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Petitioner, convicted of murder, unsuccessfully petitioned for state
habeas corpus on the basis of respondent prosecuting attorney’s
revelation of newly discovered evidence, and charged that respond-
ent had knowingly used false testimony and suppressed material
evidence at petitioner’s trial. Petitioner thereafter filed a federal
habeas corpus petition based on the same allegations, and ulti-
mately obtained his release. He then brought an action against
respondent and others under 42 U, 8. C. § 1983, seeking damages
for loss of liberty allegedly caused by unlawful prosecution, but
the District Court held that respondent was immune from liability
under § 1983, and the Court of Appeals affirmed. Held: A state
prosecuting attorney who, as here, acted within the scope of his
duties in initiating and pursuing a criminal prosecution and in
presenting the State’s case, is absolutely immune from a civil
suit for damages under §1983 for alleged deprivations of the
accused'’s constitutional nghts. Pp. 7-22,

(a) Section 1983 is to be read in harmony with general prin-
ciples of tort immunities and defenses rather than in derogation
of them. Tenney v. Brandhove, 341 U. 8. 367. Pp. 8-10.

(b) The same considerations of public policy that underlie the
common-law rule of absolute immunity of a prosecutor from a
suit for malicious prosecution likewise dictate absolute immunity
under §1983. Although such immunity leaves the genuinely
wronged criminal defendant without civil redress against a prose-
cutor whose malicious or dishonest action deprives him of liberty,
the alternative of qualifying a prosecutor's immunity would dis-
serve the broader public interest in that it would prevent the
vigorous and fearless performance of the prosecutor’s duty that
18 essential to the proper functioning of the criminal Justice sys-




