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Where should we draw the line on the amount of freedom we possess?  Mill’s harm principle offers us the most freedom but when issues of morality are concerned it seems to fall short.  This is where Stephen’s view on using criminal law to enforce morally virtues behavior falls in place.  This further limits our freedom in order to safeguard us from moral harm.  In the next few paragraphs I will focus on articulating my argument for why helping another citizen in danger should be made a law in every state.


First I will start by defining Mills harm principle which basic knowledge of is needed it states the following,  “the only purpose for which power should be rightfully exercised over any member of a civilized community against his will, is to prevent harm to others.”  Duty to rescue is an issue, which is based on moral ground and which Mill’s principle disallows but still has been made a law in a few states.  Should citizens be forced by law to help a fellow citizen in danger?  I very much think so, if you choose not to help you are willingly allowing that persons death and/or serious injury and that is one aspect of freedom you are not allowed to have.  This is very close to murder because by not helping you are hurting, which is still not only immoral but illegal.  This also follows Mill’s principle where probable harm is taken into effect in which case if you choose not to act and help it is very probable that that person might die. As a citizen it is your obligation to help such a victim in need.  We are a civilized and morally responsible community and our actions have to reflect that.  If a citizen should happen to violate this code of conduct than s/he should be punished accordingly.


An objection to the presented argument above is the use and meaning of the word citizen, which applies only to citizens of that country.  This is a clear problem when “non citizens” and such violate this a law.  What would be the procedure if a “non citizen” violated such a law?  I think that if such a question is raised the answer most likely would be to determine if such persons would have immunity to this code of conduct since they reside in different cultures and civilized communities in which different moral and religious beliefs are practiced.  If they have resided here reasonable amount of time and were aware of such a code of conduct then I believe they should be punished with the same severity.  Like Socrates stated “one ought to keep one’s just agreements”.  By living in such a civilized community you accept its laws and regulations.  It’s a mutual agreement, which you accept by living in that society.  If you are just visiting or are here on temporary basis then I think that in those circumstances you ought to be granted immunity.


In conclusion of this paper I would like to say that our moral beliefs bind our complicated societies in which we reside, and without this moral conduct consensus our lives would be very much in chaos.

