundly religious than any other. If it be meant that utilitarianism
does not recognize the revealed will of God as the supreme law of
morals, T answer that 2 utilitarian who believes in the perfect good-
ness and wisdom of God necessarily believes that whatever God has
thought fit to reveal on the subject of morals must fulfill the require-
ments ‘of utility in a’supreme degree. But others besides utilitarians
have been of opinion that the Christian revelation was intended, and
is fitted, to inform the hearts and minds of mankind with a spirit
which should enable them to find for themselves what is right, and
incline them to do it when found, rather than to tell (them, except in
a very general way, what it is; and that we need a doctrine of ethics,
carefully followed out, to interpret to us the will of God. Whether
this opinion is correct or nat, it is superfluous he;'e to discuss; since
whatever aid religion, either natural or revealed, can afford to ethical
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investigation is as open to the utilitarian moralist as to any other. He

! can use it as the testimony of God to the usefulness or hurtfulness of

any given course of action by as good a right as others can use it for
the indication of a transcendental law having no connection with
usefulness or with happiness.
Again, utility is often summarily stigmatized as an immoral doc-
strine by giving it the name of *‘expediency,”” and taking advantage of

the popular use of that term to contrast it with principle. But.the
expedient, in the sense in which it is opposed to the right, generally -

“means that which is expedient for the particular interest of the agent
“himself; as when a minister sacrifices the interests of his éouhu:)"?o‘
“keep himself in place. When it means anything betfér than this, it
‘means that which is. expedient for some immediate .object, some
temporary. purpose, but which violates a rule whose observance is
‘expedient in a much higher degree. The expedient, in this sense,
instead of being the same thing with/the useful, is a branch of the
hurtful. Thus it would often be expedient, for the purpose of getting
over- some momentary -embarrassment, or attaining some object
immediately useful to ourselves or others, to tell a lie. But inasmuch

,‘as the cultivation in ourselves of a sensitive feeling on. the subject of

" .veracity- is- one of the most useful, and the enfeecblement of that

feeling one of the most hurtful, things to_which_our-conduct can,_be
__h?sumgznt;al; and 7inasmuch as any, even unintentional,_ deviati
from truthl does that much toward weakening. the trustworthiness
“human_assertion, . which is not_.only_the principal support..of_all
present social well-being, but.the insufficiency. of which does more
than any one“ﬂli"ng‘tlia_t can be named to keep back civilization, vir-

tue, Aeveryt.hi’ng on whichiw,@@pgim.sg_ on the largest scale de- .

pends—we feel that the violation, for a présent advantage, .of a rule of

'such transcendent expediency is not expedient, and that he_who, for .

the sake of convenience to himself or to some other individual, does
. what_depends on him to deprive mankind of the good, and.inflict upon
them_the evil, involved in the greater or less reliance which they
:—gqn place in each other’s words, acts the part of one of their worst

!

N
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unmerited evil, and when the withholding can only be effected by
denial. But in order that_the exception. may. not extend jtself beyond -
the need, and may have the least possible effect in weakening reliance

on veracity, it ought to be recognized and, if possible, its limits.

defined; and, if the principle of utility is good for anything, it must
be good for weighing these conflicting utilities against one another
and marking out the region within which one or the other prepon-
derates. - ' '

Agaig, déft_anders ‘of iitility often find themselves called upon to
reply to such objections as this—that there is not time, previous to

action, for calculating and weighing the effects of any line of conduct 275

on the general happiness. This is exactly as if anyone were to say
that it is impossible to guide our conduct by Christianity because

there is not time, on every occasion on which anything has to be % *
done, to read through the Old and New Testaments. The answer to

the objection is that there has been ample time, namely, the whole

Past duration of the human species. During all that time mankind -2 -
have been learning by experience the tendencies of actions; on which “~,

a
"

g

experience all the prudence as well as all the morality of life are ;:

dependent. People talk as if the commencement of this course of
experience had hitherto been put off, and as if, at the moment when
some man feels tempted to meddle with the property or life of

" ahother, he had to begin considering for the first time whether

murder and theft are injurious to human happiness. Even then I do
not think that he would find the question very puzzling; but, at all -
events, the matter is now done to his hand. It is truly a whimsical
supposition that, if mankind were ‘agreed in considering'utility to be
the test of morality, they would remain without any agreement as to
what is useful, and would take no measures for having their notions
on the subject taught to the young and enforced by law and opinion.
There is no difficulty in proving any ethical standard whatever to
work 1ill if we suppose universal idiocy to be conjoined with it; but
on any hypothesis short of that, mankind must by this time have
acquired positive beliefs as to the effects of some actions on their

happiness; and the beliefs which have thus come down are the rules
of morality for the multitude, and for the philosopher until he has
succeeded in finding better. That philosophers might easily do this,
even now, on many subjects; that the received code of ethics is by no
means of divine right; and that mankind have still much to leamn as

J

—~enemies. Yet that even this rule, sacred as it is, admits of_possible
& exceptions is acknowledged by all moralists; the chief of which is

~

" when the withholding of some fact (as of information from a male-
factor, or of bad news from a person dangerously ill) would save an S
individual (especially an individual other than oneself) from great and _ o/

(e

ey
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to the effects of actions on the general happiness, I admit or rather

earnestly maintain. The corollaries from the principle of utility, like
the precepts of every practical art, admit of indefinite improvement,
and, in a progressive state of the human mind, their improvement is
" perpetually going on. But to consider the rules of morality as improv-
~ able is one thing; to pass over the intermediate generalization entirely

and éndeavor to test each individual action directly: by the first |

-principle is another. It is a strange notion that the aéknowlcdgment
of a first principle is inconsistent with the admission of secondary

ones. To inform a traveler respecting the piace ‘of his ultimate des- -

tination is not to forbid the use of landmarks and dlrccuon-posts on
the way. The proposition that happiness is the end and aim of
morality does not mean that no road ought to be laid down to that
goal, or that persons going thither should not be advised to take one
direction rather than another. Men really ought to leave off talkinga
kind of nonsense on this subject, which they would neither talk nor
* listen to on other matters of practical concernment. Nobody argues
that the art of navigation is not founded on astronomy because
sailors cannot wait to calculate the Nautical Almanac. Being rational
creatures, they go to sea with it ready calculated; and all rational
creatures go out upon the sea of life with their minds made up on

- “the common questions of right and wrong, as well as on many of the
far more difficult questions of wise 4nd foolish. And this, as long as -
foresight is a human quality, it is to be presumed they will continue

to do. Whatever we adopt as the fundamental principle of morality,
we require subordinate principles to apply it by; the impossibility of
doing without them, being common to all systems, can afford no
argument against any one in particular; but gravely to argue as if no
such secondary principles could be had, and as if mankind had
remained till now, and -always must remain, without drawing any
genera] conclusions from the experience of human life is as high a
pitch, I think, as absurdity has ever reached in philosophlcal
controversy. N

The remainder of the stock arguments against utilitarianism mostly
consist in laying to its charge the common infirmities of human
nature; and the general difficulties which embarrass conscientious

persons in shaping their course through life. We are told that a utilitar-

ian will be apt to make bis own particular case an exception to moral
rules, and, whenunder temptation, will see a utility in the breach of

¥
:
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a rule, greater than he will see in its observance. But is utility
the only creed which is able to furnish us with excuses for evil-doing .
and means of cheating our own conscience? They are afforded in
abundance by all doctrines which recognize as a fact in morals the
existence of conflicting considerations, which all doctrines do that
have been believed by sane persons. It is not the fault of any creed,
but of the complicated nature of human affairs, that rules of conduct
cannot be so framed as to require no exceptions, and that hardly any
kind of action can safely be laid down as either always obligatory or
alyays condemnable. There is no ethical creed which does not
temper the rigidity of its laws by giving a certain latitude, under the
moral responsibility of the agent, for accommodation to peculiarities
of circumstances; and under everyfcreed at the opening thus made,
self-deception and dishonest” casmstxy/get in. There exists no moral
system under which there do lo Tiot arise unequivocal cases of conflict-

"ing obligation. These are the real difficulties, the knotty points both

in the theory of ethics and in the conscientious guidance of personal
conduct. They are overcome practically, with greater or with less
success, according to the intellect and virtue of the individual; but it
can hardly be pretended that apyone will be the less qualified for
dealing with them, from possessmg an ultimate standard to which
conflicting rights and duties can be referred. If wility is the ulti-

mate source of moral obligations, utility may be invoked to decide

between them when their demands are incompatible. Though the

- application of the standard may be difficult, it is better than none at

all; while in other systems, the moral laws all claiming independent
authority, there is no common umpire entitled to interfere between
them; their claims to precedence one over another rest on little better
than sophistry, and, unless determined, as they generally are, by the
unacknowledged influence of consideration of utility, afford a free.
scope for the action of personal desires and parualmes We must
remember that only in these cases of conflict between secondary
principles is it requisite that first principles should be appealed to.
There is no case of moral obligation in which some secondary
principle is not involved; and if only one, there can seldom be any
real doubt which one it is, in the mind of any person by whom the
principle itself is recognized.
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T o the beloved an(d dgp?g;zd/mmow of her who was
the inspirer, an art the author, of all that is
best in my writings—the friend and wife whose exalted
sense of truth-aid Fight was my strongest incitement, and
whose approbation-was my chief reward—I dedicate this
volume—Tike all that I 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 insyfficient degree, the inestima-
ble advantage of her revision; some of the most important

portions having been reserved for a more careful re-exam-

ination, which they are now never destined to receive.
Were I but capable of interpreting to the world one half
the great thoughts and noble feelings which are buried in
her grave, I should be the medium of a greater benefit to
it, than is ever likely to arise from anything that I can
write, unprompted and unassisted by her all but unri-
valed wisdom.

ON LIBERTY

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTORY
® The subject of this essay is not the so-called “Iiberty of the will,” so

‘unfortunately opposed to the misnamed doctrine of philosophical
necessity; but civil, or social liberty: the nature and limits of the

_power which can be legitimately exercised by society over the individ-
“ual._A question seldom stated, and hardly ever discussed in general
terms, but which profoundly influences the practical controversies of
the age by its latent presence, and is likely soon to make itself rec-
og'mzed as the vital question of the future. It is so far from being new
that, in a certain sense, it bas divided mankind almost from the re-
motest ages; but in the stage of progress into which the more civilized
portions of the species have now entered, it presents itself under new
conditions and requires a different and more fundamental treatment.
The struggle between liberty and authority js the most conspicuous
 feature in the portions of h ith whi

history 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 posi-
tion to the people whom they ruled. They consisted of a governing
One, or a governing tribe or caste, who derived their authority from
inheritance or conquest, who, at all events, did not hold it at the
pleasure of the governed, and whose supremacy men did not venture,
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2 On Liberty

_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 ex-
ternal enemies. To prevent the weaker members of the community
from being preyed upon by innumerable vultures, it was needful that
there should be an animal of prey stronger than the rest, commis-
sioned to keep them down. But as the king of the vultures would be
no less bent upon preying on the flock than any of the minor har-
pies, it was .indispensable to be in a perpetual attitude of defense
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 what they meant by

liberty. It was attempted in two ways. First, by obtaining a recogni-

tion of certain immunities, called political liberties or rights, which it

was to be regarded as a breach of duty in the ruler to infringe, and

which if he did infringe, specific resistance or general rebellion was
" held to be justifiable. A second, and generally a later, expedient was
the establishment of constitutional checks by which the consent of the

community, or of a body of some sort, supposed to represent its

interests, was made a necessary condition to some of the more impor-
tant acts of the governing power. To the first of these modes of limi-
tation, the ruling power, in most European countries, was compelled,

more or less, to submit. It was not so with the second; and, to attain

this, or, when already in some degree possessed, to attain it more
completely, became everywhere the principal object of the lovers of

liberty. And so long as mankind were content to combat one enemy -

by another, and to be ruled by a master on condition of being guar-
anteed more or less efficaciously against his tyranny, they did not
~gatxy their aspirations beyond this point.
A time, however, came, in the progress of human affairs, when men
céased ‘to think it a necessity of nature that their governors should
¢ an independent power opposed in interest to themselves. It ap-
peared to them much better that the various magistrates of the state
Ashould 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 considerable extent, the

k

~the community of natio
became subject to the_obs
m’-“'\—-....w:' - - M..T-M‘-"\_.
great existing fact. Tt . was now perceived that such phrases as *‘solf-
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previous efforts to limit the power of rulers. As the struggle proceed-
ed for making the ruling power emanate from the periodical choice
of the ruled, some persons began to think that too much importance
had been attached to the limitation of the power itself. That (it might
seem) was a resource against fulérs whose interests were habitually
opposed to those of the peoples{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 protected against its own will. There was no fear of its tyranniz-

ing over itself. Let the rulers be effectually responsible to it, prompt- -
Iy 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 natign’s own power, concentrated and in a form convenient for
exercise:;g his mode of thought, or rather perhaps of feeling, was
commop ameng the last generation of European liberalism, iy the
Continental section of which it still apparently predominates/Those
who admit any limit to what a government may do, except in the
case of such governments as they think ought not to exist, stand out
as brilliant- exceptions among the political thinkers of the Continent.
A similar tone of sentiment might by this time have been prevalent
in our own country if the circumstances which for a time encouraged it

" had continued unaltered.

But, in political and philosophical theories as well as in persons,
success discloses faults and infirmities which failure might have con-
cealed from observation. The notion that the peoplé have no need to
limit their power over themselves might seem axiomatic, when popu-
lar government was a thing only dreamed about, or read of as having

e AT

at~some distant period of the past. Neither was that notion

- necessarily disturbed by such temporary aberrations as those of the

French Revolution, the worst of which were the work of a usurping

. few, and which, in any case, belonged, not to the permanent working

of popular institutions, but to.a sudden and convulsive outbreak
against monarchical and aristocratic despotism. In time, however, a
democratic republic came to occupy a large portion of the earth’s
surface and made itself felt as ‘Giie of the most powerfal Tembers of
7! and cleciive a5 TEspORSIBIE FOVEREERT
ations.and_criticisms which wait upon a_
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1. The United States.
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government,” and “the power of the "'i/:op]le over themselves,” do not
express the true state of the case. ﬁghe “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, practically means the will of the most numercus or the
most active part of the people—the majority, or those who succeed in
making themselves accepted as the majority; the people, consequent-
ly, 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 individ:"
uals loses none of its importance when the holders of power are
regularly accountable to the community, that is, to the strongest
party therein. This view of things, recommending itself equally to the
intelligence of thinkers and to the inclination of those important
classes in European society to whose real or supposed interests de-
mocracy 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 at first, and is
still vulgarly, held in dread, chiefly as operating through the acts of

the public authorities. But reflecting persons perceived that when
society is itself the tyrant—society collectively over the separate indi-
viduals who compose it—its 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 for-
midable than many kinds of political oppression, since, though not
usually upheld by such extreme penalties, it thawes fewer means of
escape, penetrating much more deeply into the details of life, and
enslaving the soul itself. Protection, therefore, against the tyranny of
the magistrate is not enough; there needs protection also against the
tyranny of the prevailing opinion and feeling, against the tendency of
society to impose, by other means than, civil penalties, its own ideas
and practices as rules of conduct on those who dissent from them; to

2. The quotation is from Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America. Tocque-
ville’s influence on Mill is discussed in the introduction to this edition.
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fetter the development and, if possible, prevent the formation of any
individuality not in harmony with its ways, and compel all ‘characters
to fashion themselves upon the model of its own. There is a limit to
the legitimate interference of collective opinion with individual inde-
pendence; and to find that limit, and maintain it against encroach-
ment, is as indispensable t6 a good condition of human affairs as
protection against political despotism.

But though this proposition is not likely to be contested in general
terms, the practical question where to place the limit—how to make
the fitting adjustment between individual independence and social
control—is a subject on which nearly everything remains to be done.
All that makes existerice valuable to anyone depends on the enforce-
ment of restraints upon the actions of other people. Some rules of
conduct, therefore, must be imposed—by law in the first place, and
by opinion on many things which are not fit subjects for the opera-
tion of law. What these rules should be is the principal question in
human affairs; but if we except a few of the most obvious cases, it is
one of those which least progress has been made in resolving. No two
ages, and scarcely any two countries, have decided it alike; and the

-decision of one age or country is 2 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 obtain among themselves appear to them selfevident
and self-justifying. This all but universal illusion is one of the exam-
ples 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 per-
son to others or by each to himself. People are accustomed to believe,
and have been encouraged in the belief by some who aspire to the
character of philosophers, that their feelings on subjects of this nature
are better than reasons and render reasons unnecessary. The practical
principle which guides them to their opinions on the regulation of
human conduct is the feeling in each person’s mind that everybody
should be required to act as he, and those with whom he sympa-
thizes, would like them to act. No one, indeed, acknowledges to him-
self that his standard of judgment is his own liking; but an opinion
on a point of conduct, not supported by reasons, can only count as




one person’s preference; and if the reasons, when given, are a mere
appeal to 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 supported, 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 blamable are
affected by all the multifarious causes which influence their wishes in

regard to the conduct of others, and which are as numerous as those
which determine their wishes on any other subject. Sometimes their
reason; at other times their prejudices or superstitions; often their
social affections, not seldom their antisocial ones, their envy or jeal-
ousy, their arrogance or contemptuousness; but most coramonly their
desires or fears for themselves—their legitimate or illegitimate self-
interest. Wherever there is an ascendant class, a large poxtion of the
morality of the country emanates from its class interests and its feel-
ings of class superiority. The morality between Spartans and Helots,
between planters and Negroes, between princes and subjects, between

nobles and roturiers,* between men and women has been for the most

part the creation of these class interests and feelings; and the senti-
ments thus generated react in turn upon the moral feelings. of the
members of the ascendant class, in their relations among themselves.

Where, on the other hand, a class, formerly ascendant, has lost its

ascendancy, or where its ascendancy is unpopular, the prevailing
moral sentiments frequently bear the impress of an impatient dislike
of superiotity. Another grand determining principle of the rules of
conduct, both in act and forbearance, which have been enforced by
law or opinion, has been the servility of mankind toward the sup-
posed preferences or aversions of their temporal masters or of ﬁleil:r
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

3. Serfs or slaves of ancient Sparta who, because of the harsh treatment they
received, were more inclined to rebel than slaves in some other parts of the Greek
world. '

4. Commoners, as distinct from those of noble descent from whom roturiers
rented land.
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general and obvious interests of society have, of course, had a share,
and a large one, in the direction of the moral sentiments; less, how-
ever, as a matter of reason, and on their own account, than as a
consequence of the sympathies and antipathies which grew out of
the; and sympathies and antipathies which had little or nothing to
do with the interests of society have made themselves felt in the
establishment of moralities with quite as great force.

The likings and dislikings of society, or of some powerful portion
of it, are thus the main-thing which has practically determined the
rules laid down for general obseryance, 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 un-
assailed 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 ought to like or dislike than in ques-
tioning whether its likings or dislikings should be a law to individ-
uals. They preferred endeavoring to alter the feelings of mankind on
the particular points on which they were themselves heretical rather
than make common cause in defense of freedom with heretics gen-
erally. The only case in which the higher ground has been taken on
principle and maintained with consistency, by any but an individual

‘here and there, is that of religious belief: a case instructive in 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 theologi-
cum,® in a sincere bigot, is 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 to permit dif-
ference of religious opinion as that church itself. But when the heat

of the conflict was over, without giving a complete victory to any <

party, and each church or sect was reduced to limit 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 to differ. It is accordingly on this battlefield, 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 what religious liberty it possesses

5. Hatred for those with opposing or unacceptable theological views,




have mostly asserted freedom of conscience as an indefeasible right,
and denied absolutely that a2 human being is accountable to others
for his religious belief. Yet so natural to mankind is intolerance in
whatever they really care about that religious freedom has bardly
anywhere been practically realized, except where religious indiffer-
ence, which dislikes to have its peace disturbed by theological quar-
rels, has added its weight to the scale. In the minds of almost all
religiou§ persons, even in the most tolerant countries, the duty of
toleration is admitted with tacit reserves. One person will bear with
dissent in matters of church government, but not of dogma; another
can tolerate everybody, short of a Papist or a Unitarian; another,

everyone who believes in revealed religion; a few extend their charity .

, a little further, but stop at the belief in a God and in a future state.
Wherever the sentiment of the majority is still genuine and intense,
it is found to have abated little of its claim to be obeyed.

In England, from the peculiar ¢ircumstances of our political his-

. tory, though the yoke of opinion is perhaps heavier, that of law is

lighter than in most other countries of Europe; and there is consider-

able 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 yet learned 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 atterapt of the law to control individuals in things in
which they have not hitherto been accustomed to be controlled by it;
and this with very little discrimination as to whether the matter is, or
is not, within the legitimate sphere of legal control; insomuch that the
feeling, highly salutary on the whole, is perhaps quite as often mis-
placed as well grounded in the particular instances of its application.
There is, in fact, no recognized principle by which the propriety or
impropriety of government interference is customarily tested. People
decide according to their personal preferences. Some, whenever they
see any good to be done, or evil to be remedied, would willingly

instigate the government to undertake the business, while others

prefer to bear almost any amount of social evil rather than add one
to the departments of human interests amenable to governmental

.."/“\’:.
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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 accord-
ing to the belief they entertain that the government would, or would
not, do it in the manner they prefer; but very rarely on account of
any opinion to which they consistently adhere, as to what things are
fit to be done by a government. And it seems to me that in conse-
quence 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 con-

d .

%%,e,object of this essay is to assert one very simple principle, as

titled to govern absolutely the dealings of society with the individ-

ual 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 man-
kind are warranted, individually or collectively, in interfering_with
Jhe liberty of action of.any. of their number is_selfprotection. That
the only purpose for which power can be rightfully exercised over
any member of a civilized community, against his will, is to prevent
harm to others. His own good, either physical or moral, is not a suf-
ficient 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 that, the conduct from which it is desired to deter him
must be calculated to produce evil to someone else. The only part of
the conduct of anyone for which he is amenable to society 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 that of 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
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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 overcox:fﬁng'them; and a
ruler full of the spirit of improvement is warranted in the use .q'f any
expedients that will attain an end perhaps otherwise unattftmable.
Despotism is a legitimate mode of government in dealing mth-baxf
barians, provided the end be their improvement and t.he means justi-
fied by actually effecting that end. Liberty, as a principle, hgs no
application to any state of things anterior to the time when.mank.md
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 improvement by conviction or persuasion (a period long
since reached in all nations with whom we need here»concefn our-
selves), compulsion, either in the direct form or in that of pains and
penalties for noncompliance, is no longer admissible as a means to

\& their own good, and justifiable only for the security of others.

It is proper to state that I forego any advantage which could be

~, derived to my argument from the idea of abstract right as a thing '
NI \\. independent of utility..#Tegard utility as the ultimate appeal on all

ethical questions;® Gt it must be utility in the largest sense, grounded
on the permanent interests of man as a progressive being. Thczse
interests, I contend, authorize the subjection of individual spontaneity
to external control only in respect to those actions of each which
concern the interest of other people. If anyone does an act hurtful to

others, there is a prima facie case for punishing him by law or, where .

legal penalties are not safely applicable, by general disapprob.ation.
There are also many positive acts for the benefit of of;hers Yv]nch l}e
may rightfully be compelled to perform, such as te give evidence in
a court of justice, to bear his fair share in the common defe.nse or
in any other joint work necessary to the interest .Of .the society .of
which he enjoys the protection, and to perform certain acts of individ-
ual beneficence, such as saving a fellow creature’s life or mterposmg
to protect the defenseless against ill usage--things which whenever it

6. Akbar the Great (1542-1605), Mogul emperor of India, and Charlemagne

(768-814), king of the French, were conquerors, unifiers, and renowned organizers
and administrators.

wIntroductory . 11

is obviously a man’s duty to do'he may rightfully be made responsi-
ble to society for riot doing. A person may cause evil to others not
only by his actions but by his inaction, and in either case he is Justly
accountable to them for the injury. The latter case, it is true, requires
a much more cautious exercise of compulsion than the former. To
make anyone answerable for doing evil to others is the rule; to make
him answerable for not preventing evil s, comparatively speaking, the
exception. Yet there are many cases clear enough and grave enough
to justify that exception. In all _things-which regard the external rela-
tions of the individual, he is-de jure-amenable to those whose inter-
ests are concerned, and, if meed be, to society as their protector.
- There are often good reasons for not holding him to the responsi-
bility; 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 con-
trol 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 con-
science of the agent himself should step into the vacant Jjudgment seat
and protect those interests of others which have no external protec-
tion; judging himself all the more rigidly, because the case does not
admit of his being made accountable to the judgment of his fellow
creatures.

But there is a sphere of action in which society, as distinguished -
from“the individual, has, if any, only an indirect interest: compre-
hending all that portion of a person’s life and conduct which affects
only himself or, if it also affects others, only with their free, volun-
tary, and undeceived consent and participation. When I say only
himself, I mean_directly and in the first instance; for whatever affects

“himself may affect others through himself: and the objection which
may be grounded on this contingency will receive consideratio: \m\;‘:
the sequel. This, then, is the appropriate region of human Liberty. It

comprises, first,..the_inward _domain_of _consciousness, demanding
If_]?’e'rt_yﬂ,Qf",.Cs)nSCiencew-in«themmost-«comprehensis{e,ﬁsense,Jihenty~of

_ E,*},.Oilghkfmdv«feelingwabsolute,»ﬁcedom"-'of*xopi—nionwandhscntimmtmon :

all subjects, practical.or.speculative,..scientific, moral, or theological.
The Liberty of expressing and publishing opinions may. seem. to_fall
under a_different principle,..since_it. belongs. to.that part.of the con-
duct.of.an individual which-cencerns-other people;-but,-being almost
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“iof-as-much-importance-as-the-liberty_of.thought itself and resting in
great part on the same reasons, is ‘practiqgl_.lyvinseparablg: from it.

it

econdly, ~the._principle..xequires. Jiberty of tastes _and . pursuits, of
Eé'ﬁi?g_xhe,plamoﬂomlife to_suit our own character, of doing as  we
‘like. subject tosuch_consequences, as may follow, without impedi-
“ment from our fellow ereatures, so long, as what we do does Dot
- barm them, even-though they. should.think. our conduct foolish,. per-
 verse,. ox wrong—Thirdly, from this liberty of each individual follows
‘the libe‘rg;,,w.ith_ip;t“hfﬁs"’dme limits, of combination among individuals;
‘freedom_to. unite_for any_purpose_not involving harm _to oihers: the
persons combining being, supposed.to,be. of fll age and not forced or

CIved.
"N’B‘““éaaéi} in which these liberties are not, on the whole, respecf;-
ed is free, whatever may be its form of government; and none is
completely free in which they do not exist absolute and unql}ahﬁed.
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
-m&, whether bodily or mental and spiritual.
‘Qﬂk Mankind are greater gainers by suffering each other to live as seems
“g00d to themselves than by compelling each to live as seems good_tq
‘the rest. o
}" Though this doctrine is anything but new and, to some persons,
may have the air of 2 truism, there is no doctrine which stands more
directly opposed to the general tendency of existing opinion and prac-
tice. Society has expended fully as much effort in the attempt (accord-
ing to-its lights) to compel people to conform to its notions of per-
sonal as of social excellence. The ancient commonwealths thought
themselves entitled to practice, and the ancient philosophers coun-
tenanced, 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 citizenst»a
mode of thinking which may have been admissible in small republics
surrounded by powerful enemies, in constant peril of being subverted
by foreign attack or internal commotion, and to which even a short
interval of relaxed energy and self-command might so easily be fatal
that they could not afford to wait for the salutary permanent effects
of freedom. In the modern world, the greater size of political com-
munities and, above all, the separation between spiritual and tem-
poral authority (which placed the direction of men’s consciences in

/‘\
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other hands than those which controlled their worldly affairs) pre-
vented so great an interference by law in the details of private life;
but the engines of moral repression have been wielded more strenu-
ously against divergence from the reigning opinion in self regarding
than even in social matters; religion, the most powerful of the ele-
ments 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 conduct, 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 of spiritual domination: M. Comte,” in particular, whose
social system, as unfolded in his Systéme de Politique Positive, aims
at establishing (though by moral more than by legal appliances) a
despotism of society over the individual surpassing anything com-
templated 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 stretch unduly the
powers of society over the individual both by the force of opinion and
even by that of legislation; and as the tendency of all the changes
taking place in the world is to strengthen society and diminish the
power of the individual, this encroachment is not one of the evils
which tend spontaneously to disappear, but, on the-contrary, to grow
-more and more formidable. The disposition of mankind, whether as
- rulers or as fellow citizens, to impose their own opinions and inclina-
 tions 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
ature that it is hardly ever kept under restraint by anything but
ant of power; and as the power is not declining, but growing,
unless a strong barrier of moral conviction can be raised against the
mischief, we must expect, in the present circumstances of the world,

) see it increase. . '
1t will be convenient for the argument if, instead of at once entering
on the general thesis, we confine ourselves in the first instance to g
ingle branch of it on which the principle here stated.is, if not fully,
et 10 a certain point, recognized by the current opinions. This one

7. August Comte (1798-1857) was among the first to treat social phenomena
subjects of scientific investigation. He taught that society should be reorganized
Tight of the scientific principles such investigations revealed.
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branch is the Liberty of Thought, from which it is impossible to

separate the cognate liberty of speaking and of writing. Although
these liberties, to some considerable amount, form part of the politi-
cal 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 under-
stood, 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 zbout 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 I venture on one discussion more.

‘CHAPTER II

OF THE LIBERTY OF
THOUGHT AND DISCUSSION

The time, it is to be hoped, is gone by when any defense would be
necessary of the “liberty of the press” as one of the securities against
corrupt or tyrannical government. No argument, we may suppose, can
"now be peeded against permitting 2 legislature or an executive, not
identified in interest with the people, to prescribe opinions to them
and determine what doctrines or what arguments they shall be al-
lowed to 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 insurrection drives ministers and judges from their propriety;*

-*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 liberty of public discussion has not, however, induced me to
‘alter a single word in the text, nor has it at all weakened my conviction that,
oments of panic excepted, the era of pains and penalties for political discussion
has, in our own country, passed away. For, in the first place, the prosecutions were
‘ot persisted in; and, in the second, they were never, propcrly speaking, political
rosecutions. The offense charged was not that of criticizing institutions or the acts
or persons of rulers, but of circulating what was deemed an immoral doctrine, the

“If the arguments of the present chapter are of any validity, there ought to exist
he fuIIcst Liberty of professmg and dxscussmg, as a matter of ethical convxcuon, any.

itle. I shall content myself with saying that the subject has been at all times one of
he open questions of morals; that the act of a private citizen in stiking down 2
criminal who, by raising himself above the law, has placed himself beyond the
each of legal punishment or control has been accounted by whole nations, and by

hat; right or wrong, it is not of the nature of assassination, but of civil war. (As
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ome of the best and wisest of men, not a crime but an act of exalted virtue; ancL"’
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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 attempt to 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 con-
ceives to be their voice. But I 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 noxicus, when exerted in
accordance with public opinion than when in opposition to it. If all
mankind_minus_one were of one opinion, and only one person were of
the contrary. opinion, mankind would be no more justified in silencing
¢ -if he had the.power, would be justified in
silencing mankind. Were an opinion a personal possession of no value
except to the owner, if to be obstructed in the enjoyment of it were
simply a private injury, it would make some difference whether the
injury was inflicted only on a few persons or on many. But the peculiar
evil of silencing the expression of an opinion is that it is robbing the
human race, posterity as well as the existing generation—those who
dissent from the opinion, still more than those who hold it, If the opin-
ion is right, they are deprived of the opportunity of exchanging error
they lose, what is almost as great a benefit, the

earer perception and, livelier impression of trath Rr_oduced byitscolz.

lision with error.
[t is necessarytoCOBSIAET separately these two hypotheses,

< each of
2 distinct branch of the argument corresponding te-it. We

ek 01 that the instigation to it, in 2 specific case, may be a proper subj
punishment, but only if an overt:act has followed, and at least a probable con-

nection can be established between the act and the instigatigg@;EVen then it is not a -
foreign government but the very government assailed whick zlone, in the exercise of

. sclf-defense, can legitimately punish attacks directed against its own existence.

' Of Thought and Discussion
‘ i
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‘\Rom the means of judging. To refuse a hearing to an opinion he
ayse they are sure that it is false is to assume that their certainty i
yame thing as absolute certainty. A1l silencing of discussion % an
_gssundption of infallibility, Its condemnation may be allowed £b rest
b this\common argument, not the worse for being common.
Unfort\nately for the good sense of mankind, the fact of their falli-
pility is faX from carrying the weight in their practical judgfnent which
‘allowed to it in theory; for while everyon¢ well knows
be\fallible, few think it necessary to take gy precautions
\o fallibility, or admit the supposition/that any opinion
fd¢l very certain may be one of th€ examples of the
error to which thky acknowledge themselves.to/be liable.. Absolute
Ro are accustomed to unlimgted deference, usually
feel this complete confidence in their own opiffions on nearly all sub-
jects. People more happily situated, who sofnetimes hear their opin-
ons disputed and are ngt wholly unused fo be set right when they
pre wrong, place the same, unbounded refiance only on such of their
all who surmpund them, or to whom they
pabitually defer; for in propdytion to 4 man’s want of confidence in
b i S\he ugually repose, with implicit trust,
¢n the infallibility of “the world j# general. And the world, to each
®th which he. comes in contact: his
cléss §f society; the man may be called,
a) and layge-minded to whom it means
apything so comprehensive 34 his own dguntry or his own age. Nor is
his faith in this collective Zuthority at al\shaken by his being aware
that other ages, countried, sects, churches\classes, and parties have
_thought, and even now £hink, the exact revere. He devolves upon his
#sibility of being in the ri¥ht against the dissen-
er people; and it never troukles him that mere

¥y comparison, .almost libex

. als—every age
feld many opinions which subsequent ages have’ deemed not
alse but absurd; and it is as certain that many opintyns, now
pengral will be rejected by future ages, as it is that many, onge gen-
l, are rejected by the present.

The objection likely to be made to this argument would probbl;i
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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 important to
restrain this employment 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 reli-
gion. It is, however, obvious that law and authority have no business
with restraining either, while opinion ought, in every instance, to
determine its verdict by the circumstances of the individual case—con-

demning everyone, on whichever side of the argument he places

himself, in whose mode of advocacy either want of candor, or malig-
nity, bigotry, or intolerance of feeling manifest themselves; but 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
honor to everyone, whatever opinion he may hold, who has calmness
to see and honesty to 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 favor. This'is the
real morality of public discussion; and if often violated, I am happy
to think that there are many controversialists who to a great extent

observe it, and a still greater number who conscientiously strive

toward it.

CHAPTER III

OF INDIVIDUALITY, AS ONE OF
THE ELEMENTS OF WELL-BEING

Such being the reasons which make it imperative that human beings
should be free to form opinions and to express their opinions without
reserve; and such the baneful consequences to the intellectual, 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 without hin-
drance, 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 indispen-
sable. No one pretends that actions should be as free as opinions. On
the contrary, even opinions lose their immunity when the circumstan-
ces in which they are expressed are such as to constitute their expres-
sion a positive instigation to some mischievous act. An opinion that
corn dealers are starvers of the poor, or that private property is rob-
bery, 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. Adcts,
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 unfavorable sentiments, and, when needful, by the
active 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 himself, the same reasons which show that
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; that their truths, for the most part, are
only half-ruths; that unity of opinion, unless resulting from the full-
est and freest comparison of opposite opinions, is not desirable, and
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diversity not an evil, but a good, until mankind are much more capa-
ble than at present of recognizing all sides of the truth, are pn{m}ples
applicable to men’s modes of action not less than to their opinions.
As it is useful that while mankind are imperfect there shoul.d be dif-
ferent opinions, so is it that there should be .dii.ferent experiments of
living; that free scope should be given to varieties of character, sh?rt
of injury to others; and that the worth of c!ifferent modes of life
should be proved practically, when anyone thinks ﬁt.to try them. It
is desirable, in short, that in things which do not primarily c?nccm
others individuality should assert itself. Where not the person’s own
character but the traditions or customs of other people‘ are the rule of
conduct, there is wanting one of the principal ‘ing?e-dlents of hum?n
" happiness, and quite the chief ingredient of individual and social
S . '
Prfngrsaintaining this principle, the greatest difficulty to be encoun-
tered does not lie in the appreciation of means toward an acknow-
ledged end, but in the indifference of persons in gex}e}'al tc?,th'e 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.oyl.{j a co-ctrdmate
“element with all that is designated by the terms civilization, imstruc:
"tion, education, culture, but is itself a necessary part and condition of

all those things, there would be no danger that Liberty shoqld be
undervalued, and the adjustment of the boundaries between it anfl
social control would present no extraordinary difficulty. But the evil
is that individual spontaneity is bardly recognized by the common
modes of thinking as having any intrinsic wo.rth, or desmg 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 shczuld not be good
enough for everybody; and what is more, 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 perbaps rebel-
lious obstruction to the general acceptance of ‘what tht.:se reformers,
in their own judgment, think would be best for I?Jankmd. Few per-
sons, out of Germany, even comprehend the meaning of the doctrine
which Wilhelm von Humboldt,! so eminent both as a savant and as a

‘ » itici d thinker whose
1. Wilhelm von Humboldt (1767-1835), Germ_an p?huaan an c
Sphere and Duties of Government Mill held in high regard. The quotation
chosen by Mill for the frontispiece of On Liberty is from that work.
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 politician, made the text of 2 treatise—that “the end of man, or that
which is prescribed by the eternal or immutable dictates of reason,
and not suggested by vague and transient desires, is the highest and
most harmonious development of his powers to a complete and con-
sistent whole”; that, therefore, the object “toward which ev
human being must ceaselessly direct his efforts, and on which espe-
cially those who design to 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 variety of situations’’:
and that from the union of these arise “individual vigor and manifold
diversity,” which combine themselves in “originality.””*

Little, however, as people are accustomed to a doctrine like that of
von Humboldt, and surprising as it may be to them to find so high a
value attached to individua]ity, the question, one must nevertheless
think, can only be one of degree. No one’s idea of excellence in con-

" duct is that people should do absolutely nothing but copy one an-
other. No one would assert that people ought not to put 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
to live as if nothing whatever had been known in the world before
they came into it; as if experience had as yet done nothing toward
showing that one mode of existence, or of conduct, is preferable to
another. Nobody denies that people should be so taught and trained
in youth as to know, and benefit by the ascertained results of human
experience. But it is the privilege and proper condition of a human
being, arrived at the maturity of his faculties, to use and interpret
experience in his own way. It is for him to find out what 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 what their experience has taught them—
- presumptive 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 unsuitable to him. Customs are made
_for customary circumstances and customary characters; and his cir-
cumstances or his character may be uncustomary. Thirdly, though
the customs be both good as customs and suitable to him, yet to

*The Sphere and Duties of Government, from the German of Baron Wilhelm
von Humboldt, pp. 11-13. ,
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stom merely as custom does not educate or develop in
;(i)::foar:; t:f c:llle qualiﬁesywhich axe the distiflcaiv;e endowmel?t e?f a
human being. The human faculties of perception, judgment, discrimi-
native feeling, mental activity, and even moral prei:erence are exer-
cised only in making a choice. He who does anythmg Pecz?use it is
the custor makes no choice. He gains no practice elfher in discerning
or in desiring what is best. The mental and moral, ]{ke the muscu.]ar,
powers are improved only by being used. The faculties are called into
no exercise by doing a thing merely betause others do it, no more
than by believing a thing only because others beh:sve 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 am act are not such.as are
consentaneous to his own feelings and MCta (where affection, or
the rights of others, are not concerned), it is so r.nuf:h done mowa.rd
rendering his feelings and character inert and torpid instead of active
etic. ‘o
mkgce:vii lets the world, or his own portion of it, choose hls plan of
life for him has no need of any other faculty than the apc-hkt:: one of
imitation. He who chooses his plan for himself employs all his facul-
ties. He must use observation to see, reasoning an.d qudg:mem to f?r&
see, activity to gather materials for decision, discrimination to demd?,
and when he has decided, firmness and self-control to hold to his
deliberate decision. And these qualities he requires and exercises ex-
actly in proportion as the part of his condflct which he determines
according to his own judgment and feelings is a large one. It is ]possn;_
ble that he might be guided in some good path, an‘d kept.out o
barm’s way, without any of these things. But what will be his com-
parative worth as 2 human being? It really is of importance, not on}y
what men do, but also what manner of oen ﬂl.:ey are that do {t.
Among the works of man which human life is righty cimployed. in
perfecting and beautifying, the first in impommcc.: surely is man him-
self. Supposing it were possible to get houses built, corn grown, baz
tles fought, causes tried, and even churches ere?ted and prayers sai
by machinery—by automatons in human form—it would be a consid-
erable 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 ?f what nature can and
will produce. Human nature is not a machine to be built after a

wodel, and set to do exactly the work prescribed for it, but a tree, .
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which requires to grow and develop 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 exer-
cise their understandings, and that an intelligent following of custom,
or even occasionally an intelligent deviation from custom, is better
than 2 blind and simply mechanical adhesion to it. To a certain ex-
tent it is admitted that our understanding should be our own; but
there is not the same willingness to admit that our desires and
fmpulses should be our own likewise, or that to possess impulses of
our own, and of any strength, is anything but 2 peril and 2 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 set of aims and inclinations
is developed into stremgth, while others, which ought to coexist with
them, remain wezk and inactive, It is not because men’s desires are
strong that they act ill; it is because their consciences are weak.
There is no natural connection between strong impulses and a weak
- conscience. The natural connection is the other way. To say that one
- person’s desires and feelings are stronger and more various than
- those of another is merely to say that he has more of the raw material
- of human nature and is therefore 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 more good may al-
- ways be made of an energetic nature than of an indolent and impas-

sive one. Those who have most natural feeling are always those
whose cultivated feelings may be made the strongest. The same

the cultivation of these that society both does its duty and protects
ts interests, not by rejecting the stuff of which heroes are made, be-
cause it knows not how to make 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 mpulses are not his own has no
character, no more than a steam engine has a character. If, in addi-
on to being his own, his impulses are strong and are under the gov-
ernment of a strong will, he has an energetic character. Whoever

s that individuality of desires and impulses should not be en-
uraged to unfold itself must maintain that society has no need of
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strong natures—is not the better for containing many persons who

have much character—and that 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 difficulty 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 contro] all his life in order to
control his character—which society had not found any other suffi-
cient means of binding. But society has now fairly got the better of
individuality; and the danger which threatens human nature is not
the excess, but the deficiency, of personal impulses and preferences.
Things are vastly changed since the passions of those who- were
strong by station or by personal endowment were in a state of habit-
ual rebellion against laws and ordinances, and required to be rigor-
ously 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, everyone lives as under the eye of a hostile and
dreaded censorship. Not only in .what concerns others, but in what
concerns only themselves, the individual or the family do not ask
themselves, what do I prefer? or, what would suit my character and
disposition? or, what would allow the best and highest in me to have
fair play and enable it to grow and thrive? They 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, conformity
is the first thing thought 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 fol-
- lowing their own nature they have no nature to follow: their human
capacities are withered and starved; they become incapable of any
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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 theory. According to that, the one great
offense 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 2 duty is a sin.”” Human nature
being radically corrupt, there is no redemption for anyone until
human nature is killed within him. To one holding this theory of life,
crushing out any of the human faculties, capacities, and susceptibili-
ties is no evil: man needs no capacity but that of surrendering him-
self to the will of God; and if he uses any of his faculties for any .
other purpose but to do that supposed will more effectually, he is
better without them. This is the theory of Calvinism; and it is held,
in a mitigated form, by many who do not consider themselves Calvin-
ists; 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 con-

. dition 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 doubt, sin-
cerely 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 pature made them. But 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 that 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: 2 conception of humanity as having its nature
bestowed on it for other purposes than merely to be abnegated. ““Pa-
gan self-assertion’ is one of the elements of human worth, as well as
“Christian self-denial.”’* There is a Greek ideal of self-development,

*Sterling’s Essays.
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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 without anything

ooc'l which belonged to John Knox.2

It is not by wearing down into uniformity all that is individual in
th mselves, but by cultivating it and calling it forth, within the limits
imposed by the rights and interests of others, that human beings be-
come a noble and beautiful object of contemplation; and as the
works partake the character of those who do them, by the same pro--
cess human life also becomes rich, diversified, and animating, fur-
nishing more abundant aliment to high thoughts and elevating feel-
ings, and strengthening the tie which binds every individual to the
race, by making the race infinitely better worth belonging to. In

roportion to the development of his individuality, each person_

becomes more valuable {o himself, and 1s, therefore, capable of of being.
“Hoxe valuable.to_others, /I hiere is 2 greater fullness of life about his
“own existence, and whe \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 inclinations to the injury
of others are chiefly obtained 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 restraint put upon the selfish part. To be held to rigid rules
of justice for the sake of others develops 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, develops
nothing valuable except such force of character as may unfold itself

2.In his Essays and Tales John Sterling contrasts pagan and Christian virtues.
Mill's point here is that it is not necessary to be self-denying in order to have the
virtues of a citizen or even of a political leader. Pericles of Athens (495-429 B.C)
combined both “pagan self-assertion” and the other classical virtues of private life
with an outstanding career as a political leader. Alcibiades (d. 404 B.C) was an
Athenian of great intellectual and political talents whose dissipation and personal
ambition made him 2 Liability to his country.
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in resisting the restraint. If acquiesced im, it dulls and blunts the
whole nature. To give any fair play to the nature of each, it is essen-
tial that different persons should be allowed to lead different lives. In
proportion as this latitude has been exercised in any age has that age
been noteworthy to posterity. Even despotism does not produce its
worst effects so long as individuality exists under it; and whatever
crushes_mdmduahty.,ns.dequnsm, by whatever.name.it may be called
‘and whether it pprofesses_to_be enforcing the wﬂl of God | or_the in.__

T e L

‘“'Havmg said that Individuality is the same thing with develop-
ment, and that it is only the cultivation of individuality which pro-
duces, or can produce, well-developed human beings, I might here
close the argument; for what more or better can be said of any condi-
tion of human affairs than that it brings human beings themselves
nearer to the best thing they can be? Or what worse can be said of
any obstruction to good than that it prevents this? Doubtless, how-

_ ever, these considerations will not suffice to convince those who most

need convincing; and it is necessary further to show that these de-
veloped human beings are of some use to the undeveloped—to
point out to those who do not desire liberty, and would not avail
themselves of it, that they may be in some intelligible manner re-
warded for allowing other people to make use of it without hin-
drance.

In the first place, then, I would suggest that they might possibly
learn something from them. It will not be denied by anybody that
originality is a valuable element in human affairs. There is always
need of persons mot only to discover new truths and point out when
what were once truths are true no longer, but also to commence new
practices and set. the example of more enlightened conduct and better
taste and sense in human life. This cannot well be gainsaid by any-
body who does not believe that the world has already attained per-
fection in all its ways and practices. It is true that this benefit is not
capable of being rendered by everybody alike; there are but few per-

"soms, in comparison with the whole of mankind, whose experiments,

if adopted by others, would be likely to be any improvement or
established practice. 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
to be done, would human intellect cease to be necessary? Would it be
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a reason why those who do the old things should forget why they are
done, and do them like cattle, not like human beings? There is only
too great 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.groun'ds of those beliefs
and practices from becoming merely tradinona%l, such dead matter
would not resist the sma]l/est shock from anything really alive, aqd
there would be no reason”why civilization, should not die out, as in
the Byzantine Empirﬁ;rsons of gen}/u,( it is tmi;, are, and are al-
ways likely to be, a small minority; .but in order to ¢ ‘)
necessary to preserve the soil in which they grow,#Genius can only
breathe freely in-an atmospkere of freedor. Pesbons of genius-are,
ex vi termini® more individual than any othér people—leSS‘.capa})le,
consequently, of fitting themselves, without hux:tful compression, into
any of the small number of molds which society provides in order
to save its members the trouble of forming their own character. If
from timidity they consent to be forced into one of these molds, and
to let all that part of themselves which cannot expand under the pres-
sure remain unexpanded, society will be little the b?tter for their
genius. If they are of a strong character and break their i:gtters, tl‘xey
become a mark for the society which has not succeeded in reducing

: . . PR
them to commonplace, to point at with solemn warning as “wild,

- - = - - f the
“erratic,” and the like—much as if one should E:omplal_n of
Niagara river for not flowing smoothly between its banks like a
Dutch canal. )

I insist thus emphatically on the importance of genius and the ne-
cessity of allowing it to unfold itself freely both in thought ?,nd in
practice, being well aware that no one will deny the position in

theory, but knowing also that almost everyone, in reality, is totally .

indifferent to it. People think genjus a fine thing if i-t gmbles a man
to write an exciting poem or paint a picture. But in its true sense,
that of originality in thought and action, though no one says that it
is not ing to be admired, nearly all, at heart, think that they can
do ey well without it. Unhappily this is too {xammI. to be wondered
agZ0riginality is the ome thing which unoriginal minds cannot feel

' it i : hould
the se of. They cannot see what it is to do for thz?m. how s
they? If they coild see what it would do for them, it would not be
originality. The first service which on:;@;h‘af to render them is.

3. By definition.

have them, it is
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that of opening their eyes: which béing onct fully done,
have a chance of being themselves original. {fleanwhile, recollecting
that nothing was ever yet done which somedh® was ot the first to do,
and that 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 2 power in himself; and if he had
cither 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 that public opinion now rules the world.
The only power deserving the name is that of masses, and of gov-
ernments 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 ostensi-
ble 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. I am not complain-
ing of all this. I do not assert that anything better is compatible, as a
general rule, with the present low state of the human mind. But that
does not hinder the government of mediocrity from being mediocre
government. No government by 2 democracy or 2 numerous aristo-
cracy, either in its political acts or in the opinions, qualities, and tone
of mind which it fosters, ever did or could rise above mediocrity ex-
ept in so far as the sovereign Many have let themselves be guided

hich in their best times they always have done) by the counsels and
Influence of a more highly gifted and instructed one. or Sfew. The
tiation of all wise or noble things comes and must come from indi-
nals; generally at first from some one individual. The honor and
lory of the average man is that he is capable of following that initia-

they would




tive; 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 compelling others into it is not only inconsistent with
the freedom and development of 2ll 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 that 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 exceptional individuals, instead of being deterred,
should be encouraged in acg/diﬂ'ermﬂy from the mass. In other
times there was no advan i their doing so, unless they acted not
only differently but betterddn this age, the mere example of noncon-
formity, the mere refusal tq bend the knee to custom, is itself a ser-
vice. Precisely because the y of opinion is such as to make
eccentricity a reproach, it is desirable, in order to break through that
tyranny, that people should be eccentrigz“Eccentricity has always

abounded when and where strengthasfcharacter has abounded; and

the amount of eccentricity in a society has generaily been propor- -

tional to the amount of genius, méntal vigor, and moral courage which
it contained. Thati sor few now dare to be eccentric marks the chief
danger of the time, Ll\/

I have said thaf/u; is important to give the freest scope possible to

uncustomary things, in order that it may in time appear which of

these are fit to be converted into customs. But independence of action
and disregard of custom are not solely deserving of encouragement

for the chance they 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 to

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 out 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 un-
distinguishably alike. A man cannot get a coat or a pair of boots to
fit him unless they are either made to his measure or he has a whole

TN
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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
feet? 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 conditions 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 toward 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 burden which suspends or crushes all internal life. 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 2 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 tolerance, 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 some monastic institutions) is diversity of taste
entirely unrecognized; 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 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, who can be accused either of
doing ““what nobody does,” or of not doing “what everybody does,”
is the subject of as much depreciatory remark as if he or she had
committed some grave moral delinquency. Persons require to 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 somewhat,
I repeat: for whoever allow themselves much of that indulgence incur
the risk of something worse than disparaging speeches—they are in
peril of 2 commission de lunatico and of having their property taken
from them and given to their relations.* ’

*There is something both contemptible and frightful in the sort of evidence on
which, of late years, any person can be judicially declared unfit for the manage-
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There is one characteristic of the present direction of public opinion
peculiarly calculated to make it intolerant of any marked demonstra-
tion of individuality. The general average of mankind are not only
moderate in intellect, but also moderate in inclinations; they have no
tastes or wishes strong enough to incline them to do anything un-
usual, and they consequently do not understand those who have, and
class all such with the wild and intemperate whom they are accus-
tomed 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
toward the improvement of morals, and it is evident what we have to
expect. In these days such 2 movement has set in; much has actually
been effected in the way of increased regularity of conduf:t. and dis-
couragement 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 disposed than at
most former periods to prescribe general rules of conduct and en-
deavor to make everyone conform to the approved standard. .And
that standard, express or tacit, is to desire nothing strongly. Its ideal
of character is to be without any marked character—to maim by com-
pression, like a Chinese lady’s foot, every part of human nature
which stands out prominently and tends to make the person marked-

ment of his affairs; and afier his death, his disposal of his property can be set aside
if there is enough of it to pay the expenses of litigation—~which are charged on the
property itself. All the minute 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 Jowest of the low, bears an appearance unlike absolute commonplace, is laid
before the jury as evidence of insanity, and ofien with success; the jurors be{ng
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 continuaily
astonishes us in English lawyers, often help tp mislead them. These trials speak
volumes as to the state of feeling and opinion among the vulgar with regard te
human liberty. So far from setting any value on individuality—so far from xespect-
ing the right of each individual to act, in things indifferent, as seems g?od to his
own judgement and inclinations, judges and juries cannot even conceive fhat a
person in a state of sanity can desire such freedom. In former dayﬁ, when it was
proposed to burn atheists, charitable people used to suggest putting them in 2

madhouse instead; it would be nothing surprising nowadays 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 treating these un-

fortunates, not without a silent satisfaction at their having thereby obtained t.heu'

deserts.
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ly dissimilar in outline to commonplace humanity.

As is usually the case with ideals which exclude one-half of what is
desirable, the present standard of approbation produces only an in-
ferior imitation of the other half. Instead of great energies guided by
vigorous reason and strong feelings strongly controlled by 2 conscien-
tious will, its result is weak feelings and weak energies, which there-
fore can be kept in outward conformity to rule without any strength
cither of will or of reason. Already energetic characters on any large
scale are becoming merely traditional. There is now scarcely any out-
let for energy in this country except business. The energy expended
in this may still be regarded as considerable. What little is left from
that employment is expended on some hobby, which may be a useful,
even 2 philanthropic, hobby, but is always some one thing, and gen-
erally a thing of small dimensions. The 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 reli-
gious philanthropists are perfectly contented. But it was men of an-
other/Stamp than this that made England what it has been; and rmen

f aother stamp will be needed to prevent its decline.

/¢The despotism of custom is everywhere the standing hindrance to
himan advancement, being in unceasing antagonism to that disposi-
tion to aim at something better than customary, which is called; ac-
- cording to circumstances, the spirit of liberty, or that of progress or
improvement. The spirit of improvement is not always a spirit of lib-
erty, for it may aim at forcing improvements on an unwilling people; -
and the spirit of liberty, in so far as it resists such attempts, may
ally itself locally and temporarily with the opponents of improve-
ment; but the only unfailing and permanent source of improvement
is liberty, since by it there are as many possible independent centers
of improvement as there are individuals. The progressive principle,
however, in either shape, whether as the love of liberty or of im-
provement, 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
despotism of Custom _is’ complete /T his 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,

ess some tyrant ‘intoxicated with power, thinks of resisting. And
we see the result. Those nations must once have had originality;
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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 powerful nations of the world. What
are they now? The subjects or dependents of tribes whose fore-
fathers 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 2 similar
change should befall the nations of Europe, it 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 changé together.
We have discarded the fixed costumes of our forefathers: everyone
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 mechani-
cal things, and keep them until they are again superseded by better;
we are eager 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. It
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 indivi-
duality that we war against: we should think we had done wonders
if we bad 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 super-
iority of another, or the possibility, by combining the advantages of

both, of producing something better than either. 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 Euro-
pean must accord, under certain limitations, the title of sages and
philosophers. They are remarkable, too, in the excellence of their
apparatus for impressing, as far as possible, the best wisdom they
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possess upon every mind in the community, and securing that those
who have appropriated most of it shall occupy the posts of honor and
power. Surely the people who did this 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 be-
come stationary—have remained so for thousands of years; and if they
are ever to be further 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
their thoughts and conduct by the same maxims and rules; and these
are the fruits. The modern régime of public opinion is, in an unorga-
mized form, what the Chinese educational and political systems are
in an organized; and unless individuality shall be able successfully to
assert itself against this yoke, Europe, notwithstanding its noble ante-
cedents and its professed Christianity, will tend to become another

~ China. :

What is it that bas hitherto preserved Europe from this lot? What

_bhas 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 out
a great variety of paths, each leading to something valuable; and
although at every period those who traveled in different paths have
been intolerant of one another, and each would have thought it an
excellent thing if all the rest could have been compelled to travel his
road, their attempts to 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 toward 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

4. Tocqueville’s L'Ancien Régime et La Révolution, a book in which he analyzes
rexcvolutionary French society. “Ancien Régime,” meaning the “o0ld™ or *“‘for-
ner’” system, is the standard French term for prerevolutionary France and has been
imported into English.
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greater degree. In a passage already quoted from Wilhelm von Hum-
boldt, he points out two things as necessary conditions of human
development—because necessary to render people unlike one another
—namely, freedom and variety of situations. The second of these two
conditions is in this country every day diminishing. The circum-
stances which surround different classes and individuals, and shape
their characters, are daily becoming more assimilated. Formerly, dif-
ferent ranks, different neighborhoods, different trades and professions
lived in what miglt besCalled different worlds; at present, to a great

“Comparatively speaking, they now read the same

same things, see the same things, go to the sam
places, have their hopes and fears directed to the same objects, havi

the same rights and liberties, and the same means of asserting them)\{

WY \nGreat as are the differences of position which remain, they ape
N4 ¥\ nothing to those which have ceased. And the assimilation is still

4 r Y
K

- public.

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 com-
mon influences, 20d gives them access to the general stock of facts
and sentiments/\lmprovements in the means of communication pro-
mote it, by bringing the inhabitants of distant places into personal
contact, and keeping up a rapid flow of changes of residence between
one place and another. The increase of commerce and manufactures

* promotes it, by diffusing more widely the advantages of easy circum-
‘stances 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, but of all classes. A’ more powerful
agency than even all these, in bringing about a general \similarity
among mankind, is the complete establishment, in this and other free

countries, of the ascendancy of public opinion in the State)/As the

various social eminences which enabled persons entrenched/on them
to disregard the opinion of the multitude gradually become leveled;
as the very idea of resisting the will of the public, when it is posi-

tively known that they have a will, disappears more and more from |

the minds of practical politicians, there ceases to be any social sup-
port 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

The combination of all these causes forms so great a mass of influ-
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ences 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
that it is good there should be differences, even though not for the
better, even though, as it may appear 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 suc-
cessfully made against the encroachment. The demand that all other
people shall resemble ourselves grows by what it feeds on. If re-
sistance waits till life is reduced nearly to one uniform type, all devia-
tions from that type will come to be considered impious, immoral,
even monstrous and contrary to nature. Mankind speedily become
unable to conceive diversity when they have been for some time un-
accustomed to see it.
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