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	Mill’s Harm Principle is the proposed method to “govern absolutely the dealings of society with the individual in the way of compulsion and control, whether the means used be physical force in the form of legal penalties, or the moral coercion of public opinion” (Bailey 205). This was proposed by John Stuart Mill in his book, On Liberty, in 1859. In other words, individuals are considered free to express themselves in any way they see fit but that the limit to that freedom is the ability of others in society to express themselves. The state may only interfere with the liberty of an individual if their self-expression brings harm to others. Most importantly, Mill brings up the key point that “the state is never justified in preventing me from harming myself” (Bailey 207). Therefore, this point proves Mill’s “Harm Principle” does not allow for enough state intervention due to the fact that, in some way, when one hurts oneself, it can have detrimental effects on others who are close to that person. 
	Consider Amanda Todd, for example. This 15 year old girl took advantage of social media to spread her story of her adversities before committing suicide on October 10, 2012 due to constant humiliation by her peers. Mill’s “Harm Principle” does not allow for enough state intervention in this example and many others alike. For example, there are suicide helplines created by the government in order to protect individuals from bringing harm to themselves. On the other hand, it is within the person’s respective decisions to take their own life. Measures can be put in place but it is ultimately up to the individual regardless of state intervention. It’s ironic how the state may restrict one’s actions if they bring harm to another while if one is only bringing harm to oneself then the state may not interfere. If someone like Amanda Todd commits suicide, then many others that are close to her are also hurt in the process. Therefore, when someone hurts themself, then this person, through an emotional attachment, is also hurting someone close to them who cares about their wellbeing. If the state, in Mill’s Principle and this example, had the ability to interfere, then there would be far less harm in society.
	Arguments against this principle are ongoing. A popular argument is that Mill gives no clear concise form of pain. There have been many arguments on the topic of objection against self-regarding conduct that holds two premises. Mill believed that the first premise referred to a distinction from self-regarding and other-regarding conduct. This means that self-regarding actions are regarded as acts that are non-consequential to the people that revolve around the individual’s action. The second premise is that the theory of having no isolated acts affecting the individual’s surroundings reflect the behaviours from others after the action from a single individual. These two premises oppose one another to show a possible deviation in Mill’s Harm Principle. It states that it is possible to have actions that are solely self-regarding that don’t affect others while also performing the same self-regarding actions which affect others. The Harm Principle is hard to fully decipher but in the instance where every action an individual performs has a degree of harm on another individual, no matter how big or small, gives argument to the point that the state should have more intervention. 
	On that note, there can never be too much state intervention when it comes to people bringing harm to others. A life is a life in any perspective and should be preserved at any cost. There are also instances where the state is excessive in trying to keep society in a conformed state. Yes, there are terrible individuals in the world and the state has every right to intervene but only up to the point of preventing further harm to other individuals by this person. The death penalty is a hypocritical action made by the state to show justification for preventing harm to others. Their goal is to stop individuals from harming each other, however, they achieve this goal by harming an individual. A similar and just as controversial topic is abortion, which doesn’t truly apply to the Harm Principle because “We are not speaking of children, or of young persons below the age which the law may fix as that of manhood or womanhood” (Bailey 205). Nonetheless, it is an individual performing an action that is self-harming. The Canadian government (or state in this instance) has intervened and made the decision, possibly off of Mill’s Harm Principle, that an individual can do anything they see fit regarding themselves. This is a perfect example of how the state needs to intervene more. When an individual aborts a child, not only are they harming themselves but they are harming far many others than they can possibly fathom, either those who have yet to be born or those who would have been there to help support this child into manhood or womanhood.
	Therefore, there is a demand for more state intervention when it comes to individuals bringing harm to themselves. The emotional trauma received from an individual bringing harm to their self from a different person’s point of view could be just as damaging as the physical damage brought on by the self-harming actions. In conclusion, Mill’s Harm Principle should allow for more state intervention because every self-harming action also brings harm upon another.
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