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INTRODUCTION

For the study of the great wr�ters and th�nkers of the past, h�stor�cal
�mag�nat�on �s the f�rst necess�ty. W�thout mentally referr�ng to the
env�ronment �n wh�ch they l�ved, we cannot hope to penetrate below
the �nessent�al and temporary to the absolute and permanent value
of the�r thought. Theory, no less than act�on, �s subject to these
necess�t�es; the form �n wh�ch men cast the�r speculat�ons, no less
than the ways �n wh�ch they behave, are the result of the hab�ts of
thought and act�on wh�ch they f�nd around them. Great men make,
�ndeed, �nd�v�dual contr�but�ons to the knowledge of the�r t�mes; but
they can never transcend the age �n wh�ch they l�ve. The quest�ons
they try to answer w�ll always be those the�r contemporar�es are
ask�ng; the�r statement of fundamental problems w�ll always be
relat�ve to the trad�t�onal statements that have been handed down to
them. When they are stat�ng what �s most startl�ngly new, they w�ll be
most l�kely to put �t �n an old-fash�oned form, and to use the
�nadequate �deas and formulae of trad�t�on to express the deeper
truths towards wh�ch they are feel�ng the�r way. They w�ll be most the
ch�ldren of the�r age, when they are r�s�ng most above �t.
Rousseau has suffered as much as any one from cr�t�cs w�thout a
sense of h�story. He has been cr�ed up and cr�ed down by democrats
and oppressors w�th an equal lack of understand�ng and �mag�nat�on.
H�s name, a hundred and f�fty years after the publ�cat�on of the
Soc�al Contract, �s st�ll a controvers�al watchword and a party cry. He
�s accepted as one of the greatest wr�ters France has produced; but
even now men are �ncl�ned, as pol�t�cal b�as prompts them, to accept
or reject h�s pol�t�cal doctr�nes as a whole, w�thout s�ft�ng them or
attempt�ng to understand and d�scr�m�nate. He �s st�ll revered or



hated as the author who, above all others, �nsp�red the French
Revolut�on.
At the present day, h�s works possess a double s�gn�f�cance. They
are �mportant h�stor�cally, al�ke as g�v�ng us an �ns�ght �nto the m�nd
of the e�ghteenth century, and for the actual �nfluence they have had
on the course of events �n Europe. Certa�nly no other wr�ter of the
t�me has exerc�sed such an �nfluence as h�s. He may fa�rly be called
the parent of the romant�c movement �n art, letters and l�fe; he
affected profoundly the German romant�cs and Goethe h�mself; he
set the fash�on of a new �ntrospect�on wh�ch has permeated
n�neteenth century l�terature; he began modern educat�onal theory;
and, above all, �n pol�t�cal thought he represents the passage from a
trad�t�onal theory rooted �n the M�ddle Ages to the modern ph�losophy
of the State. H�s �nfluence on Kant's moral ph�losophy and on
Hegel's ph�losophy of R�ght are two s�des of the same fundamental
contr�but�on to modern thought. He �s, �n fact, the great forerunner of
German and Engl�sh Ideal�sm.
It would not be poss�ble, �n the course of a short �ntroduct�on, to deal
both w�th the pos�t�ve content of Rousseau's thought and w�th the
actual �nfluence he has had on pract�cal affa�rs. The statesmen of the
French Revolut�on, from Robesp�erre downwards, were throughout
profoundly affected by the study of h�s works. Though they seem
often to have m�sunderstood h�m, they had on the whole stud�ed h�m
w�th the attent�on he demands. In the n�neteenth century, men
cont�nued to appeal to Rousseau, w�thout, as a rule, know�ng h�m
well or penetrat�ng deeply �nto h�s mean�ng. "The Soc�al Contract,"
says M. Dreyfus-Br�sac, "�s the book of all books that �s most talked
of and least read." But w�th the great rev�val of �nterest �n pol�t�cal
ph�losophy there has come a des�re for the better understand�ng of
Rousseau's work. He �s aga�n be�ng stud�ed more as a th�nker and
less as an ally or an opponent; there �s more eagerness to s�ft the
true from the false, and to seek �n the Soc�al Contract the "pr�nc�ples
of pol�t�cal r�ght," rather than the great revolut�onary's �pse d�x�t �n
favour of some v�ew about c�rcumstances wh�ch he could never have
contemplated.



The Soc�al Contract, then, may be regarded e�ther as a document of
the French Revolut�on, or as one of the greatest books deal�ng w�th
pol�t�cal ph�losophy. It �s �n the second capac�ty, as a work of
permanent value conta�n�ng truth, that �t f�nds a place among the
world's great books. It �s �n that capac�ty also that �t w�ll be treated �n
th�s �ntroduct�on. Tak�ng �t �n th�s aspect, we have no less need of
h�stor�cal �ns�ght than �f we came to �t as h�stor�ans pure and s�mple.
To understand �ts value we must grasp �ts l�m�tat�ons; when the
quest�ons �t answers seem unnaturally put, we must not conclude
that they are mean�ngless; we must see �f the answer st�ll holds
when the quest�on �s put �n a more up-to-date form.
F�rst, then, we must always remember that Rousseau �s wr�t�ng �n the
e�ghteenth century, and for the most part �n France. Ne�ther the
French monarchy nor the Genevese ar�stocracy loved outspoken
cr�t�c�sm, and Rousseau had always to be very careful what he sa�d.
Th�s may seem a cur�ous statement to make about a man who
suffered cont�nual persecut�on on account of h�s subvers�ve
doctr�nes; but, although Rousseau was one of the most dar�ng
wr�ters of h�s t�me, he was forced cont�nually to moderate h�s
language and, as a rule, to conf�ne h�mself to general�sat�on �nstead
of attack�ng part�cular abuses. Rousseau's theory has often been
decr�ed as too abstract and metaphys�cal. Th�s �s �n many ways �ts
great strength; but where �t �s excess�vely so, the acc�dent of t�me �s
to blame. In the e�ghteenth century �t was, broadly speak�ng, safe to
general�se and unsafe to part�cular�se. Scept�c�sm and d�scontent
were the preva�l�ng temper of the �ntellectual classes, and a short-
s�ghted despot�sm held that, as long as they were conf�ned to these,
they would do l�ttle harm. Subvers�ve doctr�nes were only regarded
as dangerous when they were so put as to appeal to the masses;
ph�losophy was regarded as �mpotent. The �ntellectuals of the
e�ghteenth century therefore general�sed to the�r hearts' content, and
as a rule suffered l�ttle for the�r lèse-majesté: Volta�re �s the typ�cal
example of such general�sat�on. The sp�r�t of the age favoured such
methods, and �t was therefore natural for Rousseau to pursue them.
But h�s general remarks had such a way of bear�ng very obv�ous
part�cular appl�cat�ons, and were so obv�ously �nsp�red by a part�cular
att�tude towards the government of h�s day, that even ph�losophy



became �n h�s hands unsafe, and he was attacked for what men read
between the l�nes of h�s works. It �s ow�ng to th�s faculty of g�v�ng h�s
general�sat�ons content and actual�ty that Rousseau has become the
father of modern pol�t�cal ph�losophy. He uses the method of h�s t�me
only to transcend �t; out of the abstract and general he creates the
concrete and un�versal.
Secondly, we must not forget that Rousseau's theor�es are to be
stud�ed �n a w�der h�stor�cal env�ronment. If he �s the f�rst of modern
pol�t�cal theor�sts, he �s also the last of a long l�ne of Rena�ssance
theor�sts, who �n turn �nher�t and transform the concepts of med�æval
thought. So many cr�t�cs have spent so much wasted t�me �n prov�ng
that Rousseau was not or�g�nal only because they began by
�dent�fy�ng or�g�nal�ty w�th �solat�on: they stud�ed f�rst the Soc�al
Contract by �tself, out of relat�on to earl�er works, and then, hav�ng
d�scovered that these earl�er works resembled �t, dec�ded that
everyth�ng �t had to say was borrowed. Had they begun the�r study �n
a truly h�stor�cal sp�r�t, they would have seen that Rousseau's
�mportance l�es just �n the new use he makes of old �deas, �n the
trans�t�on he makes from old to new �n the general concept�on of
pol�t�cs. No mere �nnovator could have exerc�sed such an �nfluence
or h�t on so much truth. Theory makes no great leaps; �t proceeds to
new concepts by the adjustment and renovat�on of old ones. Just as
theolog�cal wr�ters on pol�t�cs, from Hooker to Bossuet, make use of
B�bl�cal term�nology and �deas; just as more modern wr�ters, from
Hegel to Herbert Spencer, make use of the concept of evolut�on,
Rousseau uses the �deas and terms of the Soc�al Contract theory.
We should feel, throughout h�s work, h�s struggle to free h�mself from
what �s l�feless and outworn �n that theory, wh�le he develops out of �t
fru�tful concept�ons that go beyond �ts scope. A too r�g�d l�teral�sm �n
the �nterpretat�on of Rousseau's thought may eas�ly reduce �t to the
possess�on of a merely "h�stor�cal �nterest": �f we approach �t �n a
truly h�stor�cal sp�r�t, we shall be able to apprec�ate at once �ts
temporary and �ts last�ng value, to see how �t served h�s
contemporar�es, and at the same t�me to d�sentangle from �t what
may be serv�ceable to us and for all t�me.



Rousseau's Em�le, the greatest of all works on educat�on, has
already been �ssued �n th�s ser�es. In th�s volume are conta�ned the
most �mportant of h�s pol�t�cal works. Of these the Soc�al Contract, by
far the most s�gn�f�cant, �s the latest �n date. It represents the matur�ty
of h�s thought, wh�le the other works only �llustrate h�s development.
Born �n 1712, he �ssued no work of �mportance t�ll 1750; but he tells
us, �n the Confess�ons, that �n 1743, when he was attached to the
Embassy at Ven�ce, he had already conce�ved the �dea of a great
work on Pol�t�cal Inst�tut�ons, "wh�ch was to put the seal on h�s
reputat�on." He seems, however, to have made l�ttle progress w�th
th�s work, unt�l �n 1749 he happened to l�ght on the announcement of
a pr�ze offered by the Academy of D�jon for an answer to the
quest�on, "Has the progress of the arts and sc�ences tended to the
pur�f�cat�on or to the corrupt�on of moral�ty?" H�s old �deas came
throng�ng back, and s�ck at heart of the l�fe he had been lead�ng
among the Par�s lum�ères, he composed a v�olent and rhetor�cal
d�atr�be aga�nst c�v�l�sat�on generally. In the follow�ng year, th�s work,
hav�ng been awarded the pr�ze by the Academy, was publ�shed by
�ts author. H�s success was �nstantaneous; he became at once a
famous man, the "l�on" of Par�s�an l�terary c�rcles. Refutat�ons of h�s
work were �ssued by professors, scr�bblers, outraged theolog�ans
and even by the K�ng of Poland. Rousseau endeavoured to answer
them all, and �n the course of argument h�s thought developed. From
1750 to the publ�cat�on of the Soc�al Contract and Em�le �n 1762 he
gradually evolved h�s v�ews: �n those twelve years he made h�s
un�que contr�but�on to pol�t�cal thought.
The D�scourse on the Arts and Sc�ences, the earl�est of the works
reproduced �n th�s volume, �s not �n �tself of very great �mportance.
Rousseau has g�ven h�s op�n�on of �t �n the Confess�ons. "Full of
warmth and force, �t �s wholly w�thout log�c or order; of all my works �t
�s the weakest �n argument and the least harmon�ous. But whatever
g�fts a man may be born w�th, he cannot learn the art of wr�t�ng �n a
moment." Th�s cr�t�c�sm �s just. The f�rst D�scourse ne�ther �s, nor
attempts to be, a reasoned or a balanced product�on. It �s the speech
of an advocate, wholly one-s�ded and arb�trary, but so obv�ously and
na�vely one-s�ded, that �t �s d�ff�cult for us to bel�eve �n �ts ent�re
ser�ousness. At the most, �t �s only a rather br�ll�ant but fl�msy



rhetor�cal effort, a soph�st�cal �mprov�sat�on, but not a ser�ous
contr�but�on to thought. Yet �t �s certa�n that th�s declamat�on made
Rousseau's name, and establ�shed h�s pos�t�on as a great wr�ter �n
Par�s�an c�rcles. D'Alembert even devoted the preface of the
Encyclopæd�a to a refutat�on. The plan of the f�rst D�scourse �s
essent�ally s�mple: �t sets out from the badness, �mmoral�ty and
m�sery of modern nat�ons, traces all these �lls to the departure from a
"natural" state, and then cred�ts the progress of the arts and
sc�ences w�th be�ng the cause of that departure. In �t, Rousseau �s
already �n possess�on of h�s �dea of "nature" as an �deal; but he has
at present made no attempt to d�scr�m�nate, �n what �s unnatural,
between good and bad. He �s merely us�ng a s�ngle �dea, putt�ng �t as
strongly as he can, and neglect�ng all �ts l�m�tat�ons. The f�rst
D�scourse �s �mportant not for any pos�t�ve doctr�ne �t conta�ns, but as
a key to the development of Rousseau's m�nd. Here we see h�m at
the beg�nn�ng of the long journey wh�ch was to lead on at last to the
theory of the Soc�al Contract.
In 1755 appeared the D�scourse on the Or�g�n and Foundat�on of
Inequal�ty among Men, wh�ch �s the second of the works g�ven �n th�s
volume. W�th th�s essay, Rousseau had unsuccessfully competed �n
1753 for a second pr�ze offered by the Academy of D�jon, and he
now �ssued �t prefaced by a long Ded�cat�on to the Republ�c of
Geneva. In th�s work, wh�ch Volta�re, �n thank�ng h�m for a
presentat�on copy, termed h�s "second book aga�nst the human
race," h�s style and h�s �deas have made a great advance; he �s no
longer content merely to push a s�ngle �dea to extremes: wh�le
preserv�ng the broad oppos�t�on between the state of nature and the
state of soc�ety, wh�ch runs through all h�s work, he �s concerned to
present a rat�onal just�f�cat�on of h�s v�ews and to adm�t that a l�ttle at
any rate may be sa�d on the other s�de. Moreover, the �dea of
"nature" has already undergone a great development; �t �s no longer
an empty oppos�t�on to the ev�ls of soc�ety; �t possesses a pos�t�ve
content. Thus half the D�scourse on Inequal�ty �s occup�ed by an
�mag�nary descr�pt�on of the state of nature, �n wh�ch man �s shown
w�th �deas l�m�ted w�th�n the narrowest range, w�th l�ttle need of h�s
fellows, and l�ttle care beyond prov�s�on for the necess�t�es of the
moment. Rousseau declares expl�c�tly that he does not suppose the



"state of nature" ever to have ex�sted: �t �s a pure "�dea of reason," a
work�ng concept reached by abstract�on from the "state of soc�ety."
The "natural man," as opposed to "man's man," �s man str�pped of all
that soc�ety confers upon h�m, a creature formed by a process of
abstract�on, and never �ntended for a h�stor�cal portra�t. The
conclus�on of the D�scourse favours not th�s purely abstract be�ng,
but a state of savagery �ntermed�ate between the "natural" and the
"soc�al" cond�t�ons, �n wh�ch men may preserve the s�mpl�c�ty and the
advantages of nature and at the same t�me secure the rude comforts
and assurances of early soc�ety. In one of the long notes appended
to the D�scourse, Rousseau further expla�ns h�s pos�t�on. He does
not w�sh, he says, that modern corrupt soc�ety should return to a
state of nature: corrupt�on has gone too far for that; he only des�res
now that men should pall�ate, by w�ser use of the fatal arts, the
m�stake of the�r �ntroduct�on. He recogn�ses soc�ety as �nev�table and
�s already feel�ng h�s way towards a just�f�cat�on of �t. The second
D�scourse represents a second stage �n h�s pol�t�cal thought: the
oppos�t�on between the state of nature and the state of soc�ety �s st�ll
presented �n naked contrast; but the p�cture of the former has
already f�lled out, and �t only rema�ns for Rousseau to take a nearer
v�ew of the fundamental �mpl�cat�ons of the state of soc�ety for h�s
thought to reach matur�ty.
Rousseau �s often blamed, by modern cr�t�cs, for pursu�ng �n the
D�scourses a method apparently that of h�story, but �n real�ty wholly
unh�stor�cal. But �t must be remembered that he h�mself lays no
stress on the h�stor�cal aspect of h�s work; he g�ves h�mself out as
construct�ng a purely �deal p�cture, and not as dep�ct�ng any actual
stages �n human h�story. The use of false h�stor�cal concepts �s
character�st�c of the seventeenth and e�ghteenth centur�es, and
Rousseau �s more to be congratulated on hav�ng escaped from
g�v�ng them too much �mportance than cr�t�c�sed for employ�ng them
at all.
It �s doubtful whether the D�scourse on Pol�t�cal Economy, f�rst
pr�nted �n the great Encyclopæd�a �n 1755, was composed before or
after the D�scourse on Inequal�ty. At f�rst s�ght the former seems to
be far more �n the manner of the Soc�al Contract and to conta�n



v�ews belong�ng essent�ally to Rousseau's construct�ve per�od. It
would not, however, be safe to conclude from th�s that �ts date �s
really later. The D�scourse on Inequal�ty st�ll has about �t much of the
rhetor�cal looseness of the pr�ze essay; �t a�ms not so much at close
reason�ng as at effect�ve and popular presentat�on of a case. But, by
read�ng between the l�nes, an attent�ve student can detect �n �t a
great deal of the pos�t�ve doctr�ne afterwards �ncorporated �n the
Soc�al Contract. Espec�ally �n the clos�ng sect�on, wh�ch lays down
the plan of a general treatment of the fundamental quest�ons of
pol�t�cs, we are already to some extent �n the atmosphere of the later
works. It �s �ndeed almost certa�n that Rousseau never attempted to
put �nto e�ther of the f�rst two D�scourses any of the pos�t�ve content
of h�s pol�t�cal theory. They were �ntended, not as f�nal expos�t�ons of
h�s po�nt of v�ew, but as part�al and prel�m�nary stud�es, �n wh�ch h�s
a�m was far more destruct�ve than construct�ve. It �s clear that �n f�rst
conce�v�ng the plan of a work on Pol�t�cal Inst�tut�ons, Rousseau
cannot have meant to regard all soc�ety as �n essence bad. It �s
�ndeed ev�dent that he meant, from the f�rst, to study human soc�ety
and �nst�tut�ons �n the�r rat�onal aspect, and that he was rather
d�verted from h�s ma�n purpose by the Academy of D�jon's
compet�t�on than f�rst �nduced by �t to th�nk about pol�t�cal quest�ons.
It need, therefore, cause no surpr�se that a work probably wr�tten
before the D�scourse on Inequal�ty should conta�n the germs of the
theory g�ven �n full �n the Soc�al Contract. The D�scourse on Pol�t�cal
Economy �s �mportant as g�v�ng the f�rst sketch of the theory of the
"General W�ll." It w�ll read�ly be seen that Rousseau does not mean
by "pol�t�cal economy" exactly what we mean nowadays. He beg�ns
w�th a d�scuss�on of the fundamental nature of the State, and the
poss�b�l�ty of reconc�l�ng �ts ex�stence w�th human l�berty, and goes
on w�th an adm�rable short study of the pr�nc�ples of taxat�on. He �s
th�nk�ng throughout of "pol�t�cal" �n the sense of "publ�c" economy, of
the State as the publ�c f�nanc�er, and not of the cond�t�ons govern�ng
�ndustry. He conce�ves the State as a body a�m�ng at the well-be�ng
of all �ts members and subord�nates all h�s v�ews of taxat�on to that
end. He who has only necessar�es should not be taxed at all;
superflu�t�es should be supertaxed; there should be heavy �mposts
on every sort of luxury. The f�rst part of the art�cle �s st�ll more



�nterest�ng. Rousseau beg�ns by demol�sh�ng the exaggerated
parallel so often drawn between the State and the fam�ly; he shows
that the State �s not, and cannot be, patr�archal �n nature, and goes
on to lay down h�s v�ew that �ts real be�ng cons�sts �n the General W�ll
of �ts members. The essent�al features of the Soc�al Contract are
present �n th�s D�scourse almost as �f they were commonplaces,
certa�nly not as �f they were new d�scover�es on wh�ch the author had
just h�t by some happy �nsp�rat�on. There �s every temptat�on, after
read�ng the Pol�t�cal Economy, to suppose that Rousseau's pol�t�cal
�deas really reached matur�ty far earl�er than has generally been
allowed.
The Soc�al Contract f�nally appeared, along w�th Em�le, �n 1762. Th�s
year, therefore, represents �n every respect the culm�nat�on of
Rousseau's career. Henceforth, he was to wr�te only controvers�al
and confess�onal works; h�s theor�es were now developed, and,
s�multaneously, he gave to the world h�s v�ews on the fundamental
problems of pol�t�cs and educat�on. It �s now t�me to ask what
Rousseau's system, �n �ts matur�ty, f�nally amounted to. The Soc�al
Contract conta�ns pract�cally the whole of h�s construct�ve pol�t�cal
theory; �t requ�res to be read, for full understand�ng, �n connect�on
w�th h�s other works, espec�ally Em�le and the Letters on the Mount
(1764), but �n the ma�n �t �s self-conta�ned and complete. The t�tle
suff�c�ently def�nes �ts scope. It �s called The Soc�al Contract or
Pr�nc�ples of Pol�t�cal R�ght, and the second t�tle expla�ns the f�rst.
Rousseau's object �s not to deal, �n a general way, l�ke Montesqu�eu,
w�th the actual �nst�tut�ons of ex�st�ng States, but to lay down the
essent�al pr�nc�ples wh�ch must form the bas�s of every leg�t�mate
soc�ety. Rousseau h�mself, �n the f�fth book of the Em�le, has stated
the d�fference clearly. "Montesqu�eu," he says, "d�d not �ntend to treat
of the pr�nc�ples of pol�t�cal r�ght; he was content to treat of the
pos�t�ve r�ght (or law) of establ�shed governments; and no two
stud�es could be more d�fferent than these." Rousseau then
conce�ves h�s object as be�ng someth�ng very d�fferent from that of
the Sp�r�t of the Laws, and �t �s a w�lful error to m�sconstrue h�s
purpose. When he remarks that "the facts," the actual h�story of
pol�t�cal soc�et�es, "do not concern h�m," he �s not contemptuous of
facts; he �s merely assert�ng the sure pr�nc�ple that a fact can �n no



case g�ve r�se to a r�ght. H�s des�re �s to establ�sh soc�ety on a bas�s
of pure r�ght, so as at once to d�sprove h�s attack on soc�ety
generally and to re�nforce h�s cr�t�c�sm of ex�st�ng soc�et�es.
Round th�s po�nt centres the whole d�spute about the methods
proper to pol�t�cal theory. There are, broadly speak�ng, two schools of
pol�t�cal theor�sts, �f we set as�de the psycholog�sts. One school, by
collect�ng facts, a�ms at reach�ng broad general�sat�ons about what
actually happens �n human soc�et�es! the other tr�es to penetrate to
the un�versal pr�nc�ples at the root of all human comb�nat�on. For the
latter purpose facts may be useful, but �n themselves they can prove
noth�ng. The quest�on �s not one of fact, but one of r�ght.
Rousseau belongs essent�ally to th�s ph�losoph�cal school. He �s not,
as h�s less ph�losoph�c cr�t�cs seem to suppose, a purely abstract
th�nker general�s�ng from �mag�nary h�stor�cal �nstances; he �s a
concrete th�nker try�ng to get beyond they �nessent�al and chang�ng
to the permanent and �nvar�able bas�s of human soc�ety. L�ke Green,
he �s �n search of the pr�nc�ple of pol�t�cal obl�gat�on, and bes�de th�s
quest all others fall �nto the�r place as secondary and der�vat�ve. It �s
requ�red to f�nd a form of assoc�at�on able to defend and protect w�th
the whole common force the person and goods of every assoc�ate,
and of such a nature, that each, un�t�ng h�mself w�th all, may st�ll
obey only h�mself, and rema�n as free as before. Th�s �s the
fundamental problem of wh�ch the Soc�al Contract prov�des the
solut�on. The problem of pol�t�cal obl�gat�on �s seen as �nclud�ng all
other pol�t�cal problems, wh�ch fall �nto place �n a system based upon
�t. How, Rousseau asks, can the w�ll of the State help be�ng for me a
merely external w�ll, �mpos�ng �tself upon my own? How can the
ex�stence of the State be reconc�led w�th human freedom? How can
man, who �s born free, r�ghtly come to be everywhere �n cha�ns?
No-one could help understand�ng the central problem of the Soc�al
Contract �mmed�ately, were �t not that �ts doctr�nes often seem to be
strangely formulated. We have seen that th�s strangeness �s due to
Rousseau's h�stor�cal pos�t�on, to h�s use of the pol�t�cal concepts
current �n h�s own age, and to h�s natural tendency to bu�ld on the
foundat�ons la�d by h�s predecessors. There are a great many people
whose �dea of Rousseau cons�sts solely of the f�rst words of the



open�ng chapter of the Soc�al Contract, "Man �s born free, and
everywhere he �s �n cha�ns." But, they tell you, man �s not born free,
even �f he �s everywhere �n cha�ns. Thus at the very outset we are
faced w�th the great d�ff�culty �n apprec�at�ng Rousseau. When we
should naturally say "man ought to be free," or perhaps "man �s born
for freedom," he prefers to say "man �s born free," by wh�ch he
means exactly the same th�ng. There �s doubtless, �n h�s way of
putt�ng �t, an appeal to a "golden age"; but th�s golden age �s
adm�ttedly as �mag�nary as the freedom to wh�ch men are born �s
bound, for most of them, to be. Elsewhere Rousseau puts the po�nt
much as we m�ght put �t ourselves. "Noth�ng �s more certa�n than that
every man born �n slavery �s born for slavery.... But �f there are
slaves by nature, �t �s because there have been slaves aga�nst
nature" (Soc�al Contract, Book I, chap. ��).
We have seen that the contrast between the "state of nature" and
the "state of soc�ety" runs through all Rousseau's work. The Em�le �s
a plea for "natural" educat�on; the D�scourses are a plea for a
"natural�sat�on" of soc�ety; the New Héloïse �s the romant�c's appeal
for more "nature" �n human relat�onsh�ps. What then �s the pos�t�on of
th�s contrast �n Rousseau's mature pol�t�cal thought? It �s clear that
the pos�t�on �s not merely that of the D�scourses. In them, he
env�saged only the faults of actual soc�et�es; now, he �s concerned
w�th the poss�b�l�ty of a rat�onal soc�ety. H�s a�m �s to just�fy the
change from "nature" to "soc�ety," although �t has left men �n cha�ns.
He �s �n search of the true soc�ety, wh�ch leaves men "as free as
before." Altogether, the space occup�ed by the �dea of nature �n the
Soc�al Contract �s very small. It �s used of necess�ty �n the
controvers�al chapters, �n wh�ch Rousseau �s refut�ng false theor�es
of soc�al obl�gat�on; but when once he has brushed as�de the false
prophets, he lets the �dea of nature go w�th them, and concerns
h�mself solely w�th g�v�ng soc�ety the rat�onal sanct�on he has
prom�sed. It becomes clear that, �n pol�t�cal matters at any rate, the
"state of nature" �s for h�m only a term of controversy. He has �n
effect abandoned, �n so far as he ever held �t, the theory of a human
golden age; and where, as �n the Em�le, he makes use of the �dea of
nature, �t �s broadened and deepened out of all recogn�t�on. Desp�te
many passages �n wh�ch the old term�nology cleaves to h�m, he



means by "nature" �n th�s per�od not the or�g�nal state of a th�ng, nor
even �ts reduct�on to the s�mplest terms: he �s pass�ng over to the
concept�on of "nature" as �dent�cal w�th the full development of
capac�ty, w�th the h�gher! �dea of human freedom. Th�s v�ew may be
seen �n germ even �n the D�scourse on Inequal�ty, where,
d�st�ngu�sh�ng self-respect (amour de so�) from ego�sm (amour-
propre), Rousseau makes the former, the property of the "natural"
man, cons�st not �n the des�re for self-aggrand�sement, but �n the
seek�ng of sat�sfact�on for reasonable des�re accompan�ed by
benevolence; whereas ego�sm �s the preference of our own �nterests
to those of others, self-respect merely puts us on an equal foot�ng
w�th our fellows. It �s true that �n the D�scourse Rousseau �s plead�ng
aga�nst the development of many human facult�es; but he �s equally
advocat�ng the fullest development of those he regards as "natural,"
by wh�ch he means merely "good." The "state of soc�ety," as
env�saged �n the Soc�al Contract, �s no longer �n contrad�ct�on to the
"state of nature" upheld �n the Em�le, where �ndeed the soc�al
env�ronment �s of the greatest �mportance, and, though the pup�l �s
screened from �t, he �s none the less be�ng tra�ned for �t. Indeed the
v�ews g�ven �n the Soc�al Contract are summar�sed �n the f�fth book
of the Em�le, and by th�s summary the essent�al un�ty of Rousseau's
system �s emphas�sed.
Rousseau's object, then, �n the f�rst words of the Soc�al Contract, "�s
to �nqu�re �f, �n the c�v�l order, there can be any sure and certa�n, rule
of adm�n�strat�on, tak�ng men as they are and laws as they m�ght be."
Montesqu�eu took laws as they were, and saw what sort of men they
made: Rousseau, found�ng h�s whole system on human freedom,
takes man as the bas�s, and regards h�m as g�v�ng h�mself what laws
he pleases. He takes h�s stand on the nature of human freedom: on
th�s he bases h�s whole system, mak�ng the w�ll of the members the
sole bas�s of every soc�ety.
In work�ng out h�s theory, Rousseau makes use throughout of three
general and, to some extent, alternat�ve concept�ons. These are the
Soc�al Contract, Sovere�gnty and the General W�ll. We shall now
have to exam�ne each of these �n turn.



The Soc�al Contract theory �s as old as the soph�sts of Greece (see
Plato, Republ�c, Book II and the Gorg�as), and as I elus�ve. It has
been adapted to the most oppos�te po�nts of v�ew, and used, �n
d�fferent forms, on both s�des of every quest�on to wh�ch �t could
conce�vably be appl�ed. It �s frequent �n med�æval wr�ters, a
commonplace w�th the theor�sts of the Rena�ssance, and �n the
e�ghteenth century already near�ng �ts fall before a w�der concept�on.
It would be a long, as well as a thankless, task to trace �ts h�story
over aga�n: �t may be followed best �n D. G. R�tch�e's adm�rable
essay on �t �n Darw�n and Hegel and Other Stud�es. For us, �t �s
�mportant only to regard �t �n �ts most general aspect, before study�ng
the spec�al use made of �t by Rousseau. Obv�ously, �n one form or
another, �t �s a theory very eas�ly arr�ved at. Wherever any form of
government apart from the merest tyranny ex�sts, reflect�on on the
bas�s of the State cannot but lead to the not�on that, �n one sense or
another, �t �s based on the consent, tac�t or expressed, past or
present, of �ts members. In th�s alone, the greater part of the Soc�al
Contract theory �s already latent. Add the des�re to f�nd actual
just�f�cat�on for a theory �n facts, and, espec�ally �n an age possessed
only of the haz�est h�stor�cal sense, th�s doctr�ne of consent w�ll
�nev�tably be g�ven a h�stor�cal sett�ng. If �n add�t�on there �s a
tendency to regard soc�ety as someth�ng unnatural to human�ty, the
tendency w�ll become �rres�st�ble. By wr�ters of almost all schools, the
State w�ll be represented as hav�ng ar�sen, �n some remote age, out
of a compact or, �n more legal phrase, contract between two or more
part�es. The only class that w�ll be able to res�st the doctr�ne �s that
wh�ch ma�nta�ns the d�v�ne r�ght of k�ngs, and holds that all ex�st�ng
governments were were �mposed on the people by the d�rect
�nterpos�t�on of God. All who are not prepared to ma�nta�n that w�ll be
part�sans of some form or other of the Soc�al Contract theory.
It �s, therefore, not surpr�s�ng that we f�nd among �ts advocates
wr�ters of the most oppos�te po�nts of v�ew. Barely stated, �t �s a mere
formula, wh�ch may be f�lled �n w�th any content from absolut�sm to
pure republ�can�sm. And, �n the hands of some at least of �ts
supporters, �t turns out to be a weapon that cuts both ways. We shall
be �n a better pos�t�on to judge of �ts usefulness when we have seen
�ts ch�ef var�et�es at work.



All Soc�al Contract theor�es that are at all def�n�te fall under one or
other of two heads. They represent soc�ety as based on an or�g�nal
contract e�ther between the people and the government, or between
all the �nd�v�duals compos�ng the State. H�stor�cally, modern theory
passes from the f�rst to the second of these forms.
The doctr�ne that soc�ety �s founded on a contract between the
people and the government �s of med�æval or�g�n. It was often
supported by references to the Old Testament, wh�ch conta�ns a
s�m�lar v�ew �n an unreflect�ve form. It �s found �n most of the great
pol�t�cal wr�ters of the s�xteenth century; �n Buchanan, and �n the
wr�t�ngs of James I: �t pers�sts �nto the seventeenth �n the works of
Grot�us and Puffendorf. Grot�us �s somet�mes held to have stated the
theory so as to adm�t both forms of contract; but �t �s clear that he �s
only th�nk�ng of the f�rst form as adm�tt�ng democrat�c as well as
monarch�cal government. We f�nd �t put very clearly by the
Convent�on Parl�ament of 1688, wh�ch accuses James II of hav�ng
"endeavoured to subvert the const�tut�on of the k�ngdom by break�ng
the or�g�nal contract between k�ng and people." Wh�le Hobbes, on
the s�de of the royal�sts, �s ma�nta�n�ng the contract theory �n �ts
second form, the Parl�amentar�an Algernon S�dney adheres to the
�dea of a contract between the people and the government.
In th�s form, the theory clearly adm�ts of oppos�te �nterpretat�ons. It
may be held that the people, hav�ng g�ven �tself up once for all to �ts
rulers, has noth�ng more to ask of them, and �s bound to subm�t to
any usage they may choose to �nfl�ct. Th�s, however, �s not the
�mpl�cat�on most usually drawn from �t. The theory, �n th�s form,
or�g�nated w�th theolog�ans who were also lawyers. The�r v�ew of a
contract �mpl�ed mutual obl�gat�ons; they regarded the ruler as
bound, by �ts terms, to govern const�tut�onally. The old �dea that a
k�ng must not v�olate the sacred customs of the realm passes eas�ly
�nto the doctr�ne that he must not v�olate the terms of the or�g�nal
contract between h�mself and h�s people. Just as �n the days of the
Norman k�ngs, every appeal on the part of the people for more
l�bert�es was couched �n the form of a demand that the customs of
the "good old t�mes" of Edward the Confessor should be respected,
so �n the seventeenth century every act of popular assert�on or



res�stance was stated as an appeal to the k�ng not to v�olate the
contract. The demand was a good popular cry, and �t seemed to
have the theor�sts beh�nd �t. Rousseau g�ves h�s refutat�on of th�s
v�ew, wh�ch he had, �n the D�scourse on Inequal�ty, ma�nta�ned �n
pass�ng, �n the s�xteenth chapter of the th�rd book of the Soc�al
Contract. (See also Book I, chap, �v, �n�t.) H�s attack �s really
concerned also w�th the theory of Hobbes, wh�ch �n some respects
resembles, as we shall see, th�s f�rst v�ew; but, �n form at least, �t �s
d�rected aga�nst th�s form of contract. It w�ll be poss�ble to exam�ne �t
more closely, when the second v�ew has been cons�dered.
The second v�ew, wh�ch may be called the Soc�al Contract theory
proper, regards soc�ety as or�g�nat�ng �n, or based on, an agreement
between the �nd�v�duals compos�ng �t. It seems to be found f�rst,
rather vaguely, �n R�chard Hooker's Eccles�ast�cal Pol�ty, from wh�ch
Locke largely borrowed: and �t reappears, �n vary�ng forms, �n
M�lton's Tenure of K�ngs and Mag�strates, �n Hobbes's Lev�athan, �n
Locke's Treat�ses on C�v�l Government, and �n Rousseau. The best-
known �nstance of �ts actual use �s by the P�lgr�m Fathers on the
Mayflower �n 1620, �n whose declarat�on occurs the phrase, "We do
solemnly and mutually, �n the presence of God and of one another,
covenant and comb�ne ourselves together �nto a c�v�l body pol�t�c."
The natural �mpl�cat�on of th�s v�ew would seem to be the corollary of
complete popular Sovere�gnty wh�ch Rousseau draws. But before
Rousseau's t�me �t had been used to support v�ews as d�verse as
those wh�ch rested on the f�rst form. We saw that, �n Grot�us's great
work, De Jure Bell� et Pac�s, �t was already poss�ble to doubt wh�ch
of the two theor�es was be�ng advocated. The f�rst theory was,
h�stor�cally, a means of popular protest aga�nst royal aggress�on. As
soon as popular government was taken �nto account, the act of
contract between people and government became �n effect merely a
contract between the �nd�v�duals compos�ng the soc�ety, and read�ly
passed over �nto the second form.
The second theory, �n �ts ord�nary form, expresses only the v�ew that
the people �s everywhere Sovere�gn, and that, �n the phrase of
M�lton's treat�se, "the power of k�ngs and mag�strates �s only
der�vat�ve." Before, however, th�s v�ew had been worked up �nto a



ph�losoph�cal theory, �t had already been used by Hobbes to support
prec�sely oppos�te pr�nc�ples. Hobbes agrees that the or�g�nal
contract �s one between all the �nd�v�duals compos�ng the State, and
that the government �s no party to �t; but he regards the people as
agree�ng, not merely to form a State, but to �nvest a certa�n person or
certa�n persons w�th the government of �t. He agrees that the people
�s naturally supreme, but regards �t as al�enat�ng �ts Sovere�gnty by
the contract �tself, and delegat�ng �ts power, wholly and for ever, to
the government. As soon, therefore, as the State �s set up, the
government becomes for Hobbes the Sovere�gn; there �s no more
quest�on of popular Sovere�gnty, but only of pass�ve obed�ence: the
people �s bound, by the contract, to obey �ts ruler, no matter whether
he governs well or �ll. It has al�enated all �ts r�ghts to the Sovere�gn,
who �s, therefore, absolute master. Hobbes, l�v�ng �n a t�me of c�v�l
wars, regards the worst government as better than anarchy, and �s,
therefore, at pa�ns to f�nd arguments �n support of any form of
absolut�sm. It �s easy to p�ck holes �n th�s system, and to see �nto
what d�ff�cult�es a consc�ent�ous Hobb�st m�ght be led by a revolut�on.
For as soon as the revolut�onar�es get the upper hand, he w�ll have
to sacr�f�ce one of h�s pr�nc�ples: he w�ll have to s�de aga�nst e�ther
the actual or the leg�t�mate Sovere�gn. It �s easy also to see that
al�enat�on of l�berty, even �f poss�ble for an �nd�v�dual, wh�ch
Rousseau den�es, cannot b�nd h�s poster�ty. But, w�th all �ts faults,
the v�ew of Hobbes �s on the whole adm�rably, �f ruthlessly, log�cal,
and to �t Rousseau owes a great deal.
The spec�al shape g�ven to the second Soc�al Contract theory by
Hobbes looks, at f�rst s�ght, much l�ke a comb�nat�on, �nto a s�ngle
act, of both the contracts. Th�s, however, �s not the v�ew he adopts.
The theory of a contract between government and people had, as we
have seen, been used ma�nly as a support for popular l�bert�es, a
means of assert�on aga�nst the government. Hobbes, whose whole
a�m �s to make h�s government Sovere�gn, can only do th�s by
leav�ng the government outs�de the contract: he thus avo�ds the
necess�ty of subm�tt�ng �t to any obl�gat�on whatsoever, and leaves �t
absolute and �rrespons�ble. He secures, �n fact, not merely a State
wh�ch has unbounded r�ghts aga�nst the �nd�v�dual, but a determ�nate



author�ty w�th the r�ght to enforce those r�ghts. H�s theory �s not
merely Stat�sm (état�sme); �t �s pure despot�sm.
It �s clear that, �f such a theory �s to be upheld, �t can stand only by
the v�ew, wh�ch Hobbes shares w�th Grot�us, that a man can al�enate
not merely h�s own l�berty, but also that of h�s descendants, and that,
consequently, a people as a whole can do the same. Th�s �s the po�nt
at wh�ch both Locke and Rousseau attack �t. Locke, whose a�m �s
largely to just�fy the Revolut�on of 1688, makes government depend,
not merely at �ts �nst�tut�on, but always, on the consent of the
governed, and regards all rulers as l�able to be d�splaced �f they
govern tyrann�cally. He om�ts, however, to prov�de any mach�nery
short of revolut�on for the express�on of popular op�n�on, and, on the
whole, seems to regard the popular consent as someth�ng
essent�ally tac�t and assumed. He regards the State as ex�st�ng
ma�nly to protect l�fe and property, and �s, �n all h�s assert�ons of
popular r�ghts, so caut�ous as to reduce them almost to noth�ng. It �s
not t�ll we come to Rousseau that the second form of the contract
theory �s stated �n �ts purest and most log�cal form.
Rousseau sees clearly the necess�ty, �f popular consent �n
government �s to be more than a name, of g�v�ng �t some
const�tut�onal means of express�on. For Locke's theory of tac�t
consent, he subst�tutes an act�ve agreement per�od�cally renewed.
He looks back w�th adm�rat�on to the c�ty-states of anc�ent Greece
and, �n h�s own day, reserves h�s adm�rat�on for the Sw�ss free c�t�es,
Berne and, above all, Geneva, h�s nat�ve place. See�ng �n the
Europe of h�s day no case �n wh�ch representat�ve government was
work�ng at all democrat�cally, he was unable to conce�ve that means
m�ght be found of g�v�ng effect to th�s act�ve agreement �n a nat�on-
state; he therefore held that self-government was �mposs�ble except
for a c�ty. He w�shed to break up the nat�on-states of Europe, and
create �nstead federat�ve leagues of �ndependent c�ty-states.
It matters, however, comparat�vely l�ttle, for the apprec�at�on of
Rousseau's pol�t�cal theory �n general, that he fa�led to become the
theor�st of the modern State. By tak�ng the State, wh�ch must have,
�n essent�als, everywhere the same bas�s, at �ts s�mplest, he was
able, far better than h�s predecessors, to br�ng out the real nature of



the "soc�al t�e," an alternat�ve name wh�ch he often uses for the
Soc�al Contract. H�s doctr�ne I of the underly�ng pr�nc�ple of pol�t�cal
obl�gat�on �s that of all great modern wr�ters, from Kant to Mr.
Bosanquet. Th�s fundamental un�ty has been obscured only because
cr�t�cs have fa�led to put the Soc�al Contract theory �n �ts proper place
�n Rousseau's system.
Th�s theory was, we have seen, a commonplace. The amount of
h�stor�cal authent�c�ty ass�gned to the contract almost un�versally
presupposed var�ed enormously. Generally, the weaker a wr�ter's
rat�onal bas�s, the more he appealed to h�story—and �nvented �t. It
was, therefore, almost �nev�table that Rousseau should cast h�s
theory �nto the contractual form. There were, �ndeed, wr�ters of h�s
t�me who laughed at the contract, but they were not wr�ters who
constructed a general system of pol�t�cal ph�losophy. From Cromwell
to Montesqu�eu and Bentham, �t was the pract�cally m�nded man,
�mpat�ent of unactual hypotheses, who refused to accept the �dea of
contract. The theor�sts were as unan�mous �n �ts favour as the
V�ctor�ans were �n favour of the "organ�c" theory. But we, cr�t�c�s�ng
them �n the l�ght of later events, are �n a better pos�t�on for est�mat�ng
the pos�t�on the Soc�al Contract really took �n the�r pol�t�cal system.
We see that Locke's doctr�ne of tac�t consent made popular control
so unreal that he was forced, �f the State was to have any hold, to
make h�s contract h�stor�cal and actual, b�nd�ng poster�ty for all t�me,
and that he was also led to adm�t a quas�-contract between people
and government, as a second v�nd�cat�on of popular l�bert�es.
Rousseau, on the other hand, bases no v�tal argument on the
h�stor�cal nature of the contract, �n wh�ch, �ndeed, he clearly does not
bel�eve. "How," he asks, "d�d th�s change [from nature to soc�ety]
come about?" And he answers that he does not know. Moreover, h�s
a�m �s to f�nd "a sure and leg�t�mate rule of adm�n�strat�on, tak�ng
men as they are and laws as they m�ght be"; that �s to say, h�s Soc�al
Contract �s someth�ng wh�ch w�ll be found at work �n every leg�t�mate
soc�ety, but wh�ch w�ll be �n abeyance �n all forms of despot�sm. He
clearly means by �t no more and no less than the fundamental
pr�nc�ple of pol�t�cal assoc�at�on, the bas�s of the un�ty wh�ch enables
us, �n the State, to real�se pol�t�cal l�berty by g�v�ng up lawlessness
and l�cense. The presentat�on of th�s doctr�ne �n the quas�-h�stor�cal



form of the Soc�al Contract theory �s due to the acc�dent of the t�me
and place �n wh�ch Rousseau wrote. At the same t�me, the
�mportance of the concept�on �s best to be seen �n the hard death �t
d�es. Though no-one, for a hundred years or so, has thought of
regard�ng �t as h�stor�cal, �t has been found so hard to secure any
other phrase expla�n�ng as well or better the bas�s of pol�t�cal un�on
that, to th�s day, the phraseology of the contract theory largely
pers�sts. A concept�on so v�tal cannot have been barren.
It �s �ndeed, �n Rousseau's own thought, only one of the three
d�fferent ways �n wh�ch the bas�s of pol�t�cal un�on �s stated,
accord�ng to the preoccupat�on of h�s m�nd. When he �s th�nk�ng
quas�-h�stor�cally, he descr�bes h�s doctr�ne as that of the Soc�al
Contract. Modern anthropology, �n �ts attempts to expla�n the
complex by means of the s�mple, often strays further from the
stra�ght paths of h�story and reason. In a sem�-legal aspect, us�ng the
term�nology, �f not the standpo�nt, of jur�sprudence, he restates the
same doctr�ne �n the form of popular Sovere�gnty. Th�s use tends
cont�nually to pass over �nto the more ph�losoph�cal form wh�ch
comes th�rd. "Sovere�gnty �s the exerc�se of the general w�ll."
Ph�losoph�cally, Rousseau's doctr�ne f�nds �ts express�on �n the v�ew
that the State �s based not on any or�g�nal convent�on, not on, any
determ�nate power, but on the l�v�ng and susta�n�ng rat�onal w�ll of �ts
members. We have now to exam�ne f�rst Sovere�gnty and then the
General W�ll, wh�ch �s ult�mately Rousseau's gu�d�ng concept�on.
Sovere�gnty �s, f�rst and foremost, a legal term, and �t has often been
held that �ts use �n pol�t�cal ph�losophy merely leads to confus�on. In
jur�sprudence, we are told, �t has the perfectly pla�n mean�ng g�ven to
�t �n Aust�n's famous def�n�t�on. The Sovere�gn �s "a determ�nate
human super�or, not �n a hab�t of obed�ence to a l�ke super�or, but
rece�v�ng hab�tual obed�ence from the bulk of a g�ven soc�ety." Where
Sovere�gnty �s placed �s, on th�s v�ew, a quest�on purely of fact, and
never of r�ght. We have only to seek out the determ�nate human
super�or �n a g�ven soc�ety, and we shall have the Sovere�gn. In
answer to th�s theory, �t �s not enough, though �t �s a valuable po�nt,
to show that such a determ�nate super�or �s rarely to be found.
Where, for �nstance, �s the Sovere�gn of England or of the Br�t�sh



Emp�re? Is �t the K�ng, who �s called the Sovere�gn? Or �s �t the
Parl�ament, wh�ch �s the leg�slature (for Aust�n's Sovere�gn �s
regarded as the source of law)? Or �s �t the electorate, or the whole
mass of the populat�on, w�th or w�thout the r�ght of vot�ng? Clearly all
these exerc�se a certa�n �nfluence �n the mak�ng of laws. Or f�nally, �s
�t now the Cab�net? For Aust�n, one of these bod�es would be ruled
out as �ndeterm�nate (the mass of the populat�on) and another as
respons�ble (the Cab�net). But are we to regard the House of
Commons or those who elect �t as form�ng part of the Sovere�gn?
The search for a determ�nate Sovere�gn may be a valuable legal
concept�on; but �t has ev�dently noth�ng to do w�th pol�t�cal theory.
It �s, therefore, essent�al to d�st�ngu�sh between the legal Sovere�gn
of jur�sprudence, and the pol�t�cal Sovere�gn of pol�t�cal sc�ence and
ph�losophy. Even so, �t does not at once become clear what th�s
pol�t�cal Sovere�gn may be. Is �t the body or bod�es of persons �n
whom pol�t�cal power �n a State actually res�des? Is �t merely the
complex of actual �nst�tut�ons regarded as embody�ng the w�ll of the
soc�ety? Th�s would leave us st�ll �n the realm of mere fact, outs�de
both r�ght and ph�losophy. The Sovere�gn, �n the ph�losoph�cal sense,
�s ne�ther the nom�nal Sovere�gn, nor the legal Sovere�gn, nor the
pol�t�cal Sovere�gn of fact and common sense: �t �s the consequence
of the fundamental bond of un�on, the restatement of the doctr�ne of
Soc�al Contract, the foreshadow�ng of that of General W�ll. The
Sovere�gn �s that body �n the State �n wh�ch pol�t�cal power ought
always to res�de, and �n wh�ch the r�ght to such power does always
res�de.
The �dea at the back of the ph�losoph�cal concept�on of Sovere�gnty
�s, therefore, essent�ally the same as that we found to underl�e the
Soc�al Contract theory. It �s the v�ew that the people, whether �t can
al�enate �ts r�ght or not, �s the ult�mate d�rector of �ts own dest�n�es,
the f�nal power from wh�ch there �s no appeal. In a sense, th�s �s
recogn�sed even by Hobbes, who makes the power of h�s absolute
Sovere�gn, the predecessor of Aust�n's "determ�nate human
super�or," �ssue f�rst of all from the Soc�al Contract, wh�ch �s
essent�ally a popular act. The d�fference between Hobbes and
Rousseau on th�s po�nt �s solely that Rousseau regards as



�nal�enable a supreme power wh�ch Hobbes makes the people
al�enate �n �ts f�rst corporate act�on. That �s to say, Hobbes �n fact
accepts the theory of popular supremacy �n name only to destroy �t �n
fact; Rousseau asserts the theory �n �ts only log�cal form, and �s
under no temptat�on to evade �t by means of false h�stor�cal
assumpt�ons. In Locke, a d�st�nct�on �s already drawn between the
legal and the actual Sovere�gn, wh�ch Locke calls "supreme power";
Rousseau un�tes the absolute Sovere�gnty of Hobbes and the
"popular consent" of Locke �nto the ph�losoph�c doctr�ne of popular
Sovere�gnty, wh�ch has s�nce been the establ�shed form of the
theory. H�s f�nal v�ew represents a return from the pervers�ons of
Hobbes to a doctr�ne already fam�l�ar to med�æval and Rena�ssance
wr�ters; but �t �s not merely a return. In �ts passage the v�ew has
fallen �nto �ts place �n a complete system of pol�t�cal ph�losophy.
In a second �mportant respect Rousseau d�fferent�ates h�mself from
Hobbes. For Hobbes, the Sovere�gn �s �dent�cal w�th the government.
He �s so hot for absolut�sm largely because he regards revolut�on,
the overthrow of the ex�st�ng government, as at the same t�me the
d�ssolut�on of the body pol�t�c, and a return to complete anarchy or to
the "state of nature." Rousseau and, to some extent, Locke meet th�s
v�ew by sharp d�v�s�on between the supreme power and the
government. For Rousseau, they are so clearly d�st�nct that even a
completely democrat�c government �s not at the same t�me the
Sovere�gn; �ts members are sovere�gn only �n a d�fferent capac�ty
and as a d�fferent corporate body, just as two d�fferent soc�et�es may
ex�st for d�fferent purposes w�th exactly the same members. Pure
democracy, however, the government of the State by all the people
�n every deta�l, �s not, as Rousseau says, a poss�ble human
�nst�tut�on. All governments are really m�xed �n character; and what
we call a democracy �s only a more or less democrat�c government.
Government, therefore, w�ll always be to some extent �n the hands of
selected persons. Sovere�gnty, on the other hand, �s �n h�s v�ew
absolute, �nal�enable, �nd�v�s�ble, and �ndestruct�ble. It cannot be
l�m�ted, abandoned, shared or destroyed. It �s an essent�al part of all
soc�al l�fe that the r�ght to control the dest�n�es of the State belongs �n
the last resort to the whole people. There clearly must �n the end be
somewhere �n the soc�ety an ult�mate court of appeal, whether



determ�nate or not; but, unless Sovere�gnty �s d�st�ngu�shed from
government, the government, pass�ng under the name of Sovere�gn,
w�ll �nev�tably be regarded as absolute. The only way to avo�d the
conclus�ons of Hobbes �s, therefore, to establ�sh a clear separat�on
between them.
Rousseau tr�es to do th�s by an adaptat�on of the doctr�ne of the
"three powers." But �nstead of three �ndependent powers shar�ng the
supreme author�ty, he g�ves only two, and makes one of these wholly
dependent on the other. He subst�tutes for the co-ord�nat�on of the
leg�slat�ve, the execut�ve, and the jud�c�al author�t�es, a system �n
wh�ch the leg�slat�ve power, or Sovere�gn, �s always supreme, the
execut�ve, or government, always secondary and der�vat�ve, and the
jud�c�al power merely a funct�on of government. Th�s d�v�s�on he
makes, naturally, one of w�ll and power. The government �s merely to
carry out the decrees, or acts of w�ll, of the Sovere�gn people. Just
as the human w�ll transfers a command to �ts members for execut�on,
so the body pol�t�c may g�ve �ts dec�s�ons force by sett�ng up
author�ty wh�ch, l�ke the bra�n, may command �ts members. In
delegat�ng the power necessary for the execut�on of �ts w�ll, �t �s
abandon�ng none of �ts supreme author�ty. It rema�ns Sovere�gn, and
can at any moment recall the grants �t has made. Government,
therefore, ex�sts only at the Sovere�gn's pleasure, and �s always
revocable by the sovere�gn w�ll.
It w�ll be seen, when we come to d�scuss the nature of the General
W�ll, that th�s doctr�ne really conta�ns the most valuable part of
Rousseau's theory. Here, we are concerned rather w�th �ts
l�m�tat�ons. The d�st�nct�on between leg�slat�ve and execut�ve
funct�ons �s �n pract�ce very hard to draw. In Rousseau's case, �t �s
further compl�cated by the presence of a second d�st�nct�on. The
leg�slat�ve power, the Sovere�gn, �s concerned only w�th what �s
general, the execut�ve only w�th what �s part�cular. Th�s d�st�nct�on,
the full force of wh�ch can only be seen �n connect�on w�th the
General W�ll, means roughly that a matter �s general when �t
concerns the whole commun�ty equally, and makes no ment�on of
any part�cular class; as soon as �t refers to any class or person, �t
becomes part�cular, and can no longer form the subject matter of an



act of Sovere�gnty. However just th�s d�st�nct�on may seem �n the
abstract, �t �s clear that �ts effect �s to place all the power �n the hands
of the execut�ve: modern leg�slat�on �s almost always concerned w�th
part�cular classes and �nterests. It �s not, therefore, a long step from
the v�ew of Rousseau to the modern theory of democrat�c
government, �n wh�ch the people has l�ttle power beyond that of
remov�ng �ts rulers �f they d�splease �t. As long, however, as we
conf�ne our v�ew to the c�ty-state of wh�ch Rousseau �s th�nk�ng, h�s
d�st�nct�on �s capable of preserv�ng for the people a greater actual
exerc�se of w�ll. A c�ty can often general�se where a nat�on must
part�cular�se.
It �s �n the th�rd book of the Soc�al Contract, where Rousseau �s
d�scuss�ng the problem of government, that �t �s most essent�al to
remember that h�s d�scuss�on has �n v�ew ma�nly the c�ty-state and
not the nat�on. Broadly put, h�s pr�nc�ple of government �s that
democracy �s poss�ble only �n small States, ar�stocracy �n those of
med�um extent, and monarchy �n great States (Book III, chap. ���). In
cons�der�ng th�s v�ew, we have to take �nto account two th�ngs. F�rst,
he rejects representat�ve government; w�ll be�ng, �n h�s theory,
�nal�enable, representat�ve Sovere�gnty �s �mposs�ble. But, as he
regards all general acts as funct�ons of Sovere�gnty, th�s means that
no general act can be w�th�n the competence of a representat�ve
assembly. In judg�ng th�s theory, we must take �nto account all the
c�rcumstances of Rousseau's t�me. France, Geneva and England
were the three States he took most �nto account. In France,
representat�ve government was pract�cally non-ex�stent; �n Geneva,
�t was only part�ally necessary; �n England, �t was a mockery, used to
support a corrupt ol�garchy aga�nst a debased monarchy. Rousseau
may well be pardoned for not tak�ng the ord�nary modern v�ew of �t.
Nor �ndeed �s �t, even �n the modern world, so sat�sfactory an
�nstrument of the popular w�ll that we can afford wholly to d�scard h�s
cr�t�c�sm. It �s one of the problems of the day to f�nd some means of
secur�ng effect�ve popular control over a weakened Parl�ament and a
despot�c Cab�net.
The second factor �s the �mmense development of local government.
It seemed to Rousseau that, �n the nat�on-state, all author�ty must



necessar�ly pass, as �t had �n France, to the central power.
Devolut�on was hardly dreamed of; and Rousseau saw the only
means of secur�ng effect�ve popular government �n a federal system,
start�ng from the small un�t as Sovere�gn. The n�neteenth century has
proved the falsehood of much of h�s theory of government; but there
are st�ll many w�se comments and fru�tful suggest�ons to be found �n
the th�rd book of the Soc�al Contract and �n the treat�se on the
Government of Poland, as well as �n h�s adaptat�on and cr�t�c�sm of
the Polysynod�e of the Abbé de Sa�nt-P�erre, a scheme of local
government for France, born out of �ts due t�me.
The po�nt �n Rousseau's theory of Sovere�gnty that offers most
d�ff�culty �s h�s v�ew (Book II, chap, v��) that, for every State, a
Leg�slator �s necessary. We shall understand the sect�on only by
real�s�ng that the leg�slator �s, �n fact, �n Rousseau's system, the sp�r�t
of �nst�tut�ons person�f�ed; h�s place, �n a developed soc�ety, �s taken
by the whole complex of soc�al custom, organ�sat�on and trad�t�on
that has grown up w�th the State. Th�s �s made clearer by the fact
that the leg�slator �s not to exerc�se leg�slat�ve power; he �s merely to
subm�t h�s suggest�ons for popular approval. Thus Rousseau
recogn�ses that, �n the case of �nst�tut�ons and trad�t�ons as
elsewhere, w�ll, and not force, �s the bas�s of the State.
Th�s may be seen �n h�s treatment of law as a whole (Book II, chap,
v�), wh�ch deserves very careful attent�on. He def�nes laws as "acts
of the general w�ll," and, agree�ng w�th Montesqu�eu �n mak�ng law
the "cond�t�on of c�v�l assoc�at�on," goes beyond h�m only �n trac�ng �t
more def�n�tely to �ts or�g�n �n an act of w�ll. The Soc�al Contract
renders law necessary, and at the same t�me makes �t qu�te clear
that laws can proceed only from the body of c�t�zens who have
const�tuted the State. "Doubtless," says Rousseau, "there �s a
un�versal just�ce emanat�ng from reason alone; but th�s just�ce, to be
adm�tted among us, must be mutual. Humbly speak�ng, �n default of
natural sanct�ons, the laws of just�ce are �neffect�ve among men." Of
the law wh�ch set up among men th�s re�gn of mutual just�ce the
General W�ll �s the source.
We thus come at last to the General W�ll, the most d�sputed, and
certa�nly the most fundamental, of all Rousseau's pol�t�cal concepts.



No cr�t�c of the Soc�al Contract has found �t easy to say e�ther what
prec�sely �ts author meant by �t, or what �s �ts f�nal value for pol�t�cal
ph�losophy. The d�ff�culty �s �ncreased because Rousseau h�mself
somet�mes halts �n the sense wh�ch he ass�gns to �t, and even
seems to suggest by �t two d�fferent �deas. Of �ts broad mean�ng,
however, there can be no doubt. The effect of the Soc�al Contract �s
the creat�on of a new �nd�v�dual. When �t has taken place, "at once, �n
place of the �nd�v�dual personal�ty of each contract�ng party, the act
of assoc�at�on creates a moral and collect�ve body, composed of as
many members as the assembly conta�ns voters, and rece�v�ng from
the act �ts un�ty, �ts common �dent�ty (mo� commun), �ts l�fe and �ts
w�ll" (Book I, chap. v�). The same doctr�ne had been stated earl�er, �n
the Pol�t�cal Economy, w�thout the h�stor�cal sett�ng. "The body pol�t�c
�s also a moral be�ng, possessed of a w�ll, and th�s general w�ll,
wh�ch tends always to the preservat�on and welfare of the whole and
of every part, and �s the source of the laws, const�tutes for all the
members of the State, �n the�r relat�ons to one another and to �t, the
rule of what �s just or unjust." It w�ll be seen at once that the second
statement, wh�ch could eas�ly be fort�f�ed by others from the Soc�al
Contract, says more than the f�rst. It �s not apparent that the common
w�ll, created by the �nst�tut�on of soc�ety, need "tend always to the
welfare of the whole." Is not the common w�ll at least as fall�ble as
the w�ll of a s�ngle �nd�v�dual? May �t not equally be led away from �ts
true �nterests to the pursu�t of pleasure or of someth�ng wh�ch �s
really harmful to �t? And, �f the whole soc�ety may vote what
conduces to the momentary pleasure of all the members and at the
same t�me to the last�ng damage of the State as a whole, �s �t not st�ll
more l�kely that some of the members w�ll try to secure the�r pr�vate
�nterests �n oppos�t�on to those of the whole and of others? All these
quest�ons, and others l�ke them, have been asked by cr�t�cs of the
concept�on of the General W�ll.
Two ma�n po�nts are �nvolved, to one of wh�ch Rousseau g�ves a
clear and def�n�te answer. "There �s often," he says, "a great deal of
d�fference between the w�ll of all and the general w�ll; the latter takes
account only of the common �nterest, wh�le the former takes pr�vate
�nterest �nto account, and �s no more than a sum of part�cular w�lls."
"The agreement of all �nterests �s formed by oppos�t�on to that of



each" (Book II, chap. ���). It �s �ndeed poss�ble for a c�t�zen, when an
�ssue �s presented to h�m, to vote not for the good of the State, but
for h�s own good; but, �n such a case, h�s vote, from the po�nt of v�ew
of the General W�ll, �s merely negl�g�ble. But "does �t follow that the
general w�ll �s exterm�nated or corrupted? Not at all: �t �s always
constant, unalterable, and pure; but �t �s subord�nated to other w�lls
wh�ch encroach upon �ts sphere.... The fault [each man] comm�ts [�n
detach�ng h�s �nterest from the common �nterest] �s that of chang�ng
the state of the quest�on, and answer�ng someth�ng d�fferent from
what he �s asked. Instead of say�ng by h�s vote 'It �s to the advantage
of the State,' he says, 'It �s to the advantage of th�s or that man or
party that th�s or that v�ew should preva�l.' Thus the law of publ�c
order �n assembl�es �s not so much to ma�nta�n �n them the general
w�ll as to secure that the quest�on be always put to �t, and the answer
always g�ven by �t" (Book IV, chap. �). These passages, w�th many
others that may be found �n the text, make �t qu�te clear that by the
General W�ll Rousseau means someth�ng qu�te d�st�nct from the W�ll
of All, w�th wh�ch �t should never have been confused. The only
excuse for such confus�on l�es �n h�s v�ew that when, �n a c�ty-state,
all part�cular assoc�at�ons are avo�ded, votes gu�ded by �nd�v�dual
self-�nterest w�ll always cancel one another, so that major�ty vot�ng
w�ll always result �n the General W�ll. Th�s �s clearly not the case, and
�n th�s respect we may charge h�m w�th push�ng the democrat�c
argument too far. The po�nt, however, can be better dealt w�th at a
later stage. Rousseau makes no pretence that the mere vo�ce of a
major�ty �s �nfall�ble; he only says, at the most, that, g�ven h�s �deal
cond�t�ons, �t would be so.
The second ma�n po�nt ra�sed by cr�t�cs of the General W�ll �s
whether �n def�n�ng �t as a w�ll d�rected solely to the common �nterest,
Rousseau means to exclude acts of publ�c �mmoral�ty and short-
s�ghtedness. He answers the quest�ons �n d�fferent ways. F�rst, an
act of publ�c �mmoral�ty would be merely an unan�mous �nstance of
self�shness, d�fferent �n no part�cular, from s�m�lar acts less
unan�mous, and therefore form�ng no part of a General W�ll.
Secondly, a mere �gnorance of our own and the State's good, ent�rely
unprompted by self�sh des�res, does not make our w�ll ant�-soc�al or
�nd�v�dual. "The general w�ll �s always r�ght and tends to the publ�c



advantage; but �t does not follow that the del�berat�ons of the people
are always equally correct. Our w�ll �s always for our own good, but
we do not always see what that �s: the people �s never corrupted, but
�t �s often dece�ved, and on such occas�ons only does �t seem to w�ll
what �s bad" (Book II, chap. ���). It �s �mposs�ble to acqu�t Rousseau �n
some of the passages �n wh�ch he treats of the General W�ll, of
someth�ng worse than obscur�ty—pos�t�ve contrad�ct�on. It �s
probable, �ndeed, that he never qu�te succeeded �n gett�ng h�s v�ew
clear �n h�s own m�nd; there �s nearly always, �n h�s treatment of �t, a
certa�n amount of muddle and fluctuat�on. These d�ff�cult�es the
student must be left to worry out for h�mself; �t �s only poss�ble to
present, �n outl�ne, what Rousseau meant to convey.
The treatment of the General W�ll �n the Pol�t�cal Economy �s br�ef
and luc�d, and furn�shes the best gu�de to h�s mean�ng. The def�n�t�on
of �t �n th�s work, wh�ch has already been quoted, �s followed by a
short account of the nature of general w�lls as a whole. "Every
pol�t�cal soc�ety �s composed of other smaller soc�et�es of var�ous
k�nds, each of wh�ch has �ts �nterest and rules of conduct; but those
soc�et�es wh�ch everybody perce�ves, because they have an external
or author�sed form, are not the only ones that actually ex�st �n the
State: all �nd�v�duals who are un�ted by a common �nterest compose
as many others, e�ther temporary or permanent, whose �nfluence �s
none the less real because �t �s less apparent.... The �nfluence of all
these tac�t or formal assoc�at�ons causes by the �nfluence of the�r w�ll
as many mod�f�cat�ons of the publ�c w�ll. The w�ll of these part�cular
soc�et�es has always two relat�ons; for the members of the
assoc�at�on, �t �s a general w�ll; for the great soc�ety, �t �s a part�cular
w�ll; and �t �s often r�ght w�th regard to the f�rst object and wrong as to
the second. The most general w�ll �s always the most just, and the
vo�ce of the people �s, �n fact, the vo�ce of God."
The General W�ll, Rousseau cont�nues �n substance, �s always for
the common good; but �t �s somet�mes d�v�ded �nto smaller general
w�lls, wh�ch are wrong �n relat�on to �t. The supremacy of the great
General W�ll �s "the f�rst pr�nc�ple of publ�c economy and the
fundamental rule of government." In th�s passage, wh�ch d�ffers only
�n clearness and s�mpl�c�ty from others �n the Soc�al Contract �tself, �t



�s easy to see how far Rousseau had �n h�s m�nd a perfectly def�n�te
�dea. Every assoc�at�on of several persons creates a new common
w�ll; every assoc�at�on of a permanent character has already a
"personal�ty" of �ts own, and �n consequence a "general" w�ll; the
State, the h�ghest known form of assoc�at�on, �s a fully developed
moral and collect�ve be�ng w�th a common w�ll wh�ch �s, �n the
h�ghest sense yet known to us, general. All such w�lls are general
only for the members of the assoc�at�ons Wh�ch exerc�se them; for
outs�ders, or rather for other assoc�at�ons, they are purely part�cular
w�lls. Th�s appl�es even to the State; "for, �n relat�on to what �s
outs�de �t, the State becomes a s�mple be�ng, an �nd�v�dual" (Soc�al
Contract, Book I. chap. v��). In certa�n passages �n the Soc�al
Contract, �n h�s cr�t�c�sm of the Abbé de Sa�nt-P�erre's Project of
Perpetual Peace, and �n the second chapter of the or�g�nal draft of
the Soc�al Contract, Rousseau takes �nto account the poss�b�l�ty of a
st�ll h�gher �nd�v�dual, "the federat�on of the world." In the Pol�t�cal
Economy, th�nk�ng of the nat�on-state, he aff�rms what �n the Soc�al
Contract (Book II, chap, ���) he den�es of the c�ty, and recogn�ses that
the l�fe of a nat�on �s made up of the whole complex of �ts �nst�tut�ons,
and that the ex�stence of lesser general w�lls �s not necessar�ly a
menace to the General W�ll of the State. In the Soc�al Contract, he
only treats of these lesser w�lls �n relat�on to the government, wh�ch,
he shows, has a w�ll of �ts own, general for �ts members, but
part�cular for the State as a whole (Book III, chap. ��). Th�s
governmental w�ll he there prefers to call corporate w�ll, and by th�s
name �t w�ll be conven�ent to d�st�ngu�sh the lesser general w�lls from
the General W�ll of the State that �s over them all.
So far, there �s no great d�ff�culty; but �n d�scuss�ng the �nfall�b�l�ty of
the General W�ll we are on more dangerous ground. Rousseau's
treatment here clearly osc�llates between regard�ng �t as a purely
�deal concept�on, to wh�ch human �nst�tut�ons can only approx�mate,
and hold�ng �t to be real�sed actually �n every republ�can State, �.e.
wherever the people �s the Sovere�gn �n fact as well as �n r�ght. Book
IV, chap, �� �s the most startl�ng passage express�ng the latter v�ew.
"When �n the popular assembly a law �s proposed, what the people �s
asked �s not exactly whether �t accepts or rejects the proposal, but
whether �t �s �n conform�ty w�th the general w�ll, wh�ch �s �ts w�ll....



When, therefore, the op�n�on that �s contrary to my own preva�ls, th�s
proves ne�ther more nor less than that I was m�staken, and that what
I thought to be the general w�ll was not so." On h�s own pr�nc�ples
la�d down elsewhere, Rousseau would have to adm�t that �t proves
noth�ng of the sort, except �n so far as the other voters have been
gu�ded by the general �nterest. Though he somet�mes aff�rms the
oppos�te, there �s no secur�ty on h�s pr�nc�ples that the w�ll of the
major�ty w�ll be the General W�ll. At the most �t can only be sa�d that
there �s a greater chance of �ts be�ng general than of the w�ll of any
selected class of persons not be�ng led away by corporate �nterests.
The just�f�cat�on of democracy �s not that �t �s always r�ght, even �n
�ntent�on, but that �t �s more general than any other k�nd of supreme
power.
Fundamentally, however, the doctr�ne of the General W�ll �s
�ndependent of these contrad�ct�ons. Apart from Kant's narrow and
r�g�d log�c, �t �s essent�ally one w�th h�s doctr�ne of the autonomy of
the w�ll. Kant takes Rousseau's pol�t�cal theory, and appl�es �t to
eth�cs as a whole. The germ of m�s appl�cat�on �s already found �n
Rousseau's own work; for he protests more than once aga�nst
attempts to treat moral and pol�t�cal ph�losophy apart, as d�st�nct
stud�es, and asserts the�r absolute un�ty. Th�s �s brought out clearly �n
the Soc�al Contract (Book I, chap, v���), where he �s speak�ng of the
change brought about by the establ�shment of soc�ety. "The passage
from the state of nature to the c�v�l state produces a very remarkable
change �n man, by subst�tut�ng just�ce for �nst�nct �n h�s conduct, and
g�v�ng h�s act�ons the moral�ty they had h�therto lacked.... What man
loses by the soc�al contract �s h�s natural l�berty and an unl�m�ted
r�ght to everyth�ng he tr�es to get and succeeds �n gett�ng; what he
ga�ns �s c�v�l l�berty ... wh�ch �s l�m�ted by the general w�ll.... We
m�ght, over and above all th�s, add to what man acqu�res �n the c�v�l
state moral l�berty, wh�ch alone makes h�m truly master of h�mself;
for the mere �mpulse of appet�te �s slavery, wh�le obed�ence to a law
wh�ch we prescr�be to ourselves �s l�berty."
Th�s one chapter conta�ns the g�st of the Kant�an moral ph�losophy,
and makes �t qu�te clear that Rousseau perce�ved �ts appl�cat�on to
eth�cs as well as to pol�t�cs. The moral�ty of our acts cons�sts �n the�r



be�ng d�rected �n accordance w�th un�versal law; acts �n wh�ch we are
gu�ded merely by our pass�ons are not moral. Further, man can only
possess freedom when h�s whole be�ng �s un�f�ed �n the pursu�t of a
s�ngle end; and, as h�s whole be�ng can be un�f�ed only �n pursu�t of a
rat�onal end, wh�ch alone excludes contrad�ct�on, only moral acts,
only men d�rect�ng the�r l�ves by un�versal law, are free. In Kant�an
language, the w�ll �s autonomous (�.e. prescr�bes to �tself �ts own law)
only when �t �s d�rected to a un�versal end; when �t �s gu�ded by
self�sh pass�ons, or part�cular cons�derat�ons, �t �s heteronomous (�.e.
rece�ves �ts law from someth�ng external to �tself), and �n bondage.
Rousseau, as he says (Book I, chap, v���), was not d�rectly concerned
w�th the eth�cal sense of the word "l�berty," and Kant was, therefore,
left to develop the doctr�ne �nto a system; but the phrases of th�s
chapter prove false the v�ew that the doctr�ne of a Real W�ll ar�ses
f�rst �n connect�on w�th pol�t�cs, and �s only transferred thence to
moral ph�losophy. Rousseau bases h�s pol�t�cal doctr�ne throughout
on h�s v�ew of human freedom; �t �s because man �s a free agent
capable of be�ng determ�ned by a un�versal law prescr�bed by
h�mself that the State �s �n l�ke manner capable of real�s�ng the
General W�ll, that �s, of prescr�b�ng to �tself and �ts members a s�m�lar
un�versal law.
The General W�ll, then, �s the appl�cat�on of human freedom to
pol�t�cal �nst�tut�ons. Before the value of th�s concept�on can be
determ�ned, there �s a cr�t�c�sm to be met. The freedom wh�ch �s
real�sed �n the General W�ll, we are told, �s the freedom of the State
as a whole; but the State ex�sts to secure �nd�v�dual freedom for �ts
members. A free State may be tyrann�cal; a despot may allow h�s
subjects every freedom. What guarantee �s there that the State, �n
free�ng �tself, w�ll not enslave �ts members? Th�s cr�t�c�sm has been
made w�th such regular�ty that �t has to be answered �n some deta�l.
"The problem �s to f�nd a form of assoc�at�on wh�ch w�ll defend and
protect w�th the whole common force the person and goods of each
assoc�ate, and �n wh�ch each, wh�le un�t�ng h�mself w�th all, may st�ll
obey h�mself alone, and rema�n as free as before." "The clauses of
the contract ... are everywhere the same and everywhere tac�tly
adm�tted and recogn�sed.... These clauses, properly understood,



may be reduced to one—the total al�enat�on of each assoc�ate,
together w�th all h�s r�ghts, to the whole commun�ty...; for, �f the
�nd�v�duals reta�ned certa�n r�ghts, as there would be no common
super�or to dec�de between them and the publ�c, each, be�ng on one
po�nt h�s own judge, would ask to be so on all, and the state of
nature would cont�nue" (Book I, chap. v�). Rousseau sees clearly that
�t �s �mposs�ble to place any l�m�ts upon the power of the State; when
the people comb�ne �nto a State, they must �n the end subm�t to be
gu�ded �n all th�ngs by the w�ll of the effect�ve major�ty. L�m�ted
Sovere�gnty �s a contrad�ct�on �n terms; the Sovere�gn has a r�ght to
all that reason allows �t, and as soon as reason demands that the
State shall �nterfere, no appeal to �nd�v�dual r�ghts can be made.
What �s best for the State must be suffered by the �nd�v�dual. Th�s,
however, �s very far from mean�ng that the rul�ng power ought, or has
the moral r�ght, to �nterfere �n every part�cular case. Rousseau has
been subjected to much fool�sh cr�t�c�sm because, after uphold�ng
the State's absolute supremacy, he goes on (Book II, chap, �v) to
speak of "the l�m�ts of the sovere�gn power." There �s no
contrad�ct�on whatsoever. Wherever State �ntervent�on �s for the best,
the State has a r�ght to �ntervene; but �t has no moral r�ght, though �t
must have a legal r�ght, to �ntervene where �t �s not for the best. The
General W�ll, be�ng always �n the r�ght, w�ll �ntervene only when
�ntervent�on �s proper. "The Sovere�gn," therefore, "cannot �mpose
upon �ts subjects any fetters that are useless to the commun�ty, nor
can �t even w�sh to do so." As, however, the �nfall�b�l�ty of the General
W�ll �s not enough to make the State �nfall�ble, there st�ll rema�ns an
object�on. S�nce the General W�ll cannot always be arr�ved at, who �s
to judge whether an act of �ntervent�on �s just�f�ed? Rousseau's
answer fa�ls to sat�sfy many of h�s cr�t�cs. "Each man al�enates, I
adm�t, by the soc�al compact, only such part of h�s powers, goods
and l�berty as �t �s �mportant for the commun�ty to control; but �t must
also be granted that the Sovere�gn �s sole judge of what �s
�mportant." Th�s, we are told, �s mere State tyranny over aga�n. But
how �s �t poss�ble to avo�d such a conclus�on? Rousseau has already
g�ven h�s reasons for object�ng to a l�m�ted Sovere�gnty (Book I,
chap, v�): �t follows absolutely that we must take the best mach�nery
we can f�nd for the execut�on of the State's funct�ons. No doubt the



mach�nery w�ll be �mperfect; but we can only try to get as near the
General W�ll as poss�ble, w�thout hop�ng to real�se �t fully.
The answer, therefore, to the cr�t�cs who hold that, �n secur�ng c�v�l
l�berty Rousseau has sacr�f�ced the �nd�v�dual may be put after th�s
fash�on. L�berty �s not a merely negat�ve concept�on; �t does not
cons�st solely �n the absence of restra�nt. The purest �nd�v�dual�st,
Herbert Spencer for example, would grant that a certa�n amount of
State �nterference �s necessary to secure l�berty; but as soon as th�s
�dea of secur�ng l�berty �s adm�tted �n the smallest degree, the whole
�dea has undergone profound mod�f�cat�on. It can no longer be
cla�med that every �nterference on the part of the State lessens the
l�berty of the �nd�v�dual; the "l�berty-fund" theory �s as untenable as
that of the "wages-fund": the members of a State may be more free
when all are restra�ned from do�ng one another mutual damage than
when any one �s left "free" to enslave another or be h�mself
enslaved. Th�s pr�nc�ple once adm�tted, the prec�se amount of State
�nterference that �s necessary to secure freedom w�ll be always a
matter for part�cular d�scuss�on; every case must be dec�ded on �ts
own mer�ts, and, �n r�ght, the Sovere�gn w�ll be omn�potent, or subject
only to the law of reason.



It has often been held that Rousseau cannot really have �nsp�red the
French Revolut�on because th�s v�ew �s totally �ncons�stent w�th the
"r�ghts of man," wh�ch the revolut�onar�es so fervently procla�med. If
every r�ght �s al�enated �n the Soc�al Contract, what sense can there
be �n talk�ng of "natural r�ghts" afterwards? Th�s, however, �s to
m�srepresent Rousseau's pos�t�on. The r�ghts of man as they are
preached by the modern �nd�v�dual�st, are not the r�ghts of wh�ch
Rousseau and the revolut�onar�es were th�nk�ng. We have seen that
the theory of the Soc�al Contract �s founded on human freedom: th�s
freedom carr�es w�th �t, �n Rousseau's v�ew, the guarantee of �ts own
permanence; �t �s �nal�enable and �ndestruct�ble. When, therefore,
government becomes despot�c, �t has no more r�ght over �ts subjects
than the master has over h�s slave (Book I, chap, �v); the quest�on �s
then purely one of m�ght. In such cases, appeal may be made e�ther
to the terms of the Soc�al Contract, or, putt�ng the same �dea another
way, to the "natural r�ght" of human freedom. Th�s natural r�ght �s �n
no sense �ncons�stent w�th the complete al�enat�on supposed �n the
Contract; for the Contract �tself reposes on �t and guarantees �ts
ma�ntenance. The Sovere�gn must, therefore, treat all �ts members
al�ke; but, so long as �t does th�s, �t rema�ns omn�potent. If �t leaves
the general for the part�cular, and treats one man better than
another, �t ceases to be Sovere�gn; but equal�ty �s already
presupposed �n the terms of the Contract.
It �s more prof�table to attack Rousseau for h�s fac�le �dent�f�cat�on of
the �nterests of each of the c�t�zens w�th those of all; but here, too,
most of the cr�t�cs have abused the�r opportun�ty. He does not
ma�nta�n that there can be no oppos�t�on between a man's part�cular
�nterests and the General W�ll as present �n h�m; on the contrary, he
expl�c�tly and cons�stently aff�rms the presence of such oppos�t�on
(Book I, chap. v��). What he asserts �s, f�rst, that the Sovere�gn, as
such, cannot have any �nterest contrary to the �nterest of the c�t�zens
as a whole—that �s obv�ous; and, secondly, that �t cannot have an
�nterest contrary to that of any �nd�v�dual. The second po�nt
Rousseau proves by show�ng that the omn�potence of the Sovere�gn
�s essent�al to the preservat�on of soc�ety, wh�ch �n turn �s necessary
for the �nd�v�dual. H�s argument, however, really rests on the



fundamental character of the General W�ll. He would adm�t that, �n
any actual State, the apparent �nterest of the many m�ght often
confl�ct w�th that of the few; but he would contend that the real
�nterest of State and �nd�v�dual al�ke, be�ng subject to un�versal law
could not be such as to confl�ct w�th any other real �nterest. The
�nterest of the State, �n so far as �t �s d�rected by the General W�ll,
must be the �nterest of every �nd�v�dual, �n so far as he �s gu�ded by
h�s real w�ll, that �s, �n so far as he �s act�ng un�versally, rat�onally and
autonomously.
Thus the just�f�cat�on of Rousseau's theory of l�berty returns to the
po�nt from wh�ch �t set out—the omn�potence of the real w�ll �n State
and �nd�v�dual. It �s �n th�s sense that he speaks of man �n the State
as "forced to be free" by the General W�ll, much as Kant m�ght speak
of a man's lower nature as forced to be free by the un�versal
mandate of h�s h�gher, more real and more rat�onal w�ll. It �s �n th�s
recogn�t�on of the State as a moral be�ng, w�th powers of
determ�nat�on s�m�lar to the powers of the �nd�v�dual m�nd, that the
s�gn�f�cance of the General W�ll ult�mately l�es. Even, however,
among those who have recogn�sed �ts mean�ng, there are some who
deny �ts value as a concept�on of pol�t�cal ph�losophy. If, they say, the
General W�ll �s not the W�ll of All, �f �t cannot be arr�ved at by a
major�ty vote or by any system of vot�ng whatsoever, then �t �s
noth�ng; �t �s a mere abstract�on, ne�ther general, nor a I w�ll. Th�s �s,
of course, prec�sely the cr�t�c�sm to wh�ch Kant's "real w�ll" �s often
subjected. Clearly, �t must be granted at once that the General W�ll
does not form the whole actual content of the w�ll of every c�t�zen.
Regarded as actual, �t must always be qual�f�ed by "�n so far as" or
�ts equ�valent. Th�s, however, �s so far from destroy�ng the value of
the concept�on that there�n l�es �ts whole value. In seek�ng the
un�versal bas�s of soc�ety, we are not seek�ng anyth�ng that �s wholly
actual�sed �n any State, though we must be seek�ng someth�ng wh�ch
ex�sts, more or less perfectly, �n every State.
The po�nt of the Soc�al Contract theory, as Rousseau states �t, �s that
leg�t�mate soc�ety ex�sts by the consent of the people, and acts by
popular w�ll. Act�ve w�ll, and not force or even mere consent, �s the
bas�s of the "republ�can" State, wh�ch can only possess th�s



character because �nd�v�dual w�lls are not really self-suff�c�ent and
separate, but complementary and �nter-dependent. The answer to
the quest�on "Why ought I to obey the General W�ll?" �s that the
General W�ll ex�sts �n me and not outs�de me. I am "obey�ng only
myself," as Rousseau says. The State �s not a mere acc�dent of
human h�story, a mere dev�ce for the protect�on of l�fe and property; �t
responds to a fundamental need of human nature, and �s rooted �n
the character of the �nd�v�duals who compose �t. The whole complex
of human �nst�tut�ons �s not a mere art�f�c�al structure; �t �s the
express�on of the mutual dependence and fellowsh�p of men. If �t
means anyth�ng, the theory of the General W�ll means that the State
�s natural, and the "state of nature" an abstract�on. W�thout th�s bas�s
of w�ll and natural need, no soc�ety could for a moment subs�st; the
State ex�sts and cla�ms our obed�ence because �t �s a natural
extens�on of our personal�ty.
The problem, however, st�ll rema�ns of mak�ng the General W�ll, �n
any part�cular State, act�ve and consc�ous. It �s clear that there are
States �n wh�ch v�s�ble and recogn�sed �nst�tut�ons hardly answer �n
any respect to �ts requ�rements. Even �n such States, however, there
�s a l�m�t to tyranny; deep down, �n �mmemor�al customs w�th wh�ch
the despot dare not �nterfere, the General W�ll �s st�ll act�ve and
�mportant. It does not res�de merely �n the outward and v�s�ble
organ�sat�on of soc�al �nst�tut�ons, �n that complex of formal
assoc�at�ons wh�ch we may call the State; �ts roots go deeper and �ts
branches spread further. It �s real�sed, �n greater or less degree, �n
the whole l�fe of the commun�ty, �n the ent�re complex of pr�vate and
publ�c relat�ons wh�ch, �n the w�dest sense, may be called Soc�ety.
We may recogn�se �t not only �n a Parl�ament, a Church, a Un�vers�ty
or a Trade Un�on, but also �n the most �nt�mate human relat�onsh�ps,
and the most tr�v�al, as well as the most v�tal, soc�al customs.
But, �f all these th�ngs go to the mak�ng of the General W�ll �n every
commun�ty, the General W�ll has, for pol�t�cs, pr�mar�ly a narrower
sense. The problem here �s to secure �ts supremacy �n the off�c�al
�nst�tut�ons and publ�c counc�ls of the nat�on. Th�s �s the quest�on to
wh�ch Rousseau ch�efly addressed h�mself. Here, too, we shall f�nd
the General W�ll the best poss�ble concept�on for the gu�dance of



pol�t�cal endeavour For the General W�ll �s real�sed not when that �s
done wh�ch �s best for the commun�ty, but when, �n add�t�on, the
commun�ty as a whole has w�lled the do�ng of �t. The General W�ll
demands not only good government, but also self-government—not
only rat�onal conduct, but good-w�ll. Th�s �s what some of Rousseau's
adm�rers are apt to forget when they use h�s argument, as he h�mself
was somet�mes �ncl�ned to use �t, �n support of pure ar�stocracy.
Rousseau sa�d that ar�stocracy was the best of all governments, but
he sa�d also that �t was the worst of all usurpers of Sovere�gnty. Nor
must �t be forgotten that he expressly spec�f�ed elect�ve ar�stocracy.
There �s no General W�ll unless the people w�lls the good. General
W�ll may be embod�ed �n one man w�ll�ng un�versally; but �t can only
be embod�ed �n the State when the mass of the c�t�zens so w�lls. The
w�ll must be "general" �n two senses: �n the sense �n wh�ch Rousseau
used the word, �t must be general �n �ts object, �.e. un�versal; but �t
must also be generally held, �.e. common to all or to the major�ty.[1]

The General W�ll �s, then, above all a un�versal and, �n the Kant�an
sense, a "rat�onal" w�ll. It would be poss�ble to f�nd �n Rousseau
many more ant�c�pat�ons of the v�ews of Kant; but �t �s better here to
conf�ne comment to an �mportant d�fference between them. It �s
surpr�s�ng to f�nd �n Kant, the or�g�nator of modern "�ntellectual�sm,"
and �n Rousseau, the great apostle of "sent�ment," an essent�ally
s�m�lar v�ew on the nature and funct�on of the w�ll. The�r v�ews,
however, present a d�fference; for, whereas the mov�ng force of
Kant's moral �mperat�ve �s purely "rat�onal," Rousseau f�nds the
sanct�on of h�s General W�ll �n human feel�ng �tself. As we can see
from a passage �n the or�g�nal draft of the Soc�al Contract, the
General W�ll rema�ns purely rat�onal. "No-one w�ll d�spute that the
General W�ll �s �n each �nd�v�dual a pure act of the understand�ng,
wh�ch reasons wh�le the pass�ons are s�lent on what a man may
demand of h�s ne�ghbour and on what h�s ne�ghbour has a r�ght to
demand of h�m." The w�ll rema�ns purely rat�onal, but Rousseau feels
that �t needs an external mot�ve power. "If natural law," he wr�tes,
"were wr�tten only on the tablets of human reason �t would be
�ncapable of gu�d�ng the greater part of our act�ons; but �t �s also
graven on the heart of man �n characters that cannot be effaced, and



�t �s there �t speaks to h�m more strongly than all the precepts of the
ph�losophers" (from an unf�n�shed essay on The State of War). The
nature of th�s gu�d�ng sent�ment �s expla�ned �n the D�scourse on
Inequal�ty (p. 197, note 2), where ego�sm (amour-propre) �s
contrasted w�th self-respect (amour de so�). Naturally, Rousseau
holds, man does not want everyth�ng for h�mself, and noth�ng for
others. "Ego�sm" and "altru�sm" are both one-s�ded qual�t�es ar�s�ng
out of the pervers�on of man's, "natural goodness." "Man �s born
good," that �s, man's nature really makes h�m des�re only to be
treated as one among others, to share equally. Th�s natural love of
equal�ty (amour de so�) �ncludes love of others as well as love of self,
and ego�sm, lov�ng one's self at the expense of others, �s an
unnatural and perverted cond�t�on. The "rat�onal" precepts of the
General W�ll, therefore, f�nd an echo �n the heart of the "natural"
man, and, �f we can only secure the human be�ng aga�nst pervers�on
by ex�st�ng soc�et�es, the General W�ll can be made actual.
Th�s �s the meet�ng-po�nt of Rousseau's educat�onal w�th h�s pol�t�cal
theory. H�s v�ew as a whole can be stud�ed only by tak�ng together
the Soc�al Contract and the Em�le as expla�ned by the Letters on the
Mount and other works. The fundamental dogma of the natural
goodness of man f�nds no place d�rectly �n the Soc�al Contract; but �t
lurks beh�nd the whole of h�s pol�t�cal theory, and �s �ndeed,
throughout, h�s master-concept�on. H�s educat�onal, h�s rel�g�ous, h�s
pol�t�cal and h�s eth�cal �deas are all �nsp�red by a s�ngle cons�stent
att�tude. Here we have been attend�ng only to h�s pol�t�cal theory; �n
the volume wh�ch �s to follow, conta�n�ng the Letters on the Mount
and other works, some attempt w�ll be made to draw the var�ous
threads together and est�mate h�s work as a whole. The pol�t�cal
works, however, can be read separately, and the Soc�al Contract
�tself �s st�ll by far the best of all text-books of pol�t�cal ph�losophy.
Rousseau's pol�t�cal �nfluence, so far from be�ng dead, �s every day
�ncreas�ng; and as new generat�ons and new classes of men come
to the study of h�s work, h�s concept�ons, often hazy and
undeveloped, but nearly always of last�ng value, w�ll assuredly form
the bas�s of a new pol�t�cal ph�losophy, �n wh�ch they w�ll be taken up
and transformed. Th�s new ph�losophy �s the work of the future; but,
rooted upon the concept�on of Rousseau, �t w�ll stretch far back �nto



the past. Of our t�me, �t w�ll be for all t�me; �ts solut�ons w�ll be at once
relat�vely permanent and ceaselessly progress�ve.

G. D. H. COLE.

[1] The term "general" w�ll means, �n Rousseau, not so much "w�ll held by several
persons," as w�ll hav�ng a general (un�versal) object. Th�s �s often m�sunderstood;
but the m�stake matters the less, because the General W�ll must, �n fact, be both.

A NOTE ON BOOKS

There are few good books �n Engl�sh on Rousseau's pol�t�cs. By far
the best treatment �s to be found �n Mr. Bernard Bosanquet's
Ph�losoph�cal Theory of the State. V�scount Morley's Rousseau �s a
good l�fe, but �s not of much use as a cr�t�c�sm of v�ews; Mr. W.
Boyd's The Educat�onal Theory of Rousseau conta�ns some fa�rly
good chapters on the pol�t�cal v�ews. D. G. R�tch�e's Darw�n and
Hegel �ncludes an adm�rable essay on The Soc�al Contract Theory
and another on Sovere�gnty. The Engl�sh translat�on of Professor
Gran's Rousseau �s an �nterest�ng b�ography.
In French, there �s a good cheap ed�t�on of Rousseau's complete
works publ�shed by Hachette �n th�rteen volumes. M. Dreyfus-
Br�sac's great ed�t�on of the Contrat Soc�al �s �nd�spensable, and
there �s a good small ed�t�on w�th notes by M. Georges Beaulavon.
M. Faguet's study of Rousseau �n h�s D�x-hu�t�ème s�ècle—études
l�ttéra�res and h�s Pol�t�que comparée de Montesqu�eu, Volta�re et
Rousseau are useful, though I am seldom �n agreement w�th them.
M. Henr� Rodet's Le Contrat Soc�al et les �dées pol�t�ques de J. J.
Rousseau �s useful, �f not �nsp�red, and there are �nterest�ng works
by MM. Chuquet, Fabre and Lemaître. The French translat�on of
Professor Höffd�ng's l�ttle volume on Rousseau: sa v�e et sa
ph�losoph�e �s adm�rable.
M�ss Foxley's translat�on of the Em�le, espec�ally of Book V, should
be stud�ed �n connect�on w�th the Soc�al Contract. A compan�on



volume, conta�n�ng the Letters on the Mount and other works, w�ll be
�ssued shortly.

G. D. H. C.
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THE SOCIAL CONTRACT

OR

PRINCIPLES OF POLITICAL

RIGHT

Fœder�s æquas

D�camus leges. (Verg�l, Æne�d XI.)

FOREWORD

Th�s l�ttle treat�se �s part of a longer work wh�ch I began years ago
w�thout real�s�ng my l�m�tat�ons, and long s�nce abandoned. Of the
var�ous fragments that m�ght have been extracted from what I wrote,
th�s �s the most cons�derable, and, I th�nk, the least unworthy of
be�ng offered to the publ�c. The rest no longer ex�sts.

BOOK I



I mean to �nqu�re �f, �n the c�v�l order, there can be any sure and
leg�t�mate rule of adm�n�strat�on, men be�ng taken as they are and
laws as they m�ght be. In th�s �nqu�ry I shall endeavour always to
un�te what r�ght sanct�ons w�th what �s prescr�bed by �nterest, �n order
that just�ce and ut�l�ty may �n no case be d�v�ded.
I enter upon my task w�thout prov�ng the �mportance of the subject I
shall be asked �f I am a pr�nce or a leg�slator, to wr�te on pol�t�cs. I
answer that I am ne�ther, and that �s why I do so. If I were a pr�nce or
a leg�slator, I should not waste t�me �n say�ng what wants do�ng; I
should do �t, or hold my peace.
As I was born a c�t�zen of a free State, and a member of the
Sovere�gn, I feel that, however feeble the �nfluence my vo�ce can
have on publ�c affa�rs, the r�ght of vot�ng on them makes �t my duty to
study them: and I am happy, when I reflect upon governments, to
f�nd my �nqu�r�es always furn�sh me w�th new reasons for lov�ng that
of my own country.

CHAPTER I

SUBJECT OF THE FIRST BOOK

Man �s born free; and everywhere he �s �n cha�ns. One th�nks h�mself
the master of others, and st�ll rema�ns a greater slave than they. How
d�d th�s change come about? I do not know. What can make �t
leg�t�mate? That quest�on I th�nk I can answer.
If I took �nto account only force, and the effects der�ved from �t, I
should say: "As long as a people �s compelled to obey, and obeys, �t
does well; as soon as �t can shake off the yoke, and shakes �t off, �t
does st�ll better; for, rega�n�ng �ts l�berty by the same r�ght as took �t
away, e�ther �t �s just�f�ed �n resum�ng �t, or there was no just�f�cat�on
for those who took �t away." But the soc�al order �s a sacred r�ght
wh�ch �s the bas�s of all other r�ghts. Nevertheless, th�s r�ght does not



come from nature, and must therefore be founded on convent�ons.
Before com�ng to that, I have to prove what I have just asserted.

CHAPTER II

THE FIRST SOCIETIES

The most anc�ent of all soc�et�es, and the only one that �s natural �s
the fam�ly: and even so the ch�ldren rema�n attached to the father
only so long as they need h�m for the�r preservat�on. As soon as th�s
need ceases, the natural bond �s d�ssolved. The ch�ldren, released
from the obed�ence they owed to the father, and the father, released
from the care he owed h�s ch�ldren, return equally to �ndependence.
If they rema�n un�ted, they cont�nue so no longer naturally, but
voluntar�ly; and the fam�ly �tself �s then ma�nta�ned only by
convent�on.
Th�s common l�berty results from the nature of man. H�s f�rst law �s to
prov�de for h�s own preservat�on, h�s f�rst cares are those wh�ch he
owes to h�mself; and, as soon as he reaches years of d�scret�on, he
�s the sole judge of the proper means of preserv�ng h�mself, and
consequently becomes h�s own master.
The fam�ly then may be called the f�rst model of pol�t�cal soc�et�es:
the ruler corresponds to the father, and the people to the ch�ldren;
and all, be�ng born free and equal, al�enate the�r l�berty only for the�r
own advantage. The whole d�fference �s that, �n the fam�ly, the love
of the father for h�s ch�ldren repays h�m for the care he takes of
them, wh�le, �n the State, the pleasure of command�ng takes the
place of the love wh�ch the ch�ef cannot have for the peoples under
h�m.
Grot�us den�es that all human power �s establ�shed �n favour of the
governed, and quotes slavery as an example. H�s usual method of
reason�ng �s constantly to establ�sh r�ght by fact.[1] It would be



poss�ble to employ a more log�cal method, but none could be more
favourable to tyrants.
It �s then, accord�ng to Grot�us, doubtful whether the human race
belongs to a hundred men, or that hundred men to the human race:
and, throughout h�s book, he seems to �ncl�ne to the former
alternat�ve, wh�ch �s also the v�ew of Hobbes. On th�s show�ng, the
human spec�es �s d�v�ded �nto so many herds of cattle, each w�th �ts
ruler, who keeps guard over them for the purpose of devour�ng them.
As a shepherd �s of a nature super�or to that of h�s flock, the
shepherds of men, �.e. the�r rulers, are of a nature super�or to that of
the peoples under them. Thus, Ph�lo tells us, the Emperor Cal�gula
reasoned, conclud�ng equally well e�ther that k�ngs were gods, or
that men were beasts.
The reason�ng of Cal�gula agrees w�th that of Hobbes and Grot�us.
Ar�stotle, before any of them, had sa�d that men are by no means
equal naturally, but that some are born for slavery, and others for
dom�n�on.
Ar�stotle was r�ght; but he took the effect for the cause. Noth�ng can
be more certa�n than that every man born �n slavery �s born for
slavery. Slaves lose everyth�ng �n the�r cha�ns, even the des�re of
escap�ng from them: they love the�r serv�tude, as the comrades of
Ulysses loved the�r brut�sh cond�t�on.[2] If then there are slaves by
nature, �t �s because there have been slaves aga�nst nature. Force
made the f�rst slaves, and the�r coward�ce perpetuated the cond�t�on.
I have sa�d noth�ng of K�ng Adam, or Emperor Noah, father of the
three great monarchs who shared out the un�verse, l�ke the ch�ldren
of Saturn, whom some scholars have recogn�sed �n them. I trust to
gett�ng due thanks for my moderat�on; for, be�ng a d�rect descendant
of one of these pr�nces, perhaps of the eldest branch, how do I know
that a ver�f�cat�on of t�tles m�ght not leave me the leg�t�mate k�ng of
the human race? In any case, there can be no doubt that Adam was
sovere�gn of the world, as Rob�nson Crusoe was of h�s �sland, as
long as he was �ts only �nhab�tant; and th�s emp�re had the
advantage that the monarch, safe on h�s throne, had no rebell�ons,
wars, or consp�rators to fear.



[1] "Learned �nqu�r�es �nto publ�c r�ght are often only the h�story of past abuses; and
troubl�ng to study them too deeply �s a prof�tless �nfatuat�on" (Essay on the
Interests of France �n Relat�on to �ts Ne�ghbours, by the Marqu�s d'Argenson). Th�s
�s exactly what Grot�us has done.
[2] See a short treat�se of Plutarch's ent�tled "That An�mals Reason."

CHAPTER III

THE RIGHT OF THE STRONGEST

The strongest �s never strong enough to be always the master,
unless he transforms strength �nto r�ght, and obed�ence �nto duty.
Hence the r�ght of the strongest, wh�ch, though to all seem�ng meant
�ron�cally, �s really la�d down as a fundamental pr�nc�ple. But are we
never to have an explanat�on of th�s phrase? Force �s a phys�cal
power, and I fa�l to see what moral effect �t can have. To y�eld to
force �s an act of necess�ty, not of w�ll—at the most, an act of
prudence. In what sense can �t be a duty?
Suppose for a moment that th�s so-called "r�ght" ex�sts. I ma�nta�n
that the sole result �s a mass of �nexpl�cable nonsense. For, �f force
creates r�ght, the effect changes w�th the cause: every force that �s
greater than the f�rst succeeds to �ts r�ght. As soon as �t �s poss�ble to
d�sobey w�th �mpun�ty, d�sobed�ence �s leg�t�mate; and, the strongest
be�ng always �n the r�ght, the only th�ng that matters �s to act so as to
become the strongest. But what k�nd of r�ght �s that wh�ch per�shes
when force fa�ls? If we must obey perforce, there �s no need to obey
because we ought; and �f we are not forced to obey, we are under no
obl�gat�on to do so. Clearly, the word "r�ght" adds noth�ng to force: �n
th�s connect�on, �t means absolutely noth�ng.
Obey the powers that be. If th�s means y�eld to force, �t �s a good
precept, but superfluous: I can answer for �ts never be�ng v�olated.
All power comes from God, I adm�t; but so does all s�ckness: does
that mean that we are forb�dden to call �n the doctor? A br�gand



surpr�ses me at the edge of a wood: must I not merely surrender my
purse on compuls�on; but, even �f I could w�thhold �t, am I �n
consc�ence bound to g�ve �t up? For certa�nly the p�stol he holds �s
also a power.
Let us then adm�t that force does not create r�ght, and that we are
obl�ged to obey only leg�t�mate powers. In that case, my or�g�nal
quest�on recurs.

CHAPTER IV

SLAVERY

S�nce no man has a natural author�ty over h�s fellow, and force
creates no r�ght, we must conclude that convent�ons form the bas�s
of all leg�t�mate author�ty among men.
If an �nd�v�dual, says Grot�us, can al�enate h�s l�berty and make
h�mself the slave of a master, why could not a whole people do the
same and make �tself subject to a k�ng? There are �n th�s passage
plenty of amb�guous words wh�ch would need expla�n�ng; but let us
conf�ne ourselves to the word al�enate. To al�enate �s to g�ve or to
sell. Now, a man who becomes the slave of another does not g�ve
h�mself; he sells h�mself, at the least for h�s subs�stence: but for what
does a people sell �tself? A k�ng �s so far from furn�sh�ng h�s subjects
w�th the�r subs�stence that he gets h�s own only from them; and,
accord�ng to Rabela�s, k�ngs do not l�ve on noth�ng. Do subjects then
g�ve the�r persons on cond�t�on that the k�ng takes the�r goods also? I
fa�l to see what they have left to preserve.
It w�ll be sa�d that the despot assures h�s subjects c�v�l tranqu�ll�ty.
Granted; but what do they ga�n, �f the wars h�s amb�t�on br�ngs down
upon them, h�s �nsat�able av�d�ty, and the vexat�ous conduct of h�s
m�n�sters press harder on them than the�r own d�ssens�ons would
have done? What do they ga�n, �f the very tranqu�ll�ty they enjoy �s
one of the�r m�ser�es? Tranqu�ll�ty �s found also �n dungeons; but �s



that enough to make them des�rable places to l�ve �n? The Greeks
�mpr�soned �n the cave of the Cyclops l�ved there very tranqu�lly,
wh�le they were awa�t�ng the�r turn to be devoured.
To say that a man g�ves h�mself gratu�tously, �s to say what �s absurd
and �nconce�vable; such an act �s null and �lleg�t�mate, from the mere
fact that he who does �t �s out of h�s m�nd. To say the same of a
whole people �s to suppose a people of madmen; and madness
creates no r�ght.
Even �f each man could al�enate h�mself, he could not al�enate h�s
ch�ldren: they are born men and free; the�r l�berty belongs to them,
and no one but they has the r�ght to d�spose of �t. Before they come
to years of d�scret�on, the father can, �n the�r name, lay down
cond�t�ons for the�r preservat�on and well-be�ng, but he cannot g�ve
them, �rrevocably and w�thout cond�t�ons: such a g�ft �s contrary to
the ends of nature, and exceeds the r�ghts of patern�ty. It would
therefore be necessary, �n order to leg�t�m�se an arb�trary
government, that �n every generat�on the people should be �n a
pos�t�on to accept or reject �t; but, were th�s so, the government
would be no longer arb�trary.
To renounce l�berty �s to renounce be�ng a man, to surrender the
r�ghts of human�ty and even �ts dut�es. For h�m who renounces
everyth�ng no �ndemn�ty �s poss�ble. Such a renunc�at�on �s
�ncompat�ble w�th man's nature; to remove all l�berty from h�s w�ll �s to
remove all moral�ty from h�s acts. F�nally, �t �s an empty and
contrad�ctory convent�on that sets up, on the one s�de, absolute
author�ty, and, on the other, unl�m�ted obed�ence. Is �t not clear that
we can be under no obl�gat�on to a person from whom we have the
r�ght to exact everyth�ng? Does not th�s cond�t�on alone, �n the
absence of equ�valence or exchange, �n �tself �nvolve the null�ty of
the act? For what r�ght can my slave have aga�nst me, when all that
he has belongs to me, and, h�s r�ght be�ng m�ne, th�s r�ght of m�ne
aga�nst myself �s a phrase devo�d of mean�ng?
Grot�us and the rest f�nd �n war another or�g�n for the so-called r�ght
of slavery. The v�ctor hav�ng, as they hold, the r�ght of k�ll�ng the
vanqu�shed, the latter can buy back h�s l�fe at the pr�ce of h�s l�berty;



and th�s convent�on �s the more leg�t�mate because �t �s to the
advantage of both part�es.
But �t �s clear that th�s supposed r�ght to k�ll the conquered �s by no
means deduc�ble from the state of war. Men, from the mere fact that,
wh�le they are l�v�ng �n the�r pr�m�t�ve �ndependence, they have no
mutual relat�ons stable enough to const�tute e�ther the state of peace
or the state of war, cannot be naturally enem�es. War �s const�tuted
by a relat�on between th�ngs, and not between persons; and, as the
state of war cannot ar�se out of s�mple personal relat�ons, but only
out of real relat�ons, pr�vate war, or war of man w�th man, can ex�st
ne�ther �n the state of nature, where there �s no constant property,
nor �n the soc�al state, where everyth�ng �s under the author�ty of the
laws.
Ind�v�dual combats, duels and encounters, are acts wh�ch cannot
const�tute a state; wh�le the pr�vate wars, author�sed by the
Establ�shments of Lou�s IX, K�ng of France, and suspended by the
Peace of God, are abuses of feudal�sm, �n �tself an absurd system �f
ever there was one, and contrary to the pr�nc�ples of natural r�ght and
to all good pol�ty.
War then �s a relat�on, not between man and man, but between State
and State, and �nd�v�duals are enem�es only acc�dentally, not as
men, nor even as c�t�zens,[1] but as sold�ers; not as members of the�r
country, but as �ts defenders. F�nally, each State can have for
enem�es only other States, and not men; for between th�ngs
d�sparate �n nature there can be no real relat�on.
Furthermore, th�s pr�nc�ple �s �n conform�ty w�th the establ�shed rules
of all t�mes and the constant pract�ce of all c�v�l�sed peoples.
Declarat�ons of war are �nt�mat�ons less to powers than to the�r
subjects. The fore�gner, whether k�ng, �nd�v�dual, or people, who
robs, k�lls or deta�ns the subjects, w�thout declar�ng war on the
pr�nce, �s not an enemy, but a br�gand. Even �n real war, a just
pr�nce, wh�le lay�ng hands, �n the enemy's country, on all that
belongs to the publ�c, respects the l�ves and goods of �nd�v�duals: he
respects r�ghts on wh�ch h�s own are founded. The object of the war
be�ng the destruct�on of the host�le State, the other s�de has a r�ght to



k�ll �ts defenders, wh�le they are bear�ng arms; but as soon as they
lay them down and surrender, they cease to be enem�es or
�nstruments of the enemy, and become once more merely men,
whose l�fe no one has any r�ght to take. Somet�mes �t �s poss�ble to
k�ll the State w�thout k�ll�ng a s�ngle one of �ts members; and war
g�ves no r�ght wh�ch �s not necessary to the ga�n�ng of �ts object.
These pr�nc�ples are not those of Grot�us: they are not based on the
author�ty of poets, but der�ved from the nature of real�ty and based
on reason.
The r�ght of conquest has no foundat�on other than the r�ght of the
strongest. If war does not g�ve the conqueror the r�ght to massacre
the conquered peoples, the r�ght to enslave them cannot be based
upon a r�ght wh�ch does not ex�st No one has a r�ght to k�ll an enemy
except when he cannot make h�m a slave, and the r�ght to enslave
h�m cannot therefore be der�ved from the r�ght to k�ll h�m. It �s
accord�ngly an unfa�r exchange to make h�m buy at the pr�ce of h�s
l�berty h�s l�fe, over wh�ch the v�ctor holds no r�ght. Is �t not clear that
there �s a v�c�ous c�rcle �n found�ng the r�ght of l�fe and death on the
r�ght of slavery, and the r�ght of slavery on the r�ght of l�fe and death?
Even �f we assume th�s terr�ble r�ght to k�ll everybody, I ma�nta�n that
a slave made �n war, or a conquered people, �s under no obl�gat�on
to a master, except to obey h�m as far as he �s compelled to do so.
By tak�ng an equ�valent for h�s l�fe, the v�ctor has not done h�m a
favour; �nstead of k�ll�ng h�m w�thout prof�t, he has k�lled h�m usefully.
So far then �s he from acqu�r�ng over h�m any author�ty �n add�t�on to
that of force, that the state of war cont�nues to subs�st between them:
the�r mutual relat�on �s the effect of �t, and the usage of the r�ght of
war does not �mply a treaty of peace. A convent�on has �ndeed been
made; but th�s convent�on, so far from destroy�ng the state of war,
presupposes �ts cont�nuance.
So, from whatever aspect we regard the quest�on, the r�ght of slavery
�s null and vo�d, not only as be�ng �lleg�t�mate, but also because �t �s
absurd and mean�ngless. The words slave and r�ght contrad�ct each
other, and are mutually exclus�ve. It w�ll always be equally fool�sh for
a man to say to a man or to a people: "I make w�th you a convent�on



wholly at your expense and wholly to my advantage; I shall keep �t
as long as I l�ke, and you w�ll keep �t as long as I l�ke."



[1] The Romans, who understood and respected the r�ght of war more than any
other nat�on on earth, carr�ed the�r scruples on th�s head so far that a c�t�zen was
not allowed to serve as a volunteer w�thout engag�ng h�mself expressly aga�nst the
enemy, and aga�nst such and such an enemy by name. A leg�on �n wh�ch the
younger Cato was see�ng h�s f�rst serv�ce under Pop�l�us hav�ng been
reconstructed, the elder Cato wrote to Pop�l�us that, �f he w�shed h�s son to
cont�nue serv�ng under h�m, he must adm�n�ster to h�m a new m�l�tary oath,
because, the f�rst hav�ng been annulled, he was no longer able to bear arms
aga�nst the enemy. The same Cato wrote to h�s son tell�ng h�m to take great care
not to go �nto battle before tak�ng th�s new oath. I know that the s�ege of Clus�um
and other �solated events can be quoted aga�nst me; but I am c�t�ng laws and
customs. The Romans are the people that least often transgressed �ts laws; and
no other people has had such good ones.

CHAPTER V

THAT WE MUST ALWAYS GO BACK TO A FIRST CONVENTION

Even �f I granted all that I have been refut�ng, the fr�ends of
despot�sm would be no better off. There w�ll always be a great
d�fference between subdu�ng a mult�tude and rul�ng a soc�ety. Even �f
scattered �nd�v�duals were success�vely enslaved by one man,
however numerous they m�ght be, I st�ll see no more than a master
and h�s slaves, and certa�nly not a people and �ts ruler; I see what
may be termed an aggregat�on, but not an assoc�at�on; there �s as
yet ne�ther publ�c good nor body pol�t�c. The man �n quest�on, even �f
he has enslaved half the world, �s st�ll only an �nd�v�dual; h�s �nterest,
apart from that of others, �s st�ll a purely pr�vate �nterest. If th�s same
man comes to d�e, h�s emp�re, after h�m, rema�ns scattered and
w�thout un�ty, as an oak falls and d�ssolves �nto a heap of ashes
when the f�re has consumed �t.
A people, says Grot�us, can g�ve �tself to a k�ng. Then, accord�ng to
Grot�us, a people �s a people before �t g�ves �tself. The g�ft �s �tself a
c�v�l act, and �mpl�es publ�c del�berat�on. It would be better, before
exam�n�ng the act by wh�ch a people g�ves �tself to a k�ng, to



exam�ne that by wh�ch �t has become a people; for th�s act, be�ng
necessar�ly pr�or to the other, �s the true foundat�on of soc�ety.
Indeed, �f there were no pr�or convent�on, where, unless the elect�on
were unan�mous, would be the obl�gat�on on the m�nor�ty to subm�t to
the cho�ce of the major�ty? How have a hundred men who w�sh for a
master the r�ght to vote on behalf of ten who do not? The law of
major�ty vot�ng �s �tself someth�ng establ�shed by convent�on, and
presupposes unan�m�ty, on one occas�on at least.

CHAPTER VI

THE SOCIAL COMPACT

I suppose men to have reached the po�nt at wh�ch the obstacles �n
the way of the�r preservat�on �n the state of nature show the�r power
of res�stance to be greater than the resources at the d�sposal of each
�nd�v�dual for h�s ma�ntenance �n that state. That pr�m�t�ve cond�t�on
can then subs�st no longer; and the human race would per�sh unless
�t changed �ts manner of ex�stence.
But, as men cannot engender new forces, but only un�te and d�rect
ex�st�ng ones, they have no other means of preserv�ng themselves
than the format�on, by aggregat�on, of a sum of forces great enough
to overcome the res�stance. These they have to br�ng �nto play by
means of a s�ngle mot�ve power, and cause to act �n concert.
Th�s sum of forces can ar�se only where several persons come
together: but, as the force and l�berty of each man are the ch�ef
�nstruments of h�s self-preservat�on, how can he pledge them w�thout
harm�ng h�s own �nterests, and neglect�ng the care he owes to
h�mself? Th�s d�ff�culty, �n �ts bear�ng on my present subject, may be
stated �n the follow�ng terms—
"The problem �s to f�nd a form of assoc�at�on wh�ch w�ll defend and
protect w�th the whole common force the person and goods of each



assoc�ate, and �n wh�ch each, wh�le un�t�ng h�mself w�th all, may st�ll
obey h�mself alone, and rema�n as free as before." Th�s �s the
fundamental problem of wh�ch the Soc�al Contract prov�des the
solut�on.
The clauses of th�s contract are so determ�ned by the nature of the
act that the sl�ghtest mod�f�cat�on would make them va�n and
�neffect�ve; so that, although they have perhaps never been formally
set forth, they are everywhere the same and everywhere tac�tly
adm�tted and recogn�sed, unt�l, on the v�olat�on of the soc�al
compact, each rega�ns h�s or�g�nal r�ghts and resumes h�s natural
l�berty, wh�le los�ng the convent�onal l�berty �n favour of wh�ch he
renounced �t.
These clauses, properly understood, may be reduced to one—the
total al�enat�on of each assoc�ate, together w�th all h�s r�ghts, to the
whole commun�ty for, �n the f�rst place, as each g�ves h�mself
absolutely, the cond�t�ons are the same for all; and, th�s be�ng so, no
one has any �nterest �n mak�ng them burdensome to others.
Moreover, the al�enat�on be�ng w�thout reserve, the un�on �s as
perfect as �t can be, and no assoc�ate has anyth�ng more to demand:
for, �f the �nd�v�duals reta�ned certa�n r�ghts, as there would be no
common super�or to dec�de between them and the publ�c, each,
be�ng on one po�nt h�s own judge, would ask to be so on all; the state
of nature would thus cont�nue, and the assoc�at�on would necessar�ly
become �noperat�ve or tyrann�cal.
F�nally, each man, �n g�v�ng h�mself to all, g�ves h�mself to nobody;
and as there �s no assoc�ate over whom he does not acqu�re the
same r�ght as he y�elds others over h�mself, he ga�ns an equ�valent
for everyth�ng he loses, and an �ncrease of force for the preservat�on
of what he has.
If then we d�scard from the soc�al compact what �s not of �ts essence,
we shall f�nd that �t reduces �tself to the follow�ng terms—
"Each of us puts h�s person and all h�s power �n common under the
supreme d�rect�on of the general w�ll, and, �n our corporate capac�ty,
we rece�ve each member as an �nd�v�s�ble part of the whole."



At once, �n place of the �nd�v�dual personal�ty of each contract�ng
party, th�s act of assoc�at�on creates a moral and collect�ve body,
composed of as many members as the assembly conta�ns votes,
and rece�v�ng from th�s act �ts un�ty, �ts common �dent�ty, �ts l�fe and
�ts w�ll. Th�s publ�c person, so formed by the un�on of all other
persons, formerly took the name of c�ty,[1] and now takes that of
Republ�c or body pol�t�c; �t �s called by �ts members State when
pass�ve, Sovere�gn when act�ve, and Power when compared w�th
others l�ke �tself. Those who are assoc�ated �n �t take collect�vely the
name of people, and severally are called c�t�zens, as shar�ng �n the
sovere�gn power, and subjects, as be�ng under the laws of the State.
But these terms are often confused and taken one for another: �t �s
enough to know how to d�st�ngu�sh them when they are be�ng used
w�th prec�s�on.

[1] The real mean�ng of th�s word has been almost wholly lost �n modern t�mes;
most people m�stake a town for a c�ty, and a townsman for a c�t�zen. They do not
know that houses make a town, but c�t�zens a c�ty. The same m�stake long ago
cost the Carthag�n�ans dear. I have never read of the t�tle of c�t�zens be�ng g�ven to
the subjects of any pr�nce, not even the anc�ent Macedon�ans or the Engl�sh of to-
day, though they are nearer l�berty than any one else. The French alone
everywhere fam�l�arly adopt the name of c�t�zens, because, as can be seen from
the�r d�ct�onar�es, they have no �dea of �ts mean�ng; otherw�se they would be gu�lty
�n usurp�ng �t, of the cr�me of lèse-majesté: among them, the name expresses a
v�rtue, and not a r�ght. When Bod�n spoke of our c�t�zens and townsmen, he fell
�nto a bad blunder �n tak�ng the one class for the other. M. d'Alembert has avo�ded
the error, and, �n h�s art�cle on Geneva, has clearly d�st�ngu�shed the four orders of
men (or even f�ve, count�ng mere fore�gners) who dwell �n our town, of wh�ch two
only compose the Republ�c. No other French wr�ter, to my knowledge, has
understood the real mean�ng of the word c�t�zen.

CHAPTER VII

THE SOVEREIGN



Th�s formula shows us that the act of assoc�at�on compr�ses a mutual
undertak�ng between the publ�c and the �nd�v�duals, and that each
�nd�v�dual, �n mak�ng a contract, as we may say, w�th h�mself, �s
bound �n a double capac�ty; as a member of the Sovere�gn he �s
bound to the �nd�v�duals, and as a member of the State to the
Sovere�gn. But the max�m of c�v�l r�ght, that no one �s bound by
undertak�ngs made to h�mself, does not apply �n th�s case; for there
�s a great d�fference between �ncurr�ng an obl�gat�on to yourself and
�ncurr�ng one to a whole of wh�ch you form a part.
Attent�on must further be called to the fact that publ�c del�berat�on,
wh�le competent to b�nd all the subjects to the Sovere�gn, because of
the two d�fferent capac�t�es �n wh�ch each of them may be regarded,
cannot, for the oppos�te reason, b�nd the Sovere�gn to �tself; and that
�t �s consequently aga�nst the nature of the body pol�t�c for the
Sovere�gn to �mpose on �tself a law wh�ch �t cannot �nfr�nge. Be�ng
able to regard �tself �n only one capac�ty, �t �s �n the pos�t�on of an
�nd�v�dual who makes a contract w�th h�mself; and th�s makes �t clear
that there ne�ther �s nor can be any k�nd of fundamental law b�nd�ng
on the body of the people—not even the soc�al contract �tself. Th�s
does not mean that the body pol�t�c cannot enter �nto undertak�ngs
w�th others, prov�ded the contract �s not �nfr�nged by them; for �n
relat�on to what �s external to �t, �t becomes a s�mple be�ng, an
�nd�v�dual.
But the body pol�t�c or the Sovere�gn, draw�ng �ts be�ng wholly from
the sanct�ty of the contract, can never b�nd �tself, even to an outs�der,
to do anyth�ng derogatory to the or�g�nal act, for �nstance, to al�enate
any part of �tself, or to subm�t to another Sovere�gn. V�olat�on of the
act by wh�ch �t ex�sts would be self-ann�h�lat�on; and that wh�ch �s
�tself noth�ng can create noth�ng.
As soon as th�s mult�tude �s so un�ted �n one body, �t �s �mposs�ble to
offend aga�nst one of the members w�thout attack�ng the body, and
st�ll more to offend aga�nst the body w�thout the members resent�ng
�t. Duty and �nterest therefore equally obl�ge the two contract�ng
part�es to g�ve each other help; and the same men should seek to
comb�ne, �n the�r double capac�ty, all the advantages dependent
upon that capac�ty.



Aga�n, the Sovere�gn, be�ng formed wholly of the �nd�v�duals who
compose �t, ne�ther has nor can have any �nterest contrary to the�rs;
and consequently the sovere�gn power need g�ve no guarantee to �ts
subjects, because �t �s �mposs�ble for the body to w�sh to hurt all �ts
members. We shall also see later on that It cannot hurt any �n
part�cular. The Sovere�gn, merely by v�rtue of what �t �s, �s �s always
what �t should be.
Th�s, however, �s not the case w�th the relat�on of the subjects to the
Sovere�gn, wh�ch, desp�te the common �nterest, would have no
secur�ty that they would fulf�l the�r undertak�ngs, unless �t found
means to assure �tself of the�r f�del�ty.
In fact, each �nd�v�dual, as a man, may have a part�cular w�ll contrary
or d�ss�m�lar to the general w�ll wh�ch he has as a c�t�zen. H�s
part�cular �nterest may speak to h�m qu�te d�fferently from the
common �nterest: h�s absolute and naturally �ndependent ex�stence
may make h�m look upon what he owes to the common cause as a
gratu�tous contr�but�on, the loss of wh�ch w�ll do less harm to others
than the payment of �t �s burdensome to h�mself; and, regard�ng the
moral person wh�ch const�tutes the State as a persona f�cta, because
not a man, he may w�sh to enjoy the r�ghts of c�t�zensh�p w�thout
be�ng ready to fulf�l the dut�es of a subject. The cont�nuance of such
an �njust�ce could not but prove the undo�ng of the body pol�t�c.
In order then that the soc�al compact may not be an empty formula, �t
tac�tly �ncludes the undertak�ng, wh�ch alone can g�ve force to the
rest, that whoever refuses to obey the general w�ll shall be
compelled to do so by the whole body. Th�s means noth�ng less than
that he w�ll be forced to be free; for th�s �s the cond�t�on wh�ch, by
g�v�ng each c�t�zen to h�s country, secures h�m aga�nst all personal
dependence. In th�s l�es the key to the work�ng of the pol�t�cal
mach�ne; th�s alone leg�t�m�zes c�v�l undertak�ngs, wh�ch, w�thout �t,
would be absurd, tyrann�cal, and l�able to the most fr�ghtful abuses.

CHAPTER VIII



THE CIVIL STATE

The passage from the state of nature to the c�v�l state produces a
very remarkable change �n man, by subst�tut�ng just�ce, for �nst�nct �n
h�s conduct, and g�v�ng h�s act�ons the moral�ty they had formerly
lacked. Then only, when the vo�ce of duty takes the place of phys�cal
�mpulses and r�ght of appet�te, does man, who so far had cons�dered
only h�mself, f�nd that he �s forced to act on d�fferent pr�nc�ples, and
to consult h�s reason before l�sten�ng to h�s �ncl�nat�ons. Although, �n
th�s state, he depr�ves h�mself of some advantages wh�ch he got
from nature, he ga�ns �n return others so great, h�s facult�es are so
st�mulated and developed, h�s �deas so extended, h�s feel�ngs so
ennobled, and h�s whole soul so upl�fted, that, d�d not the abuses of
th�s new cond�t�on often degrade h�m below that wh�ch he left, he
would be bound to bless cont�nually the happy moment wh�ch took
h�m from �t for ever, and, �nstead of a stup�d and un�mag�nat�ve
an�mal, made h�m an �ntell�gent be�ng and a man.
Let us draw up the whole account �n terms eas�ly commensurable.
What man loses by the soc�al contract �n h�s natural l�berty and an
unl�m�ted r�ght to everyth�ng he tr�es to get and succeeds �n gett�ng;
what he ga�ns �s c�v�l l�berty and the propr�etorsh�p of all he
possesses. If we are to avo�d m�stake �n we�gh�ng one aga�nst the
other, we must clearly d�st�ngu�sh natural l�berty, wh�ch �s bounded
only by the strength of the �nd�v�dual, from c�v�l l�berty, wh�ch �s
l�m�ted by the general w�ll; and possess�on, wh�ch �s merely the effect
of force or the r�ght of the f�rst occup�er, from property, wh�ch can be
founded only on a pos�t�ve t�tle.
We m�ght, over and above all th�s, add, to what man acqu�res �n the
c�v�l state, moral l�berty, wh�ch alone makes h�m truly master of
h�mself; for the mere �mpulse of appet�te �s slavery, wh�le obed�ence
to a law wh�ch we prescr�be to ourselves �s l�berty. But I have already
sa�d too much on th�s head, and the ph�losoph�cal mean�ng of the
word l�berty does not now concern us.



CHAPTER IX

REAL PROPERTY

Each member of the commun�ty g�ves h�mself to �t, at the moment of
�ts foundat�on, just as he �s, w�th all the resources at h�s command,
�nclud�ng the goods he possesses. Th�s act does not make
possess�on, �n chang�ng hands, change �ts nature, and becomes
property �n the hands of the Sovere�gn; but, as the forces of the c�ty
are �ncomparably greater than those of an �nd�v�dual, publ�c
possess�on �s also, �n fact, stronger and more �rrevocable, w�thout
be�ng any more leg�t�mate, at any rate from the po�nt of v�ew of
fore�gners. For the State, �n relat�on to �ts members, �s master of all
the�r goods by the soc�al contract, wh�ch, w�th�n the State, �s the
bas�s of all r�ghts; but, �n relat�on to other powers, �t �s so only by the
r�ght of the f�rst occup�er, wh�ch �t holds from �ts members.
The r�ght of the f�rst occup�er, though more real than the r�ght of the
strongest, becomes a real r�ght only when the r�ght of property has
already been establ�shed. Every man has naturally a r�ght to
everyth�ng he needs; but the pos�t�ve act wh�ch makes h�m propr�etor
of one th�ng excludes h�m from everyth�ng else. Hav�ng h�s share, he
ought to keep to �t, and can have no further r�ght aga�nst the
commun�ty. Th�s �s why the r�ght of the f�rst occup�er, wh�ch �n the
state of nature �s so weak, cla�ms the respect of every man �n c�v�l
soc�ety. In th�s r�ght we are respect�ng not so much what belongs to
another as what does not belong to ourselves.
In general, to establ�sh the r�ght of the f�rst occup�er over a plot of
ground, the follow�ng cond�t�ons are necessary: f�rst, the land must
not yet be �nhab�ted; secondly, a man must occupy only the amount
he needs for h�s subs�stence; and, �n the th�rd place, possess�on
must be taken, not by an empty ceremony, but by labour and
cult�vat�on, the only s�gn of propr�etorsh�p that should be respected
by others, �n default of a legal t�tle.
In grant�ng the r�ght of f�rst occupancy to necess�ty and labour, are
we not really stretch�ng �t as far as �t can go? Is �t poss�ble to leave
such a r�ght unl�m�ted? Is �t to be enough to set foot on a plot of



common ground, �n order to be able to call yourself at once the
master of �t? Is �t to be enough that a man has the strength to expel
others for a moment, �n order to establ�sh h�s r�ght to prevent them
from ever return�ng? How can a man or a people se�ze an �mmense
terr�tory and keep �t from the rest of the world except by a pun�shable
usurpat�on, s�nce all others are be�ng robbed, by such an act, of the
place of hab�tat�on and the means of subs�stence wh�ch nature gave
them �n common? When Nuñez Balbao, stand�ng on the sea-shore,
took possess�on of the South Seas and the whole of South Amer�ca
�n the name of the crown of Cast�lle, was that enough to d�spossess
all the�r actual �nhab�tants, and to shut out from them all the pr�nces
of the world? On such a show�ng, these ceremon�es are �dly
mult�pl�ed, and the Cathol�c K�ng need only take possess�on all at
once, from h�s apartment, of the whole un�verse, merely mak�ng a
subsequent reservat�on about what was already �n the possess�on of
other pr�nces.
We can �mag�ne how the lands of �nd�v�duals, where they were
cont�guous and came to be un�ted, became the publ�c terr�tory, and
how the r�ght of Sovere�gnty, extend�ng from the subjects over the
lands they held, became at once real and personal. The possessors
were thus made more dependent, and the forces at the�r command
used to guarantee the�r f�del�ty. The advantage of th�s does not seem
to have been felt by anc�ent monarchs, who called themselves K�ng
of the Pers�ans, Scyth�ans, or Macedon�ans, and seemed to regard
themselves more as rulers of men than as masters of a country.
Those of the present day more cleverly call themselves K�ngs of
France, Spa�n, England, etc.: thus hold�ng the land, they are qu�te
conf�dent of hold�ng the �nhab�tants.
The pecul�ar fact about th�s al�enat�on �s that, �n tak�ng over the
goods of �nd�v�duals, the commun�ty, so far from despo�l�ng them,
only assures them leg�t�mate possess�on, and changes usurpat�on
�nto a true r�ght and enjoyment �nto propr�etorsh�p. Thus the
possessors, be�ng regarded as depos�tar�es of the publ�c good, and
hav�ng the�r r�ghts, respected by all the members of the State and
ma�nta�ned aga�nst fore�gn aggress�on by all �ts forces, have, by a
cess�on wh�ch benef�ts both the publ�c and st�ll more themselves,



acqu�red, so to speak, all that they gave up. Th�s paradox may eas�ly
be expla�ned by the d�st�nct�on between the r�ghts wh�ch the
Sovere�gn and the propr�etor have over the same estate, as we shall
see later on. It may also happen that men beg�n to un�te one w�th
another before they possess anyth�ng, and that, subsequently
occupy�ng a tract of country wh�ch �s enough for all, they enjoy �t �n
common, or share �t out among themselves, e�ther equally or
accord�ng to a scale f�xed by they Sovere�gn. However the
acqu�s�t�on be made, the r�ght wh�ch each �nd�v�dual has to h�s own
estate �s always subord�nate to the r�ght wh�ch the commun�ty has
over all: w�thout th�s, there would be ne�ther stab�l�ty �n the soc�al t�e,
nor real force �n the exerc�se of Sovere�gnty.
I shall end th�s chapter and th�s book by remark�ng on a fact on
wh�ch the whole soc�al system should rest: �.e. that, �nstead of
destroy�ng natural �nequal�ty, the fundamental compact subst�tutes,
for such phys�cal �nequal�ty as nature may have set up between
men, an equal�ty that �s moral and leg�t�mate, and that men, who may
be unequal �n strength or �ntell�gence, become every one equal by
convent�on and legal r�ght.[1]

[1] Under bad governments, th�s equal�ty �s only apparent and �llusory: �t serves
only to keep the pauper �n h�s poverty and the r�ch man �n the pos�t�on he has
usurped. In fact, laws are always of use to those who possess and harmful to
those who have noth�ng: from wh�ch �t follows that the soc�al state �s advantageous
to men only when all have someth�ng and none too much.

BOOK II

CHAPTER I

THAT SOVEREIGNTY IS INALIENABLE



The f�rst and most �mportant deduct�on from the pr�nc�ples we have
so far la�d down �s that the general w�ll alone can d�rect the State
accord�ng to the object for wh�ch �t was �nst�tuted, �.e. the common
good: for �f the clash�ng of part�cular �nterests made the
establ�shment of soc�et�es necessary, the agreement of these very
�nterests made �t poss�ble. The common element �n these d�fferent
�nterests �s what forms the soc�al t�e; and, were there no po�nt of
agreement between them all, no soc�ety could ex�st. It �s solely on
the bas�s of th�s common �nterest that every soc�ety should be
governed.
I hold then that Sovere�gnty, be�ng noth�ng less than the exerc�se of
the general w�ll, can never be al�enated, and that the Sovere�gn, who
�s no less than a collect�ve be�ng, cannot be represented except by
h�mself: the power �ndeed may be transm�tted, but not the w�ll.
In real�ty, �f �t �s not �mposs�ble for a part�cular w�ll to agree on some
po�nt w�th the general w�ll, �t �s at least �mposs�ble for the agreement
to be last�ng and constant; for the part�cular w�ll tends, by �ts very
nature, to part�al�ty, wh�le the general w�ll tends to equal�ty. It �s even
more �mposs�ble to have any guarantee of th�s agreement; for even �f
�t should always ex�st, �t would be the effect not of art, but of chance.
The Sovere�gn may �ndeed say: "I now w�ll actually what th�s man
w�lls, or at least what he says he w�lls"; but �t cannot say: "What he
w�lls tomorrow, I too shall w�ll" because �t �s absurd for the w�ll to b�nd
�tself for the future, nor �s �t �ncumbent on any w�ll to consent to
anyth�ng that �s not for the good of the be�ng who w�lls. If then the
people prom�ses s�mply to obey, by that very act �t d�ssolves �tself
and loses what makes �t a people; the moment a master ex�sts, there
�s no longer a Sovere�gn, and from that moment the body pol�t�c has
ceased to ex�st.
Th�s does not mean that the commands of the rulers cannot pass for
general w�lls, so long as the Sovere�gn, be�ng free to oppose them,
offers no oppos�t�on. In such a case, un�versal s�lence �s taken to
�mply the consent of the people. Th�s w�ll be expla�ned later on.



CHAPTER II

THAT SOVEREIGNTY IS INDIVISIBLE

Sovere�gnty, for the same reason as makes �t �nal�enable, �s
�nd�v�s�ble; for w�ll e�ther �s, or �s not, general;[1] �t �s the w�ll e�ther of
the body of the people, or only of a part of �t. In the f�rst case, the w�ll,
when declared, �s an act of Sovere�gnty and const�tutes law: �n the
second, �t �s merely a part�cular w�ll, or act of mag�stracy—at the
most a decree.
But our pol�t�cal theor�sts, unable to d�v�de Sovere�gnty �n pr�nc�ple,
d�v�de �t accord�ng to �ts object: �nto force and w�ll; �nto leg�slat�ve
power and execut�ve power; �nto r�ghts of taxat�on, just�ce and war;
�nto �nternal adm�n�strat�on and power of fore�gn treaty. Somet�mes
they confuse all these sect�ons, and somet�mes they d�st�ngu�sh
them; they turn the Sovere�gn �nto a fantast�c be�ng composed of
several connected p�eces: �t �s as �f they were mak�ng man of several
bod�es, one w�th eyes, one w�th arms, another w�th feet, and each
w�th noth�ng bes�des. We are told that the jugglers of Japan
d�smember a ch�ld before the eyes of the spectators; then they throw
all the members �nto the a�r one after another, and the ch�ld falls
down al�ve and whole. The conjur�ng tr�cks of our pol�t�cal theor�sts
are very l�ke that; they f�rst d�smember the body pol�t�c by an �llus�on
worthy of a fa�r, and then jo�n �t together aga�n we know not how.
Th�s error �s due to a lack of exact not�ons concern�ng the Sovere�gn
author�ty, and to tak�ng for parts of �t what are only emanat�ons from
�t. Thus, for example, the acts of declar�ng war and mak�ng peace
have been regarded as acts of Sovere�gnty; but th�s �s not the case,
as these acts do not const�tute law, but merely the appl�cat�on of a
law, a part�cular act wh�ch dec�des how the law appl�es, as we shall
see clearly when the �dea attached to the word law has been
def�ned.
If we exam�ned the other d�v�s�ons �n the same manner, we should
f�nd that, whenever Sovere�gnty seems to be d�v�ded, there �s an
�llus�on: the r�ghts wh�ch are taken as be�ng part of Sovere�gnty are



really all subord�nate, and always �mply supreme w�lls of wh�ch they
only sanct�on the execut�on.
It would be �mposs�ble to est�mate the obscur�ty th�s lack of
exactness has thrown over the dec�s�ons of wr�ters who have dealt
w�th pol�t�cal r�ght, when they have used the pr�nc�ples la�d down by
them to pass judgment on the respect�ve r�ghts of k�ngs and peoples.
Every one can see, �n Chapters III and IV of the F�rst Book of
Grot�us, how the learned man and h�s translator, Barbeyrac, entangle
and t�e themselves up �n the�r own soph�str�es, for fear of say�ng too
l�ttle or too much of what they th�nk, and so offend�ng the �nterests
they have to conc�l�ate. Grot�us, a refugee �n France, �ll-content w�th
h�s own country, and des�rous of pay�ng h�s court to Lou�s XIII, to
whom h�s book �s ded�cated, spares no pa�ns to rob the peoples of
all the�r r�ghts and �nvest k�ngs w�th them by every conce�vable
art�f�ce. Th�s would also have been much to the taste of Barbeyrac,
who ded�cated h�s translat�on to George I of England. But
unfortunately the expuls�on of James II, wh�ch he called h�s
"abd�cat�on," compelled h�m to use all reserve, to shuffle and to
terg�versate, �n order to avo�d mak�ng W�ll�am out a usurper. If these
two wr�ters had adopted the true pr�nc�ples, all d�ff�cult�es would have
been removed, and they would have been always cons�stent; but �t
would have been a sad truth for them to tell, and would have pa�d
court for them to no-one save the people. Moreover, truth �s no road
to fortune, and the people d�spenses ne�ther ambassadorsh�ps, nor
professorsh�ps, nor pens�ons.

[1] To be general, a w�ll need not always be unan�mous; but every vote—must be
counted: any exclus�on �s a breach of general�ty.

CHAPTER III

WHETHER THE GENERAL WILL IS FALLIBLE



It follows from what has gone before that the general w�ll �s always
r�ght and tends to the publ�c advantage; but �t does not follow that the
del�berat�ons of the people are always equally correct. Our w�ll �s
always for our own good, but we do not always see what that �s; the
people �s never corrupted, but �t �s often dece�ved, and on such
occas�ons only does �t seem to w�ll what �s bad.
There �s often a great deal of d�fference between the w�ll of all and
the general w�ll; the latter cons�ders only the common �nterest, wh�le
the former takes pr�vate �nterest �nto account, and �s no more than a
sum of part�cular w�lls: but take away from these same w�lls the
pluses and m�nuses that cancel one another,[1] and the general w�ll
rema�ns as the sum of the d�fferences.
If, when the people, be�ng furn�shed w�th adequate �nformat�on, held
�ts del�berat�ons, the c�t�zens had no commun�cat�on one w�th
another, the grand total of the small d�fferences would always g�ve
the general w�ll, and the dec�s�on would always be good. But when
fact�ons ar�se, and part�al assoc�at�ons are formed at the expense of
the great assoc�at�on, the w�ll of each of these assoc�at�ons becomes
general �n relat�on to �ts members, wh�le �t rema�ns part�cular �n
relat�on to the State: �t may then be sa�d that there are no longer as
many votes as there are men, but only as many as there are
assoc�at�ons. The d�fferences become less numerous and g�ve a less
general result. Lastly, when one of these assoc�at�ons �s so great as
to preva�l over all the rest, the result �s no longer a sum of small
d�fferences, but a s�ngle d�fference; �n th�s case there �s no longer a
general w�ll, and the op�n�on wh�ch preva�ls �s purely part�cular.
It �s therefore essent�al, �f the general w�ll �s to be able to express
�tself, that there should be no part�al soc�ety w�th�n the State, and that
each c�t�zen should th�nk only h�s own thoughts:[2] wh�ch was �ndeed
the subl�me and un�que system establ�shed by the great Lycurgus.
But �f there are part�al soc�et�es, �t �s best to have as many as
poss�ble and to prevent them from be�ng unequal, as was done by
Solon, Numa and Serv�us. These precaut�ons are the only ones that
can guarantee that the general w�ll shall be always enl�ghtened, and
that the people shall �n no way dece�ve �tself.



[1] "Every �nterest," says the Marqu�s d'Argenson, "has d�fferent pr�nc�ples. The
agreement of two part�cular �nterests �s formed by oppos�t�on to a th�rd." He m�ght
have added that the agreement of all �nterests �s formed by oppos�t�on to that of
each. If there were no d�fferent �nterests, the common �nterest would be barely felt,
as �t would encounter no obstacle; all would go on of �ts own accord, and pol�t�cs
would cease to be an art.
[2] "In fact," says Macch�avell�, "there are some d�v�s�ons that are harmful to a
Republ�c and some that are advantageous. Those wh�ch st�r up sects and part�es
are harmful; those attended by ne�ther are advantageous. S�nce, then, the founder
of a Republ�c cannot help enm�t�es ar�s�ng, he ought at least to prevent them from
grow�ng �nto sects" (H�story of Florence, Book v��). Rousseau quotes the Ital�an.

CHAPTER IV

THE LIMITS OF THE SOVEREIGN POWER

If the State �s a moral person whose l�fe �s �n the un�on of �ts
members, and �f the most �mportant of �ts cares �s the care for �ts
own preservat�on, �t must have a un�versal and compell�ng force, �n
order to move and d�spose each part as may be most advantageous
to the whole. As nature g�ves each man absolute power over all h�s
members, the soc�al compact g�ves the body pol�t�c absolute power
over all �ts members also; and �t �s th�s power wh�ch, under the
d�rect�on of the general w�ll, bears, as I have sa�d, the name of
Sovere�gnty.
But, bes�des the publ�c person, we have to cons�der the pr�vate
persons compos�ng �t, whose l�fe and l�berty are naturally
�ndependent of �t. We are bound then to d�st�ngu�sh clearly between
the respect�ve r�ghts of the c�t�zens and the Sovere�gn,[1] and
between the dut�es the former have to fulf�l as subjects, and the
natural r�ghts they should enjoy as men.
Each man al�enates, I adm�t, by the soc�al compact, only such part of
h�s powers, goods and l�berty as �t �s �mportant for the commun�ty to



control; but �t must also be granted that the Sovere�gn �s sole judge
of what �s �mportant.
Every serv�ce a c�t�zen can render the State he ought to render as
soon as the Sovere�gn demands �t; but the Sovere�gn, for �ts part,
cannot �mpose upon �ts subjects any fetters that are useless to the
commun�ty, nor can �t even w�sh to do so; for no more by the law of
reason than by the law of nature can anyth�ng occur w�thout a cause.
The undertak�ngs wh�ch b�nd us to the soc�al body are obl�gatory
only because they are mutual; and the�r nature �s such that �n
fulf�ll�ng them we cannot work for others w�thout work�ng for
ourselves. Why �s �t that the general w�ll �s always �n the r�ght, and
that all cont�nually w�ll the happ�ness of each one, unless �t �s
because there �s not a man who does not th�nk of "each" as mean�ng
h�m, and cons�der h�mself �n vot�ng for all? Th�s proves that equal�ty
of r�ghts and the �dea of just�ce wh�ch such equal�ty creates or�g�nate
�n the preference each man g�ves to h�mself, and accord�ngly �n the
very nature of man. It proves that the general w�ll, to be really such,
must be general �n �ts object as well as �ts essence; that �t must both
come from all and apply to all; and that �t loses �ts natural rect�tude
when �t �s d�rected to some part�cular and determ�nate object,
because �n such a case we are judg�ng of someth�ng fore�gn to us,
and have no true pr�nc�ple of equ�ty to gu�de us.
Indeed, as soon as a quest�on of part�cular fact or r�ght ar�ses on a
po�nt not prev�ously regulated by a general convent�on, the matter
becomes content�ous. It �s a case �n wh�ch the �nd�v�duals concerned
are one party, and the publ�c the other, but �n wh�ch I can see ne�ther
the law that ought to be followed nor the judge who ought to g�ve the
dec�s�on. In such a case, �t would be absurd to propose to refer the
quest�on to an express dec�s�on of the general w�ll, wh�ch can be
only the conclus�on reached by one of the part�es and �n
consequence w�ll be, for the other party, merely an external and
part�cular w�ll, �ncl�ned on th�s occas�on to �njust�ce and subject to
error. Thus, just as a part�cular w�ll cannot stand for the general w�ll,
the general w�ll, �n turn, changes �ts nature, when �ts object �s
part�cular, and, as general, cannot pronounce on a man or a fact.
When, for �nstance, the people of Athens nom�nated or d�splaced �ts



rulers, decreed honours to one, and �mposed penalt�es on another,
and, by a mult�tude of part�cular decrees, exerc�sed all the funct�ons
of government �nd�scr�m�nately, �t had �n such cases no longer a
general w�ll �n the str�ct sense; �t was act�ng no longer as Sovere�gn,
but as mag�strate. Th�s w�ll seem contrary to current v�ews; but I
must be g�ven t�me to expound my own.
It should be seen from the forego�ng that what makes the w�ll general
�s less the number of voters than the common �nterest un�t�ng them;
for under th�s system, each necessar�ly subm�ts to the cond�t�ons he
�mposes on others; and th�s adm�rable agreement between �nterest
and just�ce g�ves to the common del�berat�ons an equ�table character
wh�ch at once van�shes when any part�cular quest�on �s d�scussed, �n
the absence of a common �nterest to un�te and �dent�fy the rul�ng of
the judge w�th that of the party.
From whatever s�de we approach our pr�nc�ple, we reach the same
conclus�on, that the soc�al compact sets up among the c�t�zens an
equal�ty of such a k�nd, that they all b�nd themselves to observe the
same cond�t�ons and should therefore all enjoy the same r�ghts.
Thus, from the very nature of the compact, every "act of
Sovere�gnty", �.e. every authent�c act of the general w�ll, b�nds or
favours all the c�t�zens equally; so that the Sovere�gn recogn�ses only
the body of the nat�on, and draws no d�st�nct�ons between those of
whom �t �s made up. What, then, str�ctly speak�ng �s an act of
Sovere�gnty? It �s not a convent�on between a super�or and an
�nfer�or, but a convent�on between the body and each of �ts
members. It �s leg�t�mate, because based on the soc�al contract, and,
equ�table, because common to all; useful, because �t can have no
other object than the general good, and stable, because guaranteed
by the publ�c force and the supreme power. So long as the subjects
have to subm�t only to convent�ons of th�s sort, they obey no-one but
the�r own w�ll; and to ask how far the respect�ve r�ghts of the
Sovere�gn and the c�t�zens extend, �s to ask up to what po�nt the
latter can enter �nto undertak�ngs w�th themselves, each w�th all, and
all w�th each.
We can see from th�s that the sovere�gn power, absolute, sacred and
�nv�olable as �t �s, does not and cannot exceed the l�m�ts of general



convent�ons, and that every man may d�spose at w�ll of such goods
and l�berty as these convent�ons leave h�m; so that the Sovere�gn
never has a r�ght to lay more charges on one subject than on
another, because, �n that case, the quest�on becomes part�cular, and
ceases to be w�th�n �ts competency.
When these d�st�nct�ons have once been adm�tted, �t �s seen to be so
untrue that there �s, �n the soc�al contract, any real renunc�at�on on
the part of the �nd�v�duals, that the pos�t�on �n wh�ch they f�nd
themselves as a result of the contract �s really preferable to that �n
wh�ch they were before. Instead of a renunc�at�on, they have made
an advantageous exchange: �nstead of an uncerta�n and precar�ous
way of l�v�ng they have got one that �s better and more secure;
�nstead of natural �ndependence they have got l�berty, �nstead of the
power to harm others secur�ty for themselves, and �nstead of the�r
strength, wh�ch others m�ght overcome, a r�ght wh�ch soc�al un�on
makes �nv�nc�ble. The�r very l�fe, wh�ch they have devoted to the
State, �s by �t constantly protected; and when they r�sk �t �n the
State's defence, what more are they do�ng than g�v�ng back what
they have rece�ved from �t? What are they do�ng that they would not
do more often and w�th greater danger �n the state of nature, �n
wh�ch they would �nev�tably have to f�ght battles at the per�l of the�r
l�ves �n defence of that wh�ch �s the means of the�r preservat�on? All
have �ndeed to f�ght when the�r country needs them; but then no one
has ever to f�ght for h�mself. Do we not ga�n someth�ng by runn�ng,
on behalf of what g�ves us our secur�ty, only some of the r�sks we
should have to run for ourselves, as soon as we lost �t?

[1] Attent�ve readers, do not, I pray, be �n a hurry to charge me w�th contrad�ct�ng
myself. The term�nology made �t unavo�dable, cons�der�ng the poverty of the
language; but wa�t and see.

CHAPTER V



THE RIGHT OF LIFE AND DEATH

The quest�on �s often asked how �nd�v�duals, hav�ng no r�ght to
d�spose of the�r own l�ves, can transfer to the Sovere�gn a r�ght wh�ch
they do not possess. The d�ff�culty of answer�ng th�s quest�on seems
to me to l�e �n �ts be�ng wrongly stated. Every man has a r�ght to r�sk
h�s own l�fe �n order to preserve �t. Has �t ever, been sa�d that a man
who throws h�mself out of the w�ndow to escape from a f�re �s gu�lty
of su�c�de? Has such a cr�me ever been la�d to the charge of h�m
who per�shes �n a storm because, when he went on board, he knew
of the danger?
The soc�al treaty has for �ts end the preservat�on of the contract�ng
part�es. He who w�lls the end w�lls the means also, and the means
must �nvolve some r�sks, and even some losses. He who w�shes to
preserve h�s l�fe at others expense should also, when �t �s necessary,
be ready to g�ve �t up for the�r sake. Furthermore, the c�t�zen �s no
longer the judge of the dangers to wh�ch the law des�res h�m to
expose h�mself; and when the pr�nce says to h�m: "It �s exped�ent for
the State that you should d�e," he ought to d�e, because �t �s only on
that cond�t�on that he has been l�v�ng �n secur�ty up to the present,
and because h�s l�fe �s no longer a mere bounty of nature, but a g�ft
made cond�t�onally by the State.
The death-penalty �nfl�cted upon cr�m�nals may be looked on �n much
the same l�ght: �t �s �n order that we may not fall v�ct�ms to an
assass�n that we consent to d�e �f we ourselves turn assass�ns. In
th�s treaty, so far from d�spos�ng of our own l�ves, we th�nk only of
secur�ng them, and �t �s not to be assumed that any of the part�es
then expects to get hanged.
Aga�n, every malefactor, by attack�ng soc�al r�ghts, becomes on
forfe�t a rebel and a tra�tor to h�s country; by v�olat�ng �ts laws he
ceases to be a member of �t; he even makes war upon �t. In such a
case the preservat�on of the State �s �ncons�stent w�th h�s own, and
one or the other must per�sh; �n putt�ng the gu�lty to death, we slay
not so much the c�t�zen as an enemy. The tr�al and the judgment are
the proofs that he has broken the soc�al treaty, and �s �n
consequence no longer a member of the State. S�nce, then, he has



recogn�sed h�mself to be such by l�v�ng there, he must be removed
by ex�le as a v�olator of the compact, or by death as a publ�c enemy;
for such an enemy �s not a moral person, but merely a man; and �n
such a case the r�ght of war �s to k�ll the vanqu�shed.
But, �t w�ll be sa�d, the condemnat�on of a cr�m�nal �s a part�cular act.
I adm�t �t: but such condemnat�on �s not a funct�on of the Sovere�gn;
�t �s a r�ght the Sovere�gn can confer w�thout be�ng able �tself to exert
�t. All my �deas are cons�stent, but I cannot expound them all at once.
We may add that frequent pun�shments are always a s�gn of
weakness or rem�ssness on the part of the government. There �s not
a s�ngle �ll-doer who could not be turned to some good. The State
has no r�ght to put to death, even for the sake of mak�ng an example,
any one whom �t can leave al�ve w�thout danger.
The r�ght of pardon�ng or exempt�ng the gu�lty from a penalty
�mposed by the law and pronounced by the judge belongs only to the
author�ty wh�ch �s super�or to both judge and law, �.e. the Sovere�gn;
even �ts r�ght �n th�s matter �s far from clear, and the cases for
exerc�s�ng �t are extremely rare. In a well-governed State, there are
few pun�shments, not because there are many pardons, but because
cr�m�nals are rare; �t �s when a State �s �n decay that the mult�tude of
cr�mes �s a guarantee of �mpun�ty. Under the Roman Republ�c,
ne�ther the Senate nor the Consuls ever attempted to pardon; even
the people never d�d so, though �t somet�mes revoked �ts own
dec�s�on. Frequent pardons mean that cr�me w�ll soon need them no
longer, and no-one can help see�ng wh�ther that leads. But I feel my
heart protest�ng and restra�n�ng my pen; let us leave these quest�ons
to the just man who has never offended, and would h�mself stand �n
no need of pardon.

CHAPTER VI

LAW



By the soc�al compact we have g�ven the body pol�t�c ex�stence and
l�fe: we have now by leg�slat�on to g�ve �t movement and w�ll. For the
or�g�nal act by wh�ch the body �s formed and un�ted st�ll �n no respect
determ�nes what �t ought to do for �ts preservat�on.
What �s well and �n conform�ty w�th order �s so by the nature of th�ngs
and �ndependently of human convent�ons. All just�ce comes from
God, who �s �ts sole source; but �f we knew how to rece�ve so h�gh an
�nsp�rat�on, we should need ne�ther government nor laws. Doubtless,
there �s a un�versal just�ce emanat�ng from reason alone; but th�s
just�ce, to be adm�tted among us, must be mutual. Humanly
speak�ng, �n default of natural sanct�ons, the laws of just�ce are
�neffect�ve among men: they merely make for the good of the w�cked
and the undo�ng of the just, when the just man observes them
towards everybody and nobody observes them towards h�m.
Convent�ons and laws are therefore needed to jo�n r�ghts to dut�es
and refer just�ce to �ts object. In the state of nature, where everyth�ng
�s common, I owe noth�ng to h�m whom I nave prom�sed noth�ng; I
recogn�se as belong�ng to others only what �s of no use to me. In the
state of soc�ety all r�ghts are f�xed by law, and the case becomes
d�fferent.
But what, after all, �s a law? As long as we rema�n sat�sf�ed w�th
attach�ng purely metaphys�cal �deas to the word, we shall go on
argu�ng w�thout arr�v�ng at an understand�ng; and when we have
def�ned a law of nature, we shall be no nearer the def�n�t�on of a law
of the State.
I have already sa�d that there can be no general w�ll d�rected to a
part�cular object. Such an object must be e�ther w�th�n or outs�de the
State. If outs�de, a w�ll wh�ch �s al�en to �t cannot be, �n relat�on to �t,
general; �f w�th�n, �t �s part of the State, and �n that case there ar�ses
a relat�on between whole and part wh�ch makes them two separate
be�ngs, of wh�ch the part �s one, and the whole m�nus the part the
other. But the whole m�nus a part cannot be the whole; and wh�le th�s
relat�on pers�sts, there can be no whole, but only two unequal parts;
and �t follows that the w�ll of one �s no longer �n any respect general
�n relat�on to the other.



But when the whole people decrees for the whole people, �t �s
cons�der�ng only �tself; and �f a relat�on �s then formed, �t �s between
two aspects of the ent�re object, w�thout there be�ng any d�v�s�on of
the whole. In that case the matter about wh�ch the decree �s made �s,
l�ke the decree�ng w�ll general. Th�s act �s what I call a law.
When I say that the object of laws �s always general, I mean that law
cons�ders subjects en masse and act�ons �n the abstract, and never
a part�cular person or act�on. Thus the law may �ndeed decree that
there shall be pr�v�leges, but cannot confer them on anybody by
name. It may set up several classes of c�t�zens, and even lay down
the qual�f�cat�ons for membersh�p of these classes, but �t cannot
nom�nate such and such persons as belong�ng to them; �t may
establ�sh a monarch�cal government and hered�tary success�on, but
�t cannot choose a k�ng, or nom�nate a royal fam�ly. In a word, no
funct�on wh�ch has a part�cular object belongs to the leg�slat�ve
power.
On th�s v�ew, we at once see that �t can no longer be asked whose
bus�ness �t �s to make laws, s�nce they are acts of the general w�ll:
nor whether the pr�nce �s above the law, s�nce he �s a member of the
State; nor whether the law can be unjust, s�nce no one �s unjust to
h�mself; nor how we can be both free and subject to the laws s�nce
they are but reg�sters of our w�lls.
We see further that, as the law un�tes un�versal�ty of w�ll w�th
un�versal�ty of object, what a man, whoever he be, commands of h�s
own mot�on cannot be a law; and even what the Sovere�gn
commands w�th regard to a part�cular matter �s no nearer be�ng a
law, but �s a decree, an act, not of sovere�gnty, but of mag�stracy.
I therefore g�ve the name 'Republ�c' to every State that �s governed
by laws, no matter what the form of �ts adm�n�strat�on may be: for
only �n such a case does the publ�c �nterest govern, and the res
publ�ca rank as a real�ty. Every leg�t�mate government �s republ�can;
[1] what government �s I w�ll expla�n later on.
Laws are, properly speak�ng, only the cond�t�ons of c�v�l assoc�at�on.
The people, be�ng subject to the laws, ought to be the�r author: the
cond�t�ons of the soc�ety ought to be regulated solely by those who



come together to form �t. But how are they to regulate them? Is �t to
be by common agreement, by a sudden �nsp�rat�on? Has the body
pol�t�c an organ to declare �ts w�ll? Who can g�ve �t the fores�ght to
formulate and announce �ts acts �n advance? Or how �s �t to
announce them �n the hour of need? How can a bl�nd mult�tude,
wh�ch often does not know what �t w�lls, because �t rarely knows what
�s good for �t, carry out for �tself so great and d�ff�cult an enterpr�se as
a system of leg�slat�on? Of �tself the people w�lls always the good,
but of �tself �t by no means always sees �t. The general w�ll �s always
�n the r�ght, but the judgment wh�ch gu�des �t �s not always
enl�ghtened. It must be got to see objects as they are, and
somet�mes as they ought to appear to �t; �t must be shown the good
road �t �s �n search of, secured from the seduct�ve �nfluences of
�nd�v�dual w�lls, taught to see t�mes and spaces as a ser�es, and
made to we�gh the attract�ons of present and sens�ble advantages
aga�nst the danger of d�stant and h�dden ev�ls. The �nd�v�duals see
the good they reject; the publ�c w�lls the good �t does not see. All
stand equally �n need of gu�dance. The former must be compelled to
br�ng the�r w�lls �nto conform�ty w�th the�r reason; the latter must be
taught to know what �t w�lls. If that �s done, publ�c enl�ghtenment
leads to the un�on of understand�ng and w�ll �n the soc�al body: the
parts are made to work exactly together, and the whole �s ra�sed to
�ts h�ghest power. Th�s makes a leg�slator necessary.



[1] I understand by th�s word, not merely an ar�stocracy or a democracy, but
generally any government d�rected by the general w�ll, wh�ch �s the law. To be
leg�t�mate, the government must be, not one w�th the Sovere�gn, but �ts m�n�ster. In
such a case even a monarchy �s a Republ�c. Th�s w�ll be made clearer �n the
follow�ng book.

CHAPTER VII

THE LEGISLATOR

In order to d�scover the rules of soc�ety best su�ted to nat�ons, a
super�or �ntell�gence behold�ng all the pass�ons of men w�thout
exper�enc�ng any of them would be needed. Th�s �ntell�gence would
have to be wholly unrelated to our nature, wh�le know�ng �t through
and through; �ts happ�ness would have to be �ndependent of us, and
yet ready to occupy �tself w�th ours; and lastly, �t would have, �n the
march of t�me, to look forward to a d�stant glory, and, work�ng �n one
century, to be able to enjoy �n the next.[1] It would take gods to g�ve
men laws.
What Cal�gula argued from the facts, Plato, �n the d�alogue called the
Pol�t�cus, argued �n def�n�ng the c�v�l or k�ngly man, on the bas�s of
r�ght. But �f great pr�nces are rare, how much more so are great
leg�slators? The former have only to follow the pattern wh�ch the
latter have to lay down. The leg�slator �s the eng�neer who �nvents
the mach�ne, the pr�nce merely the mechan�c who sets �t up and
makes �t go. "At the b�rth of soc�et�es," says Montesqu�eu, "the rulers
of Republ�cs establ�sh �nst�tut�ons, and afterwards the �nst�tut�ons
mould the rulers."[2]

He who dares to undertake the mak�ng of a people's �nst�tut�ons
ought to feel h�mself capable, so to speak, of chang�ng human
nature, of transform�ng each �nd�v�dual, who �s by h�mself a complete
and sol�tary whole, �nto part of a greater whole from wh�ch he �n a
manner rece�ves h�s l�fe and be�ng; of alter�ng man's const�tut�on for



the purpose of strengthen�ng �t; and of subst�tut�ng a part�al and
moral ex�stence for the phys�cal and �ndependent ex�stence nature
has conferred on us all. He must, �n a word, take away from man h�s
own resources and g�ve h�m �nstead new ones al�en to h�m, and
�ncapable of be�ng made use of w�thout the help of other men. The
more completely these natural resources are ann�h�lated, the greater
and the more last�ng are those wh�ch he acqu�res, and the more
stable and perfect the new �nst�tut�ons; so that �f each c�t�zen �s
noth�ng and can do noth�ng w�thout the rest, and the resources
acqu�red by the whole are equal or super�or to the aggregate of the
resources of all the �nd�v�duals, �t may be sa�d that leg�slat�on �s at
the h�ghest poss�ble po�nt of perfect�on.
The leg�slator occup�es �n every respect an extraord�nary pos�t�on �n
the State. If he should do so by reason of h�s gen�us, he does so no
less by reason of h�s off�ce, wh�ch �s ne�ther mag�stracy, nor
Sovere�gnty. Th�s off�ce, wh�ch sets up the Republ�c, nowhere enters
�nto �ts const�tut�on; �t �s an �nd�v�dual and super�or funct�on, wh�ch
has noth�ng �n common w�th human emp�re; for �f he who holds
command over men ought not to have command over the laws, he
who has command over the laws ought not any more to have �t over
men; or else h�s laws would be the m�n�sters of h�s pass�ons and
would often merely serve to perpetuate h�s �njust�ces: h�s pr�vate
a�ms would �nev�tably mar the sanct�ty of h�s work.
When Lycurgus gave laws to h�s country, he began by res�gn�ng the
throne. It was the custom of most Greek towns to entrust the
establ�shment of the�r laws to fore�gners. The Republ�cs of modern
Italy �n many cases followed th�s example; Geneva d�d the same and
prof�ted by �t.[3] Rome, when �t was most prosperous, suffered a
rev�val of all the cr�mes of tyranny, and was brought to the verge of
destruct�on, because �t put the leg�slat�ve author�ty and the sovere�gn
power �nto the same hands.
Nevertheless, the decemv�rs themselves never cla�med the r�ght to
pass any law merely on the�r own author�ty. "Noth�ng we propose to
you," they sa�d to the people, "can pass �nto law w�thout your
consent. Romans, be yourselves the authors of the laws wh�ch are to
make you happy."



He, therefore, who draws up the laws has, or should have, no r�ght of
leg�slat�on, and the people cannot, even �f �t w�shes, depr�ve �tself of
th�s �ncommun�cable r�ght, because, accord�ng to the fundamental
compact, only the general w�ll can b�nd the �nd�v�duals, and there can
be no assurance that a part�cular w�ll �s �n conform�ty w�th the general
w�ll, unt�l �t has been put to the free vote of the people. Th�s I have
sa�d already; but �t �s worth wh�le to repeat �t.
Thus �n the task of leg�slat�on we f�nd together two th�ngs wh�ch
appear to be �ncompat�ble: an enterpr�se too d�ff�cult for human
powers, and, for �ts execut�on, an author�ty that �s no author�ty.
There �s a further d�ff�culty that deserves attent�on. W�se men, �f they
try to speak the�r language to the common herd �nstead of �ts own,
cannot poss�bly make themselves understood. There are a thousand
k�nds of �deas wh�ch �t �s �mposs�ble to translate �nto popular
language. Concept�ons that are too general and objects that are too
remote are equally out of �ts range: each �nd�v�dual, hav�ng no taste
for any other plan of government than that wh�ch su�ts h�s part�cular
�nterest, f�nds �t d�ff�cult to real�se the advantages he m�ght hope to
draw from the cont�nual pr�vat�ons good laws �mpose. For a young
people to be able to rel�sh sound pr�nc�ples of pol�t�cal theory and
follow the fundamental rules of statecraft, the effect would have to
become the cause; the soc�al sp�r�t, wh�ch should be created by
these �nst�tut�ons, would have to pres�de over the�r very foundat�on;
and men would have to be before law what they should become by
means of law. The leg�slator therefore, be�ng unable to appeal to
e�ther force or reason, must have recourse to an author�ty of a
d�fferent order capable of constra�n�ng w�thout v�olence and
persuad�ng w�thout conv�nc�ng.
Th�s �s what has, �n all ages, compelled the fathers of nat�ons to have
recourse to d�v�ne �ntervent�on and cred�t the gods w�th the�r own
w�sdom, �n order that the peoples, subm�tt�ng to the laws of the State
as to those of nature, and recogn�s�ng the same power �n the
format�on of the c�ty as �n that of man, m�ght obey freely, and bear
w�th doc�l�ty the yoke of the publ�c happ�ness.



Th�s subl�me reason, far above the range of the common herd, �s
that whose dec�s�ons the leg�slator puts �nto the mouth of the
�mmortals, �n order to constra�n by d�v�ne author�ty those whom
human prudence could not move.[4] But �t �s not anybody who can
make the gods speak, or get h�mself bel�eved when he procla�ms
h�mself the�r �nterpreter. The great soul of the leg�slator �s the only
m�racle that can prove h�s m�ss�on. Any man may grave tablets of
stone, or buy an oracle; or fe�gn secret �ntercourse w�th some
d�v�n�ty, or tra�n a b�rd to wh�sper �n h�s ear, or f�nd other vulgar ways
of �mpos�ng on the people. He whose knowledge goes no further
may perhaps gather round h�m a band of fools; but he w�ll never
found an emp�re, and h�s extravagances w�ll qu�ckly per�sh w�th h�m.
Idle tr�cks form a pass�ng t�e; only w�sdom can make �t last�ng. The
Juda�c law, wh�ch st�ll subs�sts, and that of the ch�ld of Ishmael,
wh�ch, for ten centur�es, has ruled half the world, st�ll procla�m the
great men who la�d them down; and, wh�le the pr�de of ph�losophy or
the bl�nd sp�r�t of fact�on sees �n them no more than lucky
�mpostures, the true pol�t�cal theor�st adm�res, �n the �nst�tut�ons they
set up, the great and powerful gen�us wh�ch pres�des over th�ngs
made to endure.
We should not, w�th Warburton, conclude from th�s that pol�t�cs and
rel�g�on have among us a common object, but that, �n the f�rst
per�ods of nat�ons, the one �s used as an �nstrument for the other.

[1] A people becomes famous only when �ts leg�slat�on beg�ns to decl�ne. We do
not know for how many centur�es the system of Lycurgus made the Spartans
happy before the rest of Greece took any not�ce of �t.

[2] Montesqu�eu, The Greatness and Decadence of the Romans, ch. �.
[3] Those who know Calv�n only as a theolog�an much underest�mate the extent of
h�s gen�us. The cod�f�cat�on of our w�se ed�cts, �n wh�ch he played a large part,
does h�m no less honour than h�s Inst�tute. Whatever revolut�on t�me may br�ng �n
our rel�g�on, so long as the sp�r�t of patr�ot�sm and l�berty st�ll l�ves among us, the
memory of th�s great man w�ll be for ever blessed.

[4] "In truth," says Macch�avell�, "there has never been, �n any country, an
extraord�nary leg�slator who has not had recourse to God; for otherw�se h�s laws
would not have been accepted: there are, �n fact, many useful truths of wh�ch a



w�se man may have knowledge w�thout the�r hav�ng �n themselves such clear
reasons for the�r be�ng so as to be able to conv�nce others" (D�scourses on L�vy,
Bk. v, ch. x�). (Rousseau quotes the Ital�an.)

CHAPTER VIII

THE PEOPLE

As, before putt�ng up a large bu�ld�ng, the arch�tect surveys and
sounds the s�te to see �f �t w�ll bear the we�ght, the w�se leg�slator
does not beg�n by lay�ng down laws good �n themselves, but by
�nvest�gat�ng the f�tness of the people, for wh�ch they are dest�ned, to
rece�ve them. Plato refused to leg�slate for the Arcad�ans and the
Cyrenæans, because he knew that both peoples were r�ch and could
not put up w�th equal�ty; and good laws and bad men were found
together �n Crete, because M�nos had �nfl�cted d�sc�pl�ne on a people
already burdened w�th v�ce.
A thousand nat�ons have ach�eved earthly greatness, that could
never have endured good laws; even such as could have endured
them could have done so only for a very br�ef per�od of the�r long
h�story. Most peoples, l�ke most men, are doc�le only �n youth; as
they grow old they become �ncorr�g�ble. When once customs have
become establ�shed and prejud�ces �nveterate, �t �s dangerous and
useless to attempt the�r reformat�on; the people, l�ke the fool�sh and
cowardly pat�ents who rave at s�ght of the doctor, can no longer bear
that any one should lay hands on �ts faults to remedy them.
There are �ndeed t�mes �n the h�story of States when, just as some
k�nds of �llness turn men's heads and make them forget the past,
per�ods of v�olence and revolut�ons do to peoples what these cr�ses
do to �nd�v�duals: horror of the past takes the place of forgetfulness,
and the State, set on f�re by c�v�l wars, �s born aga�n, so to speak,
from �ts ashes, and takes on anew, fresh from the jaws of death, the
v�gour of youth. Such were Sparta at the t�me of Lycurgus, Rome



after the Tarqu�ns, and, �n modern t�mes, Holland and Sw�tzerland
after the expuls�on of the tyrants.
But such events are rare; they are except�ons, the cause of wh�ch �s
always to be found �n the part�cular const�tut�on of the State
concerned. They cannot even happen tw�ce to the same people, for
�t can make �tself free as long as �t rema�ns barbarous, but not when
the c�v�c �mpulse has lost �ts v�gour. Then d�sturbances may destroy
�t, but revolut�ons cannot mend �t: �t needs a master, and not a
l�berator. Free peoples, be m�ndful of max�m; "L�berty may be ga�ned,
but can never be recovered."
Youth �s not �nfancy. There �s for nat�ons, as for men, a per�od of
youth, or, shall we say, matur�ty, before wh�ch they should not be
made subject to laws; but the matur�ty of a people �s not always
eas�ly recogn�sable, and, �f �t �s ant�c�pated, the work �s spo�lt. One
people �s amenable to d�sc�pl�ne from the beg�nn�ng; another, not
after ten centur�es. Russ�a w�ll never be really c�v�l�sed, because �t
was c�v�l�sed too soon. Peter had a gen�us for �m�tat�on; but he
lacked true gen�us, wh�ch �s creat�ve and makes all from noth�ng. He
d�d some good th�ngs, but most of what he d�d was out of place. He
saw that h�s people was barbarous, but d�d not see that �t was not
r�pe for c�v�l�sat�on: he wanted to c�v�l�se �t when �t needed only
harden�ng. H�s f�rst w�sh was to make Germans or Engl�shmen, when
he ought to have been mak�ng Russ�ans; and he prevented h�s
subjects from ever becom�ng what they m�ght have been by
persuad�ng them that they were what they are not. In th�s fash�on too
a French teacher turns out h�s pup�l to be an �nfant prod�gy, and for
the rest of h�s l�fe to be noth�ng whatsoever. The emp�re of Russ�a
w�ll asp�re to conquer Europe, and w�ll �tself be conquered. The
Tartars, �ts subjects or ne�ghbours, w�ll become �ts masters and ours,
by a revolut�on wh�ch I regard as �nev�table. Indeed, all the k�ngs of
Europe are work�ng �n concert to hasten �ts com�ng.

CHAPTER IX



THE PEOPLE (cont�nued)

As nature has set bounds to the stature of a well-made man, and,
outs�de those l�m�ts, makes noth�ng but g�ants or dwarfs, s�m�larly, for
the const�tut�on of a State to be at �ts best, �t �s poss�ble to f�x l�m�ts
that w�ll make �t ne�ther too large for good government, nor too small
for self-ma�ntenance. In every body pol�t�c there �s a max�mum
strength wh�ch �t cannot exceed and wh�ch �t only loses by �ncreas�ng
�n s�ze. Every extens�on of the soc�al t�e means �ts relaxat�on; and,
generally speak�ng, a small State �s stronger �n proport�on than a
great one.
A thousand arguments could be advanced �n favour of th�s pr�nc�ple.
F�rst, long d�stances make adm�n�strat�on more d�ff�cult, just as a
we�ght becomes heav�er at the end of a longer lever. Adm�n�strat�on
therefore becomes more and more burdensome as the d�stance
grows greater; for, �n the f�rst place, each c�ty has �ts own, wh�ch �s
pa�d for by the people: each d�str�ct �ts own, st�ll pa�d for by the
people: then comes each prov�nce, and then the great governments,
satrap�es, and v�ce-royalt�es, always cost�ng more the h�gher you go,
and always at the expense of the unfortunate people. Last of all
comes the supreme adm�n�strat�on, wh�ch ecl�pses all the rest. All
these overcharges are a cont�nual dra�n upon the subjects; so far
from be�ng better governed by all these d�fferent orders, they are
worse governed than �f there were only a s�ngle author�ty over them.
In the meant�me, there scarce rema�n resources enough to meet
emergenc�es; and, when recourse must be had to these, the State �s
always on the eve of destruct�on.
Th�s �s not all; not only has the government less v�gour and
prompt�tude for secur�ng the observance of the laws, prevent�ng
nu�sances, correct�ng abuses, and guard�ng aga�nst sed�t�ous
undertak�ngs begun �n d�stant places; the people has less affect�on
for �ts rulers, whom �t never sees, for �ts country, wh�ch, to �ts eyes,
seems l�ke the world, and for �ts fellow-c�t�zens, most of whom are
unknown to �t. The same laws cannot su�t so many d�verse prov�nces
w�th d�fferent customs, s�tuated �n the most var�ous cl�mates, and
�ncapable of endur�ng a un�form government. D�fferent laws lead only



to trouble and confus�on among peoples wh�ch, l�v�ng under the
same rulers and �n constant commun�cat�on one w�th another,
�nterm�ngle and �ntermarry, and, com�ng under the sway of new
customs, never know �f they can call the�r very patr�mony the�r own.
Talent �s bur�ed, v�rtue unknown and v�ce unpun�shed, among such a
mult�tude of men who do not know one another, gathered together �n
one place at the seat of the central adm�n�strat�on. The leaders,
overwhelmed w�th bus�ness, see noth�ng for themselves; the State �s
governed by clerks. F�nally, the measures wh�ch have to be taken to,
ma�nta�n the general author�ty, wh�ch all these d�stant off�c�als w�sh to
escape or to �mpose upon, absorb all the energy of the publ�c, so
that there �s none left for the happ�ness of the people. There �s hardly
enough to defend �t when need ar�ses, and thus a body wh�ch �s too
b�g for �ts const�tut�on g�ves way and falls crushed under �ts own
we�ght.
Aga�n, the State must assure �tself a safe foundat�on, �f �t �s to have
stab�l�ty, and to be able to res�st the shocks �t cannot help
exper�enc�ng, as well as the efforts �t w�ll be forced to make for �ts
ma�ntenance; for all peoples have a k�nd of centr�fugal force that
makes them cont�nually act one aga�nst another, and tend to
aggrand�se themselves at the�r ne�ghbours' expense, l�ke the
vort�ces of Descartes. Thus the weak run the r�sk of be�ng soon
swallowed up; and �t �s almost �mposs�ble for any one to preserve
�tself except by putt�ng �tself �n a state of equ�l�br�um w�th all, so that
the pressure �s on all s�des pract�cally equal.
It may therefore be seen that there are reasons for expans�on and
reasons for contract�on; and �t �s no small part of the statesman's sk�ll
to h�t between them the mean that �s most favourable to the
preservat�on of the State. It may be sa�d that the reason for
expans�on, be�ng merely external and relat�ve, ought to be
subord�nate to the reasons for contract�on, wh�ch are �nternal and
absolute. A strong and healthy const�tut�on �s the f�rst th�ng to look
for; and �t �s better to count on the v�gour wh�ch comes of good
government than on the resources a great terr�tory furn�shes.
It may be added that there have been known States so const�tuted
that the necess�ty of mak�ng conquests entered �nto the�r very



const�tut�on, and that, �n order to ma�nta�n themselves, they were
forced to expand ceaselessly. It may be that they congratulated
themselves greatly on th�s fortunate necess�ty, wh�ch none the less
�nd�cated to them, along w�th the l�m�ts of the�r greatness, the
�nev�table moment of the�r fall.

CHAPTER X

THE PEOPLE (cont�nued)

A body pol�t�c may be measured �n two ways—e�ther by the extent of
�ts terr�tory, or by the number of �ts people; and there �s, between
these two measurements, a r�ght relat�on wh�ch makes the State
really great. The men make the State, and the terr�tory susta�ns the
men; the r�ght relat�on therefore �s that the land should suff�ce for the
ma�ntenance of the �nhab�tants, and that there should be as many
�nhab�tants as the land can ma�nta�n. In th�s proport�on l�es the
max�mum strength of a g�ven number of people; for �f there �s too
much land, �t �s troublesome to guard and �nadequately cult�vated,
produces more than �s needed, and soon g�ves r�se to wars of
defence; �f there �s not enough, the State depends on �ts ne�ghbours
for what �t needs over and above, and th�s soon g�ves r�se to wars of
offence. Every people, to wh�ch �ts s�tuat�on g�ves no cho�ce save
that between commerce and war, �s weak �n �tself: �t depends on �ts
ne�ghbours, and on c�rcumstances; �ts ex�stence can never be more
than short and uncerta�n. It e�ther conquers others, and changes �ts
s�tuat�on, or �t �s conquered and becomes noth�ng. Only
�ns�gn�f�cance or greatness can keep �t free.
No f�xed relat�on can be stated between the extent of the terr�tory
and the populat�on that are adequate one to the other, both because
of the d�fferences �n the qual�ty of land, �n �ts fert�l�ty, �n the nature of
�ts products, and �n the �nfluence of cl�mate, and because of the
d�fferent tempers of those who �nhab�t �t; for some �n a fert�le country
consume l�ttle, and others on an ungrateful so�l much. The greater or



less fecund�ty of women, the cond�t�ons that are more or less
favourable �n each country to the growth of populat�on, and the
�nfluence the leg�slator can hope to exerc�se by h�s �nst�tut�ons, must
also be taken �nto account. The leg�slator therefore should not go by
what he sees, but by what he foresees; he should stop not so much
at the state �n wh�ch he actually f�nds the populat�on, as at that to
wh�ch �t ought naturally to atta�n. Lastly, there are countless cases �n
wh�ch the part�cular local c�rcumstances demand or allow the
acqu�s�t�on of a greater terr�tory than seems necessary. Thus,
expans�on w�ll be great �n a mounta�nous country, where the natural
products, �.e. woods and pastures, need less labour, where we know
from exper�ence that women are more fert�le than �n the pla�ns, and
where a great expanse of slope affords only a small level tract that
can be counted on for vegetat�on. On the other hand, contract�on �s
poss�ble on the coast, even �n lands of rocks and nearly barren
sands, because there f�sh�ng makes up to a great extent for the lack
of land-produce, because the �nhab�tants have to congregate
together more �n order to repel p�rates, and further because �t �s
eas�er to unburden the country of �ts superfluous �nhab�tants by
means of colon�es.
To these cond�t�ons of law-g�v�ng must be added one other wh�ch,
though �t cannot take the place of the rest, renders them all useless
when �t �s absent. Th�s �s the enjoyment of peace and plenty; for the
moment at wh�ch a State sets �ts house �n order �s, l�ke the moment
when a battal�on �s form�ng up, that when �ts body �s least capable of
offer�ng res�stance and eas�est to destroy. A better res�stance could
be made at a t�me of absolute d�sorgan�sat�on than at a moment of
fermentat�on, when each �s occup�ed w�th h�s own pos�t�on and not
w�th the danger. If war, fam�ne, or sed�t�on ar�ses at th�s t�me of cr�s�s,
the State w�ll �nev�tably be overthrown.
Not that many governments have not been set up dur�ng such
storms; but �n such cases these governments are themselves the
State's destroyers. Usurpers always br�ng about or select troublous
t�mes to get passed, under cover of the publ�c terror, destruct�ve
laws, wh�ch the people would never adopt �n cold blood. The



moment chosen �s one of the surest means of d�st�ngu�sh�ng the
work of the leg�slator from that of the tyrant.
What people, then, �s a f�t subject for leg�slat�on? One wh�ch, already
bound by some un�ty of or�g�n, �nterest, or convent�on, has never yet
felt the real yoke of law; one that has ne�ther customs nor
superst�t�ons deeply �ngra�ned, one wh�ch stands �n no fear of be�ng
overwhelmed by sudden �nvas�on; one wh�ch, w�thout enter�ng �nto
�ts ne�ghbours' quarrels, can res�st each of them s�ngle-handed, or
get the help of one to repel another; one �n wh�ch every member may
be known by every other, and there �s no need to lay on any man
burdens too heavy for a man to bear; one wh�ch can do w�thout other
peoples, and w�thout wh�ch all others can do;[1] one wh�ch �s ne�ther
r�ch nor poor, but self-suff�c�ent; and, lastly, one wh�ch un�tes the
cons�stency of an anc�ent people w�th the doc�l�ty of a new one.
Leg�slat�on �s made d�ff�cult less by what �t �s necessary to bu�ld up
than by what has to be destroyed; and what makes success so rare
�s the �mposs�b�l�ty of f�nd�ng natural s�mpl�c�ty together w�th soc�al
requ�rements. All these cond�t�ons are �ndeed rarely found un�ted,
and therefore few States have good const�tut�ons.
There �s st�ll �n Europe one country capable of be�ng g�ven laws—
Cors�ca. The valour and pers�stency w�th wh�ch that brave people
has rega�ned and defended �ts l�berty well deserves that some w�se
man should teach �t how to preserve what �t has won. I have a
feel�ng that some day that l�ttle �sland w�ll aston�sh Europe.

[1] If there were two ne�ghbour�ng peoples, one of wh�ch could not do w�thout the
other, �t would be very hard on the former, and very dangerous for the latter. Every
w�se nat�on, �n such a case, would make haste to free the other from dependence.
The Republ�c of Thlascala, enclosed by the Mex�can Emp�re, preferred do�ng
w�thout salt to buy�ng from the Mex�cans, or even gett�ng �t from them as a g�ft The
Thlascalans were w�se enough to see the snare h�dden under such l�beral�ty. They
kept the�r freedom, and that l�ttle State, shut up �n that great Emp�re, was f�nally the
�nstrument of �ts ru�n.



CHAPTER XI

THE VARIOUS SYSTEMS OF LEGISLATION

If we ask �n what prec�sely cons�sts the greatest good of all, wh�ch
should be the end of every system of leg�slat�on, we shall f�nd �t
reduce �tself to two ma�n objects, l�berty and equal�ty—l�berty,
because all part�cular dependence means so much force taken from
the body of the State, and equal�ty, because l�berty cannot ex�st
w�thout �t.
I have already def�ned c�v�l l�berty; by equal�ty, we should
understand, not that the degrees of power and r�ches are to be
absolutely �dent�cal for everybody; but that power shall never be
great enough for v�olence, and shall always be exerc�sed by v�rtue of
rank and law; and that, �n respect of r�ches, no c�t�zen shall ever be
wealthy enough to buy another, and none poor enough to be forced
to sell h�mself:[1] wh�ch �mpl�es, on the part of the great, moderat�on
�n goods and pos�t�on, and, on the s�de of the common sort,
moderat�on �n avar�ce and covetousness.
Such equal�ty, we are told, �s an unpract�cal �deal that cannot actually
ex�st. But �f �ts abuse �s �nev�table, does �t follow that we should not at
least make regulat�ons concern�ng �t? It �s prec�sely because the
force of c�rcumstances tends cont�nually to destroy equal�ty that the
force of leg�slat�on should always tend to �ts ma�ntenance.
But these general objects of every good leg�slat�ve system need
mod�fy�ng �n every country �n accordance w�th the local s�tuat�on and
the temper of the �nhab�tants; and these c�rcumstances should
determ�ne, �n each case, the part�cular system of �nst�tut�ons wh�ch �s
best, not perhaps �n �tself, but for the State for wh�ch �t �s dest�ned. If,
for �nstance, the so�l �s barren and unproduct�ve, or the land too
crowded for �ts �nhab�tants, the people should turn to �ndustry and
the crafts, and exchange what they produce for the commod�t�es
they lack. If, on the other hand, a people dwells �n r�ch pla�ns and
fert�le slopes, or, �n a good land, lacks �nhab�tants, �t should g�ve all
�ts attent�on to agr�culture, wh�ch causes men to mult�ply, and should



dr�ve out the crafts, wh�ch would only result �n depopulat�on, by
group�ng �n a few local�t�es the few �nhab�tants there are.[2] If a nat�on
dwells on an extens�ve and conven�ent coast-l�ne, let �t cover the sea
w�th sh�ps and foster commerce and nav�gat�on. It w�ll have a l�fe that
w�ll be short and glor�ous. If, on �ts coasts, the sea washes noth�ng
but almost �naccess�ble rocks, let �t rema�n barbarous and
�chthyophagous: �t w�ll have a qu�eter, perhaps a better, and certa�nly
a happ�er l�fe. In a word, bes�des the pr�nc�ples that are common to
all, every nat�on has �n �tself someth�ng that g�ves them a part�cular
appl�cat�on, and makes �ts leg�slat�on pecul�arly �ts own. Thus, among
the Jews long ago and more recently among the Arabs, the ch�ef
object was rel�g�on, among the Athen�ans letters, at Carthage and
Tyre commerce, at Rhodes sh�pp�ng, at Sparta war, at Rome v�rtue.
The author of The Sp�r�t of the Laws has shown w�th many examples
by what art the leg�slator d�rects the const�tut�on towards each of
these objects.
What makes the const�tut�on of a State really sol�d and last�ng �s the
due observance of what �s proper, so that the natural relat�ons are
always �n agreement w�th the laws on every po�nt, and law only
serves, so to speak, to assure, accompany and rect�fy them. But �f
the leg�slator m�stakes h�s object and adopts a pr�nc�ple other than
c�rcumstances naturally d�rect; �f h�s pr�nc�ple makes for serv�tude
wh�le they make for l�berty, or �f �t makes for r�ches, wh�le they make
for populousness, or �f �t makes for peace, wh�le they make for
conquest—the laws w�ll �nsens�bly lose the�r �nfluence, the
const�tut�on w�ll alter, and the State w�ll have no rest from trouble t�ll �t
�s e�ther destroyed or changed, and nature has resumed her
�nv�nc�ble sway.

[1] If the object �s to g�ve the State cons�stency, br�ng the two extremes as near to
each other as poss�ble; allow ne�ther r�ch men nor beggars. These two estates,
wh�ch are naturally �nseparable, are equally fatal to the common good; from the
one come the fr�ends of tyranny, and from the other tyrants. It �s always between
them that publ�c l�berty �s put up to auct�on; the one buys, and the other sells.

[2] "Any branch of fore�gn commerce," says M. d'Argenson, "creates on the whole
only apparent advantage for the k�ngdom �n general; �t may enr�ch some



�nd�v�duals, or even some towns; but the nat�on as a whole ga�ns noth�ng by �t, and
the people �s no better off."

CHAPTER XII

THE DIVISION OF THE LAWS

If the whole �s to be set �n order, and the commonwealth put �nto the
best poss�ble shape, there are var�ous relat�ons to be cons�dered.
F�rst, there �s the act�on of the complete body upon �tself, the relat�on
of the whole to the whole, of the Sovere�gn to the State; and th�s
relat�on, as we shall see, �s made up of the relat�ons of the
�ntermed�ate terms.
The laws wh�ch regulate th�s relat�on bear the name of pol�t�cal laws,
and are also called fundamental laws, not w�thout reason �f they are
w�se. For, �f there �s, �n each State, only one good system, the people
that �s �n possess�on of �t should hold fast to th�s; but �f the
establ�shed order �s bad, why should laws that prevent men from
be�ng good be regarded as fundamental? Bes�des, �n any case, a
people �s always �n a pos�t�on to change �ts laws, however good; for,
�f �t choose to do �tself harm, who can have a r�ght to stop �t?
The second relat�on �s that of the members one to another, or to the
body as a whole; and th�s relat�on should be �n the f�rst respect as
un�mportant, and �n the second as �mportant, as poss�ble. Each
c�t�zen would then be perfectly �ndependent of all the rest, and at the
same t�me very dependent on the c�ty; wh�ch �s brought about always
by the same means, as the strength of the State can alone secure
the l�berty of �ts members. From th�s second relat�on ar�se c�v�l laws.
We may cons�der also a th�rd k�nd of relat�on between the �nd�v�dual
and the law, a relat�on of d�sobed�ence to �ts penalty. Th�s g�ves r�se
to the sett�ng up of cr�m�nal laws, wh�ch, at bottom, are less a
part�cular class of law than the sanct�on beh�nd all the rest.



Along w�th these three k�nds of law goes a fourth, most �mportant of
all, wh�ch �s not graven on tablets of marble or brass, but on the
hearts of the c�t�zens. Th�s forms the real const�tut�on of the State,
takes on every day new powers, when other laws decay or d�e out,
restores them or takes the�r place, keeps a people �n the ways �n
wh�ch �t was meant to go, and �nsens�bly replaces author�ty by the
force of hab�t. I am speak�ng of moral�ty, of custom, above all of
publ�c op�n�on; a power unknown to pol�t�cal th�nkers, on wh�ch none
the less success �n everyth�ng else depends. W�th th�s the great
leg�slator concerns h�mself �n secret, though he seems to conf�ne
h�mself to part�cular regulat�ons; for these are only the arc of the
arch, wh�le manners and morals, slower to ar�se, form �n the end �ts
�mmovable keystone.
Among the d�fferent classes of laws, the pol�t�cal, wh�ch determ�ne
the form of the government, are alone relevant to my subject.

BOOK III

Before speak�ng of the d�fferent forms of
government, let us try to f�x the exact sense
of the word, wh�ch has not yet been very
clearly expla�ned.

CHAPTER I

GOVERNMENT IN GENERAL

I warn the reader that th�s chapter requ�res careful read�ng, and that I
am unable to make myself clear to those who refuse to be attent�ve.
Every free act�on �s produced by the concurrence of two causes; one
moral, �.e. the w�ll wh�ch determ�nes the act; the other phys�cal, �.e.
the power wh�ch executes �t. When I walk towards an object, �t �s



necessary f�rst that I should w�ll to go there, and, �n the second
place, that my feet should carry me. If a paralyt�c w�lls to run and an
act�ve man w�lls not to, they w�ll both stay where they are. The body
pol�t�c has the same mot�ve powers; here too force and w�ll are
d�st�ngu�shed, w�ll under the name of leg�slat�ve power and force
under that of execut�ve power. W�thout the�r concurrence, noth�ng �s,
or should be, done.
We have seen that the leg�slat�ve power belongs to the people, and
can belong to �t alone. It may, on the other hand, read�ly be seen,
from the pr�nc�ples la�d down above, that the execut�ve power cannot
belong to the general�ty as leg�slature or Sovere�gn, because �t
cons�sts wholly of part�cular acts wh�ch fall outs�de the competency
of the law, and consequently of the Sovere�gn, whose acts must
always be laws.
The publ�c force therefore needs an agent of �ts own to b�nd �t
together and set �t to work under the d�rect�on of the general w�ll, to
serve as a means of commun�cat�on between the State and the
Sovere�gn, and to do for the collect�ve person more or less what the
un�on of soul and body does for man. Here we have what �s, �n the
State, the bas�s of government, often wrongly confused w�th the
Sovere�gn, whose m�n�ster �t �s.
What then �s government? An �ntermed�ate body set up between the
subjects and the Sovere�gn, to secure the�r mutual correspondence,
charged w�th the execut�on of the laws and the ma�ntenance of
l�berty, both c�v�l and pol�t�cal.
The members of th�s body are called mag�strates or k�ngs, that �s to
say governors, and the whole body bears the name pr�nce.[1] Thus
those who hold that the act, by wh�ch a people puts �tself under a
pr�nce, �s not a contract, are certa�nly r�ght. It �s s�mply and solely a
comm�ss�on, an employment, �n wh�ch the rulers, mere off�c�als of the
Sovere�gn, exerc�se �n the�r own name the power of wh�ch �t makes
them depos�tar�es. Th�s power �t can l�m�t, mod�fy or recover at
pleasure; for the al�enat�on of such a r�ght �s �ncompat�ble w�th the
nature of the soc�al body, and contrary to the end of assoc�at�on.



I call then government, or supreme adm�n�strat�on, the leg�t�mate
exerc�se of the execut�ve power, and pr�nce or mag�strate the man or
the body entrusted w�th that adm�n�strat�on.
In government res�de the �ntermed�ate forces whose relat�ons make
up that of the whole to the whole, or of the Sovere�gn to the State.
Th�s last relat�on may be represented as that between the extreme
terms of a cont�nuous proport�on, wh�ch has government as �ts mean
proport�onal. The government gets from the Sovere�gn the orders �t
g�ves the people, and, for the State to be properly balanced, there
must, when everyth�ng �s reckoned �n, be equal�ty between the
product or power of the government taken �n �tself, and the product
or power of the c�t�zens, who are on the one hand sovere�gn and on
the other subject.
Furthermore, none of these three terms can be altered w�thout the
equal�ty be�ng �nstantly destroyed. If the Sovere�gn des�res to
govern, or the mag�strate to g�ve laws, or �f the subjects refuse to
obey, d�sorder takes the place of regular�ty, force and w�ll no longer
act together, and the State �s d�ssolved and falls �nto despot�sm or
anarchy. Lastly, as there �s only one mean proport�onal between
each relat�on, there �s also only one good government poss�ble for a
State. But, as countless events may change the relat�ons of a
people, not only may d�fferent governments be good for d�fferent
peoples, but also for the same people at d�fferent t�mes.
In attempt�ng to g�ve some �dea of the var�ous relat�ons that may hold
between these two extreme terms, I shall take as an example the
number of a people, wh�ch �s the most eas�ly express�ble.
Suppose the State �s composed of ten thousand c�t�zens. The
Sovere�gn can only be cons�dered collect�vely and as a body; but
each member, as be�ng a subject, �s regarded as an �nd�v�dual: thus
the Sovere�gn �s to the subject as ten thousand to one, �.e. each
member of the State has as h�s share only a ten-thousandth part of
the sovere�gn author�ty, although he �s wholly under �ts control. If the
people numbers a hundred thousand, the cond�t�on of the subject
undergoes no change, and each equally �s under the whole author�ty
of the laws, wh�le h�s vote, be�ng reduced to one hundred thousandth



part, has ten t�mes less �nfluence �n draw�ng them up. The subject
therefore rema�n�ng always a un�t, the relat�on between h�m and the
Sovere�gn �ncreases w�th the number of the c�t�zens. From th�s �t
follows that, the larger the State, the less the l�berty.
When I say the relat�on �ncreases, I mean that �t grows more
unequal. Thus the greater �t �s �n the geometr�cal sense, the less
relat�on there �s �n the ord�nary sense of the word. In the former
sense, the relat�on, cons�dered accord�ng to quant�ty, �s expressed
by the quot�ent; �n the latter, cons�dered accord�ng to �dent�ty, �t �s
reckoned by s�m�lar�ty.
Now, the less relat�on the part�cular w�lls have to the general w�ll, that
�s, morals and manners to laws, the more should the repress�ve
force be �ncreased. The government, then, to be good, should be
proport�onately stronger as the people �s more numerous.
On the other hand, as the growth of the State g�ves the depos�tar�es
of the publ�c author�ty more temptat�ons and chances of abus�ng
the�r power, the greater the force w�th wh�ch the government ought to
be endowed for keep�ng the people �n hand, the greater too should
be the force at the d�sposal of the Sovere�gn for keep�ng the
government �n hand. I am speak�ng, not of absolute force, but of the
relat�ve force of the d�fferent parts of the State.
It follows from th�s double relat�on that the cont�nuous proport�on
between the Sovere�gn, the pr�nce and the people, �s by no means
an arb�trary �dea, but a necessary consequence of the nature of the
body pol�t�c. It follows further that, one of the extreme terms, v�z. the
people, as subject, be�ng f�xed and represented by un�ty, whenever
the dupl�cate rat�o �ncreases or d�m�n�shes, the s�mple rat�o does the
same, and �s changed accord�ngly. From th�s we see that there �s not
a s�ngle un�que and absolute form of government, but as many
governments d�ffer�ng �n nature as there are States d�ffer�ng �n s�ze.
If, r�d�cul�ng th�s system, any one were to say that, �n order to f�nd the
mean proport�onal and g�ve form to the body of the government, �t �s
only necessary, accord�ng to me, to f�nd the square root of the
number of the people, I should answer that I am here tak�ng th�s
number only as an �nstance; that the relat�ons of wh�ch I am



speak�ng are not measured by the number of men alone, but
generally by the amount of act�on, wh�ch �s a comb�nat�on of a
mult�tude of causes; and that, further, �f, to save words, I borrow for a
moment the terms of geometry, I am none the less well aware that
moral quant�t�es do not allow of geometr�cal accuracy.
The government �s on a small scale what the body pol�t�c wh�ch
�ncludes �t �s on a great one. It �s a moral person endowed w�th
certa�n facult�es, act�ve l�ke the Sovere�gn and pass�ve l�ke the State,
and capable of be�ng resolved �nto other s�m�lar relat�ons. Th�s
accord�ngly g�ves r�se to a new proport�on, w�th�n wh�ch there �s yet
another, accord�ng to the arrangement of the mag�strac�es, t�ll an
�nd�v�s�ble m�ddle term �s reached, �.e. a s�ngle ruler or supreme
mag�strate, who may be represented, �n the m�dst of th�s
progress�on, as the un�ty between the fract�onal and the ord�nal
ser�es.
W�thout encumber�ng ourselves w�th th�s mult�pl�cat�on of terms, let
us rest content w�th regard�ng government as a new body w�th�n the
State, d�st�nct from the people and the Sovere�gn, and �ntermed�ate
between them.
There �s between these two bod�es th�s essent�al d�fference, that the
State ex�sts by �tself, and the government only through the
Sovere�gn. Thus the dom�nant w�ll of the pr�nce �s, or should be,
noth�ng but the general w�ll or the law; h�s force �s only the publ�c
force concentrated �n h�s hands, and, as soon as he tr�es to base any
absolute and �ndependent act on h�s own author�ty, the t�e that b�nds
the whole together beg�ns to be loosened. If f�nally the pr�nce should
come to have a part�cular w�ll more act�ve than the w�ll of the
Sovere�gn, and should employ the publ�c force �n h�s hands �n
obed�ence to th�s part�cular w�ll, there would be, so to speak, two
Sovere�gns, one r�ghtful and the other actual, the soc�al un�on would
evaporate �nstantly, and the body pol�t�c would be d�ssolved.
However, �n order that the government may have a true ex�stence
and a real l�fe d�st�ngu�sh�ng �t from the body of the State, and �n
order that all �ts members may be able to act �n concert and fulf�l the
end for wh�ch �t was set up, �t must have a part�cular personal�ty, a



sens�b�l�ty common to �ts members, and a force and w�ll of �ts own
mak�ng for �ts preservat�on. Th�s part�cular ex�stence �mpl�es
assembl�es, counc�ls, power of del�berat�on and dec�s�on, r�ghts,
t�tles, and pr�v�leges belong�ng exclus�vely to the pr�nce and mak�ng
the off�ce of mag�strate more honourable �n proport�on as �t �s more
troublesome. The d�ff�cult�es l�e �n the manner of so order�ng th�s
subord�nate whole w�th�n the whole, that �t �n no way alters the
general const�tut�on by aff�rmat�on of �ts own, and always
d�st�ngu�shes the part�cular force �t possesses, wh�ch �s dest�ned to
a�d �n �ts preservat�on, from the publ�c force, wh�ch �s dest�ned to the
preservat�on of the State; and, �n a word, �s always ready to sacr�f�ce
the government to the people, and never to sacr�f�ce the people to
the government.
Furthermore, although the art�f�c�al body of the government �s the
work of another art�f�c�al body, and has, we may say, only a borrowed
and subord�nate l�fe, th�s does not prevent �t from be�ng able to act
w�th more or less v�gour or prompt�tude, or from be�ng, so to speak,
�n more or less robust health. F�nally, w�thout depart�ng d�rectly from
the end for wh�ch �t was �nst�tuted, �t may dev�ate more or less from
�t, accord�ng to the manner of �ts const�tut�on.
From all these d�fferences ar�se the var�ous relat�ons wh�ch the
government ought to bear to the body of the State, accord�ng to the
acc�dental and part�cular relat�ons by wh�ch the State �tself �s
mod�f�ed, for often the government that �s best �n �tself w�ll become
the most pern�c�ous, �f the relat�ons �n wh�ch �t stands have altered
accord�ng to the defects of the body pol�t�c to wh�ch �t belongs.

[1] Thus at Ven�ce the College, even �n the absence of the Doge, �s called "Most
Serene Pr�nce."

CHAPTER II



THE CONSTITUENT PRINCIPLE IN THE VARIOUS FORMS OF
GOVERNMENT

To set forth the general cause of the above d�fferences, we must
here d�st�ngu�sh between government and �ts pr�nc�ple, as we d�d
before between the State and the Sovere�gn.
The body of the mag�strate may be composed of a greater or a less
number of members. We sa�d that the relat�on of the Sovere�gn to
the subjects was greater �n proport�on as the people was more
numerous, and, by a clear analogy, we may say the same of the
relat�on of the government to the mag�strates.
But the total force of the government, be�ng always that of the State,
�s �nvar�able; so that, the more of th�s force �t expends on �ts own
members, the less �t has left to employ on the whole people.
The more numerous the mag�strates, therefore, the weaker the
government. Th�s pr�nc�ple be�ng fundamental, we must do our best
to make �t clear.
In the person of the mag�strate we can d�st�ngu�sh three essent�ally
d�fferent w�lls: f�rst, the pr�vate w�ll of the �nd�v�dual, tend�ng only to
h�s personal advantage; secondly, the common w�ll of the
mag�strates, wh�ch �s relat�ve solely to the advantage of the pr�nce,
and may be called corporate w�ll, be�ng general �n relat�on to the
government, and part�cular �n relat�on to the State, of wh�ch the
government forms part; and, �n the th�rd place, the w�ll of the people
or the sovere�gn w�ll, wh�ch �s general both �n relat�on to the State
regarded as the whole, and to the government regarded as a part of
the whole.
In a perfect act of leg�slat�on, the �nd�v�dual or part�cular w�ll should
be at zero; the corporate w�ll belong�ng to the government should
occupy a very subord�nate pos�t�on; and, consequently, the general
or sovere�gn w�ll should always predom�nate and should be the sole
gu�de of all the rest.
Accord�ng to the natural order, on the other hand, these d�fferent
w�lls become more act�ve �n proport�on as they are concentrated.



Thus, the general w�ll �s always the weakest, the corporate w�ll
second, and the �nd�v�dual w�ll strongest of all: so that, �n the
government, each member �s f�rst of all h�mself, then a mag�strate,
and then a c�t�zen —�n an order exactly the reverse of what the
soc�al system requ�res.
Th�s granted, �f the whole government �s �n the hands of one man,
the part�cular and the corporate w�ll are wholly un�ted, and
consequently the latter �s at �ts h�ghest poss�ble degree of �ntens�ty.
But, as the use to wh�ch the force �s put depends on the degree
reached by the w�ll, and as the absolute force of the government �s
�nvar�able, �t follows that the most act�ve government �s that of one
man.
Suppose, on the other hand, we un�te the government w�th the
leg�slat�ve author�ty, and make the Sovere�gn pr�nce also, and all the
c�t�zens so many mag�strates: then the corporate w�ll, be�ng
confounded w�th the general w�ll, can possess no greater act�v�ty
than that w�ll, and must leave the part�cular w�ll as strong as �t can
poss�bly be. Thus, the government, hav�ng always the same
absolute force, w�ll be at the lowest po�nt of �ts relat�ve force or
act�v�ty.
These relat�ons are �ncontestable, and there are other cons�derat�ons
wh�ch st�ll further conf�rm them. We can see, for �nstance, that each
mag�strate �s more act�ve �n the body to wh�ch he belongs than each
c�t�zen �n that to wh�ch he belongs, and that consequently the
part�cular w�ll has much more �nfluence on the acts of the
government than on those of the Sovere�gn; for each mag�strate �s
almost always charged w�th some governmental funct�on, wh�le each
c�t�zen, taken s�ngly, exerc�ses no funct�on of Sovere�gnty.
Furthermore, the b�gger the State grows, the more �ts real force
�ncreases, though not �n d�rect proport�on to �ts growth; but, the State
rema�n�ng the same, the number of mag�strates may �ncrease to any
extent, w�thout the government ga�n�ng any greater real force; for �ts
force �s that of the State, the d�mens�on of wh�ch rema�ns equal.
Thus the relat�ve force or act�v�ty of the government decreases, wh�le
�ts absolute or real force cannot �ncrease.



Moreover, �t �s a certa�nty that prompt�tude �n execut�on d�m�n�shes
as more people are put �n charge of �t: where prudence �s made too
much of, not enough �s made of fortune; opportun�ty �s let sl�p, and
del�berat�on results �n the loss of �ts object.
I have just proved that the government grows rem�ss �n proport�on as
the number of the mag�strates �ncreases; and I prev�ously proved
that, the more numerous the people, the greater should be the
repress�ve force. From th�s �t follows that the relat�on of the
mag�strates to the government should vary �nversely to the relat�on
of the subjects to the Sovere�gn; that �s to say, the larger the State,
the more should the government be t�ghtened, so that the number of
the rulers d�m�n�sh �n proport�on to the �ncrease of that of the people.
It should be added that I am here speak�ng of the relat�ve strength of
the government, and not of �ts rect�tude: for, on the other hand, the
more numerous the mag�stracy, the nearer the corporate w�ll comes
to the general w�ll; wh�le, under a s�ngle mag�strate, the corporate w�ll
�s, as I sa�d, merely a part�cular w�ll. Thus, what may be ga�ned on
one s�de �s lost on the other, and the art of the leg�slator �s to know
how to f�x the po�nt at wh�ch the force and the w�ll of the government,
wh�ch are always �n �nverse proport�on, meet �n the relat�on that �s
most to the advantage of the State.

CHAPTER III

THE DIVISION OF GOVERNMENTS

We saw �n the last chapter what causes the var�ous k�nds or forms of
government to be d�st�ngu�shed accord�ng to the number of the
members compos�ng them: �t rema�ns �n th�s to d�scover how the
d�v�s�on �s made.
In the f�rst place, the Sovere�gn may comm�t the charge of the
government to the whole people or to the major�ty of the people, so



that more c�t�zens are mag�strates than are mere pr�vate �nd�v�duals.
Th�s form of government �s called democracy.
Or �t may restr�ct the government to a small number; so that there
are more pr�vate c�t�zens than mag�strates; and th�s �s named
ar�stocracy.
Lastly, �t may concentrate the whole government �n the hands of a
s�ngle mag�strate from whom all others hold the�r power. Th�s th�rd
form �s the most usual, and �s called monarchy, or royal government.
It should be remarked that all these forms, or at least the f�rst two,
adm�t of degree, and even of very w�de d�fferences; for democracy
may �nclude the whole people, or may be restr�cted to half.
Ar�stocracy, �n �ts turn, may be restr�cted �ndef�n�tely from half the
people down to the smallest poss�ble number. Even royalty �s
suscept�ble of a measure of d�str�but�on. Sparta always had two
k�ngs, as �ts const�tut�on prov�ded; and the Roman Emp�re saw as
many as e�ght emperors at once, w�thout �t be�ng poss�ble to say that
the Emp�re was spl�t up. Thus there �s a po�nt at wh�ch each form of
government passes �nto the next, and �t becomes clear that, under
three comprehens�ve denom�nat�ons, government �s really
suscept�ble of as many d�verse forms as the State has c�t�zens.
There are even more: for, as the government may also, �n certa�n
aspects, be subd�v�ded �nto other parts, one adm�n�stered �n one
fash�on and one �n another, the comb�nat�on of the three forms may
result �n a mult�tude of m�xed forms, each of wh�ch adm�ts of
mult�pl�cat�on by all the s�mple forms.
There has been at all t�mes much d�spute concern�ng the best form
of government, w�thout cons�derat�on of the fact that each �s �n some
cases the best, and �n others the worst.
If, �n the d�fferent States, the number of supreme mag�strates should
be �n �nverse rat�o to the number of c�t�zens, �t follows that, generally,
democrat�c government su�ts small States, ar�stocrat�c government
those of m�ddle s�ze, and monarchy great ones. Th�s rule �s
�mmed�ately deduc�ble from the pr�nc�ple la�d down. But �t �s



�mposs�ble to count the �nnumerable c�rcumstances wh�ch may
furn�sh except�ons.

CHAPTER IV

DEMOCRACY

He who makes the law knows better than any one else how �t should
be executed and �nterpreted. It seems then �mposs�ble to have a
better const�tut�on than that �n wh�ch the execut�ve and leg�slat�ve
powers are un�ted; but th�s very fact renders the government �n
certa�n respects �nadequate, because th�ngs wh�ch should be
d�st�ngu�shed are confounded, and the pr�nce and the Sovere�gn,
be�ng the same person, form, so to speak, no more than a
government w�thout government.
It �s not good for h�m who makes the laws to execute them, or for the
body of the people to turn �ts attent�on away from a general
standpo�nt and devote �t to part�cular objects. Noth�ng �s more
dangerous than the �nfluence of pr�vate �nterests �n publ�c affa�rs, and
the abuse of the laws by the government �s a less ev�l than the
corrupt�on of the leg�slator, wh�ch �s the �nev�table sequel to a
part�cular standpo�nt. In such a case, the State be�ng altered �n
substance, all reformat�on becomes �mposs�ble. A people that would
never m�suse governmental powers would never m�suse
�ndependence; a people that would always govern well would not
need to be governed.
If we take the term �n the str�ct sense, there never has been a real
democracy, and there never w�ll be. It �s aga�nst the natural order for
the many to govern and the few to be governed. It �s un�mag�nable
that the people should rema�n cont�nually assembled to devote the�r
t�me to publ�c affa�rs, and �t �s clear that they cannot set up
comm�ss�ons for that purpose w�thout the form of adm�n�strat�on
be�ng changed.



In fact, I can conf�dently lay down as a pr�nc�ple that, when the
funct�ons of government are shared by several tr�bunals, the less
numerous sooner or later acqu�re the greatest author�ty, �f only
because they are �n a pos�t�on to exped�te affa�rs, and power thus
naturally comes �nto the�r hands.
Bes�des, how many cond�t�ons that are d�ff�cult to un�te does such a
government presuppose! F�rst, a very small State, where the people
can read�ly be got together and where each c�t�zen can w�th ease
know all the rest; secondly, great s�mpl�c�ty of manners, to prevent
bus�ness from mult�ply�ng and ra�s�ng thorny problems; next, a large
measure of equal�ty �n rank and fortune, w�thout wh�ch equal�ty of
r�ghts and author�ty cannot long subs�st; lastly, l�ttle or no luxury—for
luxury e�ther comes of r�ches or makes them necessary; �t corrupts at
once r�ch and poor, the r�ch by possess�on and the poor by
covetousness; �t sells the country to softness and van�ty, and takes
away from the State all �ts c�t�zens, to make them slaves one to
another, and one and all to publ�c op�n�on.
Th�s �s why a famous wr�ter has made v�rtue the fundamental
pr�nc�ple of Republ�cs; for all these cond�t�ons could not ex�st w�thout
v�rtue. But, for want of the necessary d�st�nct�ons, that great th�nker
was often �nexact, and somet�mes obscure, and d�d not see that, the
sovere�gn author�ty be�ng everywhere the same, the same pr�nc�ple
should be found �n every well-const�tuted State, �n a greater or less
degree, �t �s true, accord�ng to the form of the government.
It may be added that there �s no government so subject to c�v�l wars
and �ntest�ne ag�tat�ons as democrat�c or popular government,
because there �s none wh�ch has so strong and cont�nual a tendency
to change to another form, or wh�ch demands more v�g�lance and
courage for �ts ma�ntenance as �t �s. Under such a const�tut�on above
all, the c�t�zen should arm h�mself w�th strength and constancy, and
say, every day of h�s l�fe, what a v�rtuous Count Palat�ne[1] sa�d �n the
D�et of Poland: Malo per�culosam l�bertatem quam qu�etum serv�t�um.
Were there a people of gods, the�r government would be democrat�c.
So perfect a government �s not for men.



[1] The Palat�ne of Posen, father of the K�ng of Poland, Duke of Lorra�ne. I prefer
l�berty w�th danger to peace w�th slavery.

CHAPTER V

ARISTOCRACY

We have here two qu�te d�st�nct moral persons, the government and
the Sovere�gn, and �n consequence two general w�lls, one general �n
relat�on to all the c�t�zens, the other only for the members of the
adm�n�strat�on. Thus, although the government may regulate �ts
�nternal pol�cy as �t pleases, �t can never speak to the people save �n
the name of the Sovere�gn, that �s, of the people �tself, a fact wh�ch
must not be forgotten.
The f�rst soc�et�es governed themselves ar�stocrat�cally. The heads of
fam�l�es took counsel together on publ�c affa�rs. The young bowed
w�thout quest�on to the author�ty of exper�ence. Hence such names
as pr�ests, elders, senate, and gerontes. The savages of North
Amer�ca govern themselves �n th�s way even now, and the�r
government �s adm�rable.
But, �n proport�on as art�f�c�al �nequal�ty produced by �nst�tut�ons
became predom�nant over natural �nequal�ty, r�ches or power[1] were
put before age, and ar�stocracy became elect�ve. F�nally, the
transm�ss�on of the father's power along w�th h�s goods to h�s
ch�ldren, by creat�ng patr�c�an fam�l�es, made government hered�tary,
and there came to be senators of twenty.
There are then three sorts of ar�stocracy—natural, elect�ve and
hered�tary. The f�rst �s only for s�mple peoples; the th�rd �s the worst
of all governments; the second �s the best, and �s ar�stocracy
properly so called.
Bes�des the advantage that l�es �n the d�st�nct�on between the two
powers, �t presents that of �ts members be�ng chosen; for, �n popular



government, all the c�t�zens are born mag�strates; but here
mag�stracy �s conf�ned to a few, who become such only by elect�on.
[2] By th�s means upr�ghtness, understand�ng, exper�ence and all
other cla�ms to pre-em�nence and publ�c esteem become so many
further guarantees of w�se government.
Moreover, assembl�es are more eas�ly held, affa�rs better d�scussed
and carr�ed out w�th more order and d�l�gence, and the cred�t of the
State �s better susta�ned abroad by venerable senators than by a
mult�tude that �s unknown or desp�sed.
In a word, �t �s the best and most natural arrangement that the w�sest
should govern the many, when �t �s assured that they w�ll govern for
�ts prof�t, and not for the�r own. There �s no need to mult�ply
�nstruments, or get twenty thousand men to do what a hundred
p�cked men can do even better, but �t must not be forgotten mat
corporate �nterest here beg�ns to d�rect the publ�c power less under
the regulat�on of the general w�ll, and that a further �nev�table
propens�ty takes away from the laws part of the execut�ve power.
If we are to speak of what �s �nd�v�dually des�rable, ne�ther should the
State be so small, nor a people so s�mple and upr�ght, that the
execut�on of the laws follows �mmed�ately from the publ�c w�ll, as �t
does �n a good democracy. Nor should the nat�on be so great that
the rulers have to scatter �n order to govern �t and are able to play
the Sovere�gn each �n h�s own department, and, beg�nn�ng by
mak�ng themselves �ndependent, end by becom�ng masters.
But �f ar�stocracy does not demand all the v�rtues needed by popular
government, �t demands others wh�ch are pecul�ar to �tself; for
�nstance, moderat�on on the s�de of the r�ch and contentment on that
of the poor; for �t seems that thorough-go�ng equal�ty would be out of
place, as �t was not found even at Sparta.
Furthermore, �f th�s form of government carr�es w�th �t a certa�n
�nequal�ty of fortune, th�s �s just�f�able �n order that as a rule the
adm�n�strat�on of publ�c affa�rs may be entrusted to those who are
most able to g�ve them the�r whole t�me, but not, as Ar�stotle
ma�nta�ns, �n order that the r�ch may always be put f�rst. On the
contrary, �t �s of �mportance that an oppos�te cho�ce should



occas�onally teach the people that the deserts of men offer cla�ms to
pre-em�nence more �mportant than those of r�ches.

[1] It �s clear that the word opt�mates meant, among the anc�ents, not the best, but
the most powerful.
[2] It �s of great �mportance that the form of the elect�on of mag�strates should be
regulated by law; for �f �t �s left at the d�scret�on of the pr�nce, �t �s �mposs�ble to
avo�d fall�ng �nto hered�tary ar�stocracy, as the Republ�cs of Ven�ce and Berne
actually d�d. The f�rst of these has therefore long been a State d�ssolved; the
second, however, �s ma�nta�ned by the extreme w�sdom of the senate, and forms
an honourable and h�ghly dangerous except�on.

CHAPTER VI

MONARCHY

So far, we have cons�dered the pr�nce as a moral and collect�ve
person, un�f�ed by the force of the laws, and the depos�tary �n the
State of the execut�ve power. We have now to cons�der th�s power
when �t �s gathered together �nto the hands of a natural person, a
real man, who alone has the r�ght to d�spose of �t �n accordance w�th
the laws. Such a person �s called a monarch or k�ng.
In contrast w�th other forms of adm�n�strat�on, �n wh�ch a collect�ve
be�ng stands for an �nd�v�dual, �n th�s form an �nd�v�dual stands for a
collect�ve be�ng; so that the moral un�ty that const�tuted the pr�nce �s
at the same t�me a phys�cal un�ty, and all the qual�t�es, wh�ch �n the
other case are only w�th d�ff�culty brought together by the law, are
found naturally un�ted.
Thus the w�ll of the people, the w�ll of the pr�nce, the publ�c force of
the State, and the part�cular force of the government, all answer to a
s�ngle mot�ve power; all the spr�ngs of the mach�ne are �n the same
hands, the whole moves towards the same end; there are no
confl�ct�ng movements to cancel one another, and no k�nd of



const�tut�on can be �mag�ned �n wh�ch a less amount of effort
produces a more cons�derable amount of act�on. Arch�medes, seated
qu�etly on the bank and eas�ly draw�ng a great vessel afloat, stands
to my m�nd for a sk�lful monarch, govern�ng vast states from h�s
study, and mov�ng everyth�ng wh�le he seems h�mself unmoved.
But �f no government �s more v�gorous than th�s, there �s also none �n
wh�ch the part�cular w�ll holds more sway and rules the rest more
eas�ly. Everyth�ng moves towards the same end �ndeed, but th�s end
�s by no means that of the publ�c happ�ness, and even the force of
the adm�n�strat�on constantly shows �tself prejud�c�al to the State.
K�ngs des�re to be absolute, and men are always cry�ng out to them
from afar that the best means of be�ng so �s to get themselves loved
by the�r people. Th�s precept �s all very well, and even �n some
respects very true. Unfortunately, �t w�ll always be der�ded at court.
The power wh�ch comes of a people's love �s no doubt the greatest;
but �t �s precar�ous and cond�t�onal, and pr�nces w�ll never rest
content w�th �t. The best k�ngs des�re to be �n a pos�t�on to be w�cked,
�f they please, w�thout forfe�t�ng the�r mastery: pol�t�cal sermon�sers
may tell them to the�r hearts' content that, the people's strength
be�ng the�r own, the�r f�rst �nterest �s that the people should be
prosperous, numerous and form�dable; they are well aware that th�s
�s Untrue. The�r f�rst personal �nterest �s that the people should be
weak, wretched, and unable to res�st them. I adm�t that, prov�ded the
subjects rema�ned always �n subm�ss�on, the pr�nce's �nterest would
�ndeed be that �t should be powerful, �n order that �ts power, be�ng h�s
own, m�ght make h�m form�dable to h�s ne�ghbours; but, th�s �nterest
be�ng merely secondary and subord�nate, and strength be�ng
�ncompat�ble w�th subm�ss�on, pr�nces naturally g�ve the preference
always to the pr�nc�ple that �s more to the�r �mmed�ate advantage.
Th�s �s what Samuel put strongly before the Hebrews, and what
Macch�avell� has clearly shown. He professed to teach k�ngs; but �t
was the people he really taught. H�s Pr�nce �s the book of
Republ�cans.[1]

We found, on general grounds, that monarchy �s su�table only for
great States, and th�s �s conf�rmed when we exam�ne �t �n �tself. The
more numerous the publ�c adm�n�strat�on, the smaller becomes the



relat�on between the pr�nce and the subjects, and the nearer �t
comes to equal�ty, so that �n democracy the rat�o �s un�ty, or absolute
equal�ty. Aga�n, as the government �s restr�cted �n numbers the rat�o
�ncreases and reaches �ts max�mum when the government �s �n the
hands of a s�ngle person. There �s then too great a d�stance between
pr�nce and people and the State lacks a bond of un�on. To form such
a bond, there must be �ntermed�ate orders, and pr�nces, personages
and nob�l�ty to compose them. But no such th�ngs su�t a small State,
to wh�ch all class d�fferences mean ru�n.
If, however, �t �s hard for a great State to be well governed, �t �s much
harder for �t to be so by a s�ngle man; and every one knows what
happens when k�ngs subst�tute others for themselves.
An essent�al and �nev�table defect, wh�ch w�ll always rank
monarch�cal below republ�can government, �s that �n a republ�c the
publ�c vo�ce hardly ever ra�ses to the h�ghest pos�t�ons men who are
not enl�ghtened and capable, and such as to f�ll them w�th honour;
wh�le �n monarch�es these who r�se to the top are most often merely
petty blunderers petty sw�ndlers, and petty �ntr�guers, whose petty
talents cause them to get �nto the h�ghest pos�t�ons at Court, but, as
soon as they have got there, serve only to make the�r �nept�tude
clear to the publ�c. The people �s far less often m�staken �n �ts cho�ce
than the pr�nce; and a man of real worth among the k�ng's m�n�sters
�s almost as rare as a fool at the head of a republ�can government.
Thus, when, by some fortunate chance, one of these born governors
takes the helm of State �n some monarchy that has been nearly
overwhelmed by swarms of 'gentlemanly' adm�n�strators, there �s
noth�ng but amazement at the resources he d�scovers, and h�s
com�ng marks an era �n h�s country's h�story.
For a monarch�cal State to have a chance of be�ng well governed, �ts
populat�on and extent must be proport�onate to the ab�l�t�es of �ts
governor. If �s eas�er to conquer than to rule. W�th a long enough
lever, the world could be moved w�th a s�ngle f�nger; to susta�n �t
needs the shoulders of Hercules. However small a State may be, the
pr�nce �s hardly ever b�g enough for �t. When, on the other hand, �t
happens that the State �s too small for �ts ruler, �n these rare cases
too �t �s �ll governed, because the ruler, constantly pursu�ng h�s great



des�gns, forgets the �nterests of the people, and makes �t no less
wretched by m�sus�ng the talents he has, than a ruler of less capac�ty
would make �t for want of those he had not. A k�ngdom should, so to
speak, expand or contract w�th each re�gn, accord�ng to the pr�nce's
capab�l�t�es; but, the ab�l�t�es of a senate be�ng more constant �n
quant�ty, the State can then have permanent front�ers w�thout the
adm�n�strat�on suffer�ng.
The d�sadvantage that �s most felt �n monarch�cal government �s the
want of the cont�nuous success�on wh�ch, �n both the other forms,
prov�des an unbroken bond of un�on. When one k�ng d�es, another �s
needed; elect�ons leave dangerous �ntervals and are full of storms;
and unless the c�t�zens are d�s�nterested and upr�ght to a degree
wh�ch very seldom goes w�th th�s k�nd of government, �ntr�gue and
corrupt�on abound. He to whom the State has sold �tself can hardly
help sell�ng �t �n h�s turn and repay�ng h�mself, at the expense of the
weak, the money the powerful have wrung from h�m. Under such an
adm�n�strat�on, venal�ty sooner or later spreads through every part,
and peace so enjoyed under a k�ng �s worse than the d�sorders of an
�nterregnum.
What has been done to prevent these ev�ls? Crowns have been
made hered�tary �n certa�n fam�l�es, and an order of success�on has
been set up, to prevent d�sputes from ar�s�ng on the death of k�ngs.
That �s to say, the d�sadvantages of regency have been put �n place
of those of elect�on, apparent tranqu�ll�ty has been preferred to w�se
adm�n�strat�on, and men have chosen rather to r�sk hav�ng ch�ldren,
monstros�t�es, or �mbec�les as rulers to hav�ng d�sputes over the
cho�ce of good k�ngs. It has not been taken �nto account that, �n so
expos�ng ourselves to the r�sks th�s poss�b�l�ty enta�ls, we are sett�ng
almost all the chances aga�nst us. There was sound sense �n what
the younger D�onys�us sa�d to h�s father, who reproached h�m for
do�ng some shameful deed by ask�ng, "D�d I set you the example?"
"No," answered h�s son, "but your father was not k�ng."
Everyth�ng consp�res to take away from a man who �s set �n author�ty
over others the sense of just�ce and reason. Much trouble, we are
told, �s taken to teach young pr�nces the art of re�gn�ng; but the�r
educat�on seems to do them no good. It would be better to beg�n by



teach�ng them the art of obey�ng. The greatest k�ngs whose pra�ses
h�story tells were not brought up to re�gn: re�gn�ng �s a sc�ence we
are never so far from possess�ng as when we have learnt too much
of �t, and one we acqu�re better by obey�ng than by command�ng.
"Nam ut�l�ss�mus �dem ac brev�ss�mus bonarum malarumque rerum
delectus cog�tare qu�d aut noluer�s sub al�o pr�nc�pe, aut voluer�s."[2]

One result of th�s lack of coherence �s the �nconstancy of royal
government, wh�ch, regulated now on one scheme and now on
another, accord�ng to the character of the re�gn�ng pr�nce or those
who re�gn for h�m, cannot for long have a f�xed object or a cons�stent
pol�cy—and th�s var�ab�l�ty, not found �n the other forms of
government, where the pr�nce �s always the same, causes the State
to be always sh�ft�ng from pr�nc�ple to pr�nc�ple and from project to
project. Thus we may say that generally, �f a court �s more subtle �n
�ntr�gue, there �s more w�sdom �n a senate, and Republ�cs advance
towards the�r ends by more cons�stent and better cons�dered
pol�c�es; wh�le every revolut�on �n a royal m�n�stry creates a
revolut�on �n the State; for the pr�nc�ple common to all m�n�sters and
nearly all k�ngs �s to do �n every respect the reverse of what was
done by the�r predecessors.
Th�s �ncoherence further clears up a soph�sm that �s very fam�l�ar to
royal�st pol�t�cal wr�ters; not only �s c�v�l government l�kened to
domest�c government, and the pr�nce to the father of a fam�ly—th�s
error has already been refuted—but the pr�nce �s also freely cred�ted
w�th all the v�rtues he ought to possess, and �s supposed to be
always what he should be. Th�s suppos�t�on once made, royal
government �s clearly preferable to all others, because �t �s
�ncontestably the strongest, and, to be the best also, wants only a
corporate w�ll more �n conform�ty w�th the general w�ll.

But �f, accord�ng to Plato,[3] the "k�ng by nature" �s such a rar�ty, how
often w�ll nature and fortune consp�re to g�ve h�m a crown? And, �f
royal educat�on necessar�ly corrupts those who rece�ve �t, what �s to
be hoped from a ser�es of men brought up to re�gn? It �s, then,
wanton self-decept�on to confuse royal government w�th government
by a good k�ng. To see such government as �t �s �n �tself, we must



cons�der �t as �t �s under pr�nces who are �ncompetent or w�cked: for
e�ther they w�ll come to the throne w�cked or �ncompetent, or the
throne w�ll make them so.
These d�ff�cult�es have not escaped our wr�ters, who, all the same,
are not troubled by them. The remedy, they say, �s to obey w�thout a
murmur: God sends bad k�ngs �n H�s wrath, and they must be borne
as the scourges of Heaven. Such talk �s doubtless ed�fy�ng; but �t
would be more �n place �n a pulp�t than �n a pol�t�cal book. What are
we to th�nk of a doctor who prom�ses m�racles, and whose whole art
�s to exhort the sufferer to pat�ence? We know for ourselves that we
must put up w�th a bad government when �t �s there; the quest�on �s
how to f�nd a good one.

[1] Macch�avell� was a proper man and a good c�t�zen; but, be�ng attached to the
court of the Med�c�, he could not help ve�l�ng h�s love of l�berty �n the m�dst of h�s
country's oppress�on. The cho�ce of h�s detestable hero, Cæsar Borg�a, clearly
enough shows h�s h�dden a�m; and the contrad�ct�on between the teach�ng of the
Pr�nce and that of the D�scourses on L�vy and the H�story of Florence shows that
th�s profound pol�t�cal th�nker has so far been stud�ed only by superf�c�al or corrupt
readers. The Court of Rome sternly proh�b�ted h�s book. I can well bel�eve �t; for �t
�s that Court �t most clearly portrays.

[2] Tac�tus, H�stor�es, �. 16. "For the best, and also the shortest way of f�nd�ng out
what �s good and what �s bad �s to cons�der what you would have w�shed to
happen or not to happen, had another than you been Emperor."
[3] In the Pol�t�cus.

CHAPTER VII

MIXED GOVERNMENTS

Str�ctly speak�ng, there �s no such th�ng as a s�mple government. An
�solated ruler must have subord�nate mag�strates; a popular
government must have a head. There �s therefore, �n the d�str�but�on
of the execut�ve power, always a gradat�on from the greater to the



lesser number, w�th the d�fference that somet�mes the greater
number �s dependent on the smaller, and somet�mes the smaller on
the greater.
Somet�mes the d�str�but�on �s equal, when e�ther the const�tuent parts
are �n mutual dependence, as �n the government of England, or the
author�ty of each sect�on �s �ndependent, but �mperfect, as �n Poland.
Th�s last form �s bad; for �t secures no un�ty �n the government, and
the State �s left w�thout a bond of un�on.
Is a s�mple or a m�xed government the better? Pol�t�cal wr�ters are
always debat�ng the quest�on, wh�ch must be answered as we have
already answered a quest�on about all forms of government.
S�mple government �s better �n �tself, just because �t �s s�mple. But
when the execut�ve power �s not suff�c�ently dependent upon the
leg�slat�ve power, �.e. when the pr�nce �s more closely related to the
Sovere�gn than the people to the pr�nce, th�s lack of proport�on must
be cured by the d�v�s�on of the government; for all the parts have
then no less author�ty over the subjects, wh�le the�r d�v�s�on makes
them all together less strong aga�nst the Sovere�gn.
The same d�sadvantage �s also prevented by the appo�ntment of
�ntermed�ate mag�strates, who leave the government ent�re, and
have the effect only of balanc�ng the two powers and ma�nta�n�ng
the�r respect�ve r�ghts. Government �s then not m�xed, but
moderated.
The oppos�te d�sadvantages may be s�m�larly cured, and, when the
government �s too lax, tr�bunals may be set up to concentrate �t. Th�s
�s done �n all democrac�es. In the f�rst case, the government �s
d�v�ded to make �t weak; �n the second, to make �t strong: for the
max�ma of both strength and weakness are found �n s�mple
governments, wh�le the m�xed forms result �n a mean strength.

CHAPTER VIII



THAT ALL FORMS OF GOVERNMENT DO NOT SUIT ALL
COUNTRIES

L�berty not be�ng a fru�t of all cl�mates, �s not w�th�n the reach of all
peoples. The more th�s pr�nc�ple, la�d down by Montesqu�eu, �s
cons�dered, the more �ts truth �s felt; the more �t �s combated, the
more chance �s g�ven to conf�rm �t by new proofs.
In all the governments that there are, the publ�c person consumes
w�thout produc�ng. Whence then does �t get what �t consumes? From
the labour of �ts members. The necess�t�es of the publ�c are suppl�ed
out of the superflu�t�es of �nd�v�duals. It follows that the c�v�l State can
subs�st only so long as men's labour br�ngs them a return greater
than the�r needs.
The amount of th�s excess �s not the same �n all countr�es. In some �t
�s cons�derable, �n others m�ddl�ng, �n yet others n�l, �n some even
negat�ve. The relat�on of product to subs�stence depends on the
fert�l�ty of the cl�mate, on the sort of labour the land demands, on the
nature of �ts products, on the strength of �ts �nhab�tants, on the
greater or less consumpt�on they f�nd necessary, and on several
further cons�derat�ons of wh�ch the whole relat�on �s made up.
On the other s�de, all governments are not of the same nature: some
are less vorac�ous than others, and the d�fferences between them
are based on th�s second pr�nc�ple, that the further from the�r source
the publ�c contr�but�ons are removed, the more burdensome they
become.
The charge should be measured not by the amount of the
�mpos�t�ons, but by the path they have to travel �n order to get back
to those from whom they came. When the c�rculat�on �s prompt and
well-establ�shed, �t does not matter whether much or l�ttle �s pa�d; the
people �s always r�ch and, f�nanc�ally speak�ng, all �s well. On the
contrary, however l�ttle the people g�ves, �f that l�ttle does not return
to �t, �t �s soon exhausted by g�v�ng cont�nually: the State �s then
never r�ch, and the people �s always a people of beggars.
It follows that, the more the d�stance between people and
government �ncreases, the more burdensome tr�bute becomes: thus,



�n a democracy, the people bears the least charge; �n an ar�stocracy,
a greater charge; and, �n monarchy, the we�ght becomes heav�est.
Monarchy therefore su�ts only wealthy nat�ons; ar�stocracy, States of
m�ddl�ng s�ze and wealth; and democracy, States that are small and
poor.
In fact, the more we reflect, the more we f�nd the d�fference between
free and monarch�cal States to be th�s: �n the former, everyth�ng �s
used for the publ�c advantage; �n the latter, the publ�c forces and
those of �nd�v�duals are affected by each other, and e�ther �ncreases
as the other grows weak; f�nally, �nstead of govern�ng subjects to
make them happy, despot�sm makes them wretched �n order to
govern them.
We f�nd then, �n every cl�mate, natural causes accord�ng to wh�ch the
form of government wh�ch �t requ�res can be ass�gned, and we can
even say what sort of �nhab�tants �t should have.
Unfr�endly and barren lands, where the product does; not repay the
labour, should rema�n desert and uncult�vated, or peopled only by
savages; lands where men's labour br�ngs �n no more than the exact
m�n�mum necessary to subs�stence should be �nhab�ted by
barbarous peoples: �n such places all pol�ty �s �mposs�ble. Lands
where the surplus of product over labour �s only m�ddl�ng are su�table
for free peoples; those �n wh�ch the so�l �s abundant and fert�le and
g�ves a great product for a l�ttle labour call for monarch�cal
government, �n order that the surplus of superflu�t�es among the
subjects may be consumed by the luxury of the pr�nce: for �t �s better
for th�s excess to be absorbed by the government than d�ss�pated
among the �nd�v�duals. I am aware that there are except�ons; but
these except�ons themselves conf�rm the rule, �n that sooner or later
they produce revolut�ons wh�ch restore th�ngs to the natural order.
General laws should always be d�st�ngu�shed from �nd�v�dual causes
that may mod�fy the�r effects. If all the South were covered w�th
Republ�cs and all the North w�th despot�c States, �t would be none
the less true that, �n po�nt of cl�mate, despot�sm �s su�table to hot
countr�es, barbar�sm to cold countr�es, and good pol�ty to temperate
reg�ons. I see also that, the pr�nc�ple be�ng granted, there may be



d�sputes on �ts appl�cat�on; �t may be sa�d that there are cold
countr�es that are very fert�le, and trop�cal countr�es that are very
unproduct�ve. But th�s d�ff�culty ex�sts only for those who do not
cons�der the quest�on �n all �ts aspects. We must, as I have already
sa�d, take labour, strength, consumpt�on, etc., �nto account.
Take two tracts of equal extent, one of wh�ch br�ngs �n f�ve and the
other ten. If the �nhab�tants of the f�rst consume four and those of the
second n�ne, the surplus of the f�rst product w�ll be a f�fth and that of
the second a tenth. The rat�o of these two surpluses w�ll then be
�nverse to that of the products, and the tract wh�ch produces only f�ve
w�ll g�ve a surplus double that of the tract wh�ch produces ten.
But there �s no quest�on of a double product, and I th�nk no one
would put the fert�l�ty of cold countr�es, as a general rule, on an
equal�ty w�th that of hot ones. Let us, however, suppose th�s equal�ty
to ex�st: let us, �f you w�ll, regard England as on the same level as
S�c�ly, and Poland as Egypt—further south, we shall have Afr�ca and
the Ind�es; further north, noth�ng at all. To get th�s equal�ty of product,
what a d�fference there must be �n t�llage: �n S�c�ly, there �s only need
to scratch the ground; �n England, how men must to�l! But, where
more hands are needed to get the same product, the superflu�ty
must necessar�ly be less.
Cons�der, bes�des, that the same number of men consume much
less �n hot countr�es. The cl�mate requ�res sobr�ety for the sake of
health; and Europeans who try to l�ve there as they would at home
all per�sh of dysentery and �nd�gest�on. "We are," says Chard�n,
"carn�vorous an�mals, wolves, �n compar�son w�th the As�at�cs. Some
attr�bute the sobr�ety of the Pers�ans to the fact that the�r country �s
less cult�vated; but �t �s my bel�ef that the�r country abounds less �n
commod�t�es because the �nhab�tants need less. If the�r frugal�ty," he
goes on, "were the effect of the nakedness of the land, only the poor
would eat l�ttle; but everybody does so. Aga�n, less or more would be
eaten �n var�ous prov�nces, accord�ng to the land's fert�l�ty; but the
same sobr�ety �s found throughout the k�ngdom. They are very proud
of the�r manner of l�fe, say�ng that you have only to look at the�r hue
to recogn�se how far �t excels that of the Chr�st�ans. In fact, the
Pers�ans are of an even hue; the�r sk�ns are fa�r, f�ne and smooth;



wh�le the hue of the�r subjects, the Armen�ans, who l�ve after the
European fash�on, �s rough and blotchy, and the�r bod�es are gross
and unw�eldy."
The nearer you get to the equator, the less people l�ve on. Meat they
hardly touch; r�ce, ma�ze, curcur, m�llet and cassava are the�r
ord�nary food. There are �n the Ind�es m�ll�ons of men whose
subs�stence does not cost a halfpenny a day. Even �n Europe we f�nd
cons�derable d�fferences of appet�te between Northern and Southern
peoples. A Span�ard w�ll l�ve for a week on a German's d�nner. In the
countr�es �n wh�ch men are more vorac�ous, luxury therefore turns �n
the d�rect�on of consumpt�on. In England, luxury appears �n a well-
f�lled table; �n Italy, you feast on sugar and flowers.
Luxury �n clothes shows s�m�lar d�fferences. In cl�mates �n wh�ch the
changes of season are prompt and v�olent, men have better and
s�mpler clothes; where they clothe themselves only for adornment,
what �s str�k�ng �s more thought of than what �s useful; clothes
themselves are then a luxury. At Naples, you may see da�ly walk�ng
�n the Paus�l�ppeum men �n gold-embro�dered upper garments and
noth�ng else. It �s the same w�th bu�ld�ngs; magn�f�cence �s the sole
cons�derat�on where there �s noth�ng to fear from the a�r. In Par�s and
London, you des�re to be lodged warmly and comfortably; �n Madr�d,
you have superb salons, but not a w�ndow that closes, and you go to
bed �n a mere hole.
In hot countr�es foods are much more substant�al and succulent; and
the th�rd d�fference cannot but have an �nfluence on the second. Why
are so many vegetables eaten �n Italy? Because there they are good,
nutr�t�ous and excellent �n taste. In France, where they are nour�shed
only on water, they are far from nutr�t�ous and are thought noth�ng of
at table. They take up all the same no less ground, and cost at least
as much pa�ns to cult�vate. It �s a proved fact that the wheat of
Barbary, �n other respects �nfer�or to that of France, y�elds much
more flour, and that the wheat of France �n turn y�elds more than that
of northern countr�es; from wh�ch �t may be �nferred that a l�ke
gradat�on �n the same d�rect�on, from equator to pole, �s found
generally. But �s �t not an obv�ous d�sadvantage for an equal product
to conta�n less nour�shment?



To all these po�nts may be added another, wh�ch at once depends on
and strengthens them. Hot countr�es need �nhab�tants less than cold
countr�es, and can support more of them. There �s thus a double
surplus, wh�ch �s all to the advantage of despot�sm. The greater the
terr�tory occup�ed by a f�xed number of �nhab�tants, the more d�ff�cult
revolt becomes, because rap�d or secret concerted act�on �s
�mposs�ble, and the government can eas�ly unmask projects and cut
commun�cat�ons; but the more a numerous people �s gathered
together, the less can the government usurp the Sovere�gn's place:
the people's leaders can del�berate as safely �n the�r houses as the
pr�nce �n counc�l, and the crowd gathers as rap�dly �n the squares as
the pr�nce's troops �n the�r quarters. The advantage of tyrann�cal
government therefore l�es �n act�ng at great d�stances. W�th the help
of the rally�ng-po�nts �t establ�shes, �ts strength, l�ke that of the lever,
[1] grows w�th d�stance. The strength of the people, on the other
hand, acts only when concentrated: when spread abroad, �t
evaporates and �s lost, l�ke powder scattered on the ground, wh�ch
catches f�re only gra�n by gra�n. The least populous countr�es are
thus the f�ttest for tyranny: f�erce an�mals re�gn only �n deserts.

[1] Th�s does not contrad�ct what I sa�d before (Book ��, ch. �x) about the
d�sadvantages of great States; for we were then deal�ng w�th the author�ty of the
government over the members, wh�le here we are deal�ng w�th �ts force aga�nst the
subjects. Its scattered members serve �t as rally�ng-po�nts for act�on aga�nst the
people at a d�stance, but �t has no rally�ng-po�nt for d�rect act�on on �ts members
themselves. Thus the length of the lever �s �ts weakness �n the one case, and �ts
strength �n the other.

CHAPTER IX

THE MARKS OF A GOOD GOVERNMENT

The quest�on "What absolutely �s the best government?" �s
unanswerable as well as �ndeterm�nate; or rather, there are as many



good answers as there are poss�ble comb�nat�ons �n the absolute
and relat�ve s�tuat�ons of all nat�ons.
But �f �t �s asked by what s�gn we may know that a g�ven people �s
well or �ll governed, that �s another matter, and the quest�on, be�ng
one of fact, adm�ts of an answer.
It �s not, however, answered, because every-one wants to answer �t
�n h�s own way. Subjects extol publ�c tranqu�ll�ty, c�t�zens �nd�v�dual
l�berty; the one class prefers secur�ty of possess�ons, the other that
of person; the one regards as the best government that wh�ch �s
most severe, the other ma�nta�ns that the m�ldest �s the best; the one
wants cr�mes pun�shed, the other wants them prevented; the one
wants the State to be feared by �ts ne�ghbours, the other prefers that
�t should be �gnored; the one �s content �f money c�rculates, the other
demands that the people shall have bread. Even �f an agreement
were come to on these and s�m�lar po�nts, should we have got any
further? As moral qual�t�es do not adm�t of exact measurement,
agreement about the mark does not mean agreement about the
valuat�on.
For my part, I am cont�nually aston�shed that a mark so s�mple �s not
recogn�sed, or that men are of so bad fa�th as not to adm�t �t. What �s
the end of pol�t�cal assoc�at�on? The preservat�on and prosper�ty of
�ts members. And what �s the surest mark of the�r preservat�on and
prosper�ty? The�r numbers and populat�on. Seek then nowhere else
th�s mark that �s �n d�spute. The rest be�ng equal, the government
under wh�ch, w�thout external a�ds, w�thout natural�sat�on or colon�es,
the c�t�zens �ncrease and mult�ply most, �s beyond quest�on the best.
The government under wh�ch a people wanes and d�m�n�shes �s
worst. Calculators, �t �s left for you to count, to measure, to compare.
[1]

[1] On the same pr�nc�ple �t should be judged what centur�es deserve the
preference for human prosper�ty. Those �n wh�ch letters and arts have flour�shed
have been too much adm�red, because the h�dden object of the�r culture has not
been fathomed, and the�r fatal effects not taken �nto account. "Idque apud
�mper�tos human�tas vocabatur, cum pars serv�tut�s esset." ["Fools called
'human�ty' what was a part of slavery," Tac�tus, Agr�cola, 31.] Shall we never see �n



the max�ms books lay down the vulgar �nterest that makes the�r wr�ters speak? No,
whatever they may say, when, desp�te �ts renown, a country �s depopulated, �t �s
not true that all �s well, and �t �s not enough that a poet should have an �ncome of
100,000 francs to make h�s age the best of all. Less attent�on should be pa�d to the
apparent repose and tranqu�ll�ty of the rulers than to the well-be�ng of the�r nat�ons
as wholes, and above all of the most numerous States. A ha�l-storm lays several
cantons waste, but �t rarely makes a fam�ne. Outbreaks and c�v�l wars g�ve rulers
rude shocks, but they are not the real �lls of peoples, who may even get a resp�te,
wh�le there �s a d�spute as to who shall tyrann�se over them. The�r true prosper�ty
and calam�t�es come from the�r permanent cond�t�on: �t �s when the whole rema�ns
crushed beneath the yoke, that decay sets �n, and that the rulers destroy them at
w�ll, and "ub� sol�tud�nem fac�unt, pacem appellant" ["Where they create sol�tude,
they call �t peace," Tac�tus, Agr�cola, 31.] When the b�cker�ngs of the great
d�sturbed the k�ngdom of France, and the Coadjutor of Par�s took a dagger �n h�s
pocket to the Parl�ament, these th�ngs d�d not prevent the people of France from
prosper�ng and mult�ply�ng �n d�gn�ty, ease and freedom. Long ago Greece
flour�shed �n the m�dst of the most savage wars; blood ran �n torrents, and yet the
whole country was covered w�th �nhab�tants. It appeared, says Macch�avell�, that �n
the m�dst of murder, proscr�pt�on and c�v�l war, our republ�c only throve: the v�rtue,
moral�ty and �ndependence of the c�t�zens d�d more to strengthen �t than all the�r
d�ssens�ons had done to enfeeble �t A l�ttle d�sturbance g�ves the soul elast�c�ty;
what makes the race truly prosperous �s not so much peace as l�berty.

CHAPTER X

THE ABUSE OF GOVERNMENT AND ITS TENDENCY TO
DEGENERATE

As the part�cular w�ll acts constantly �n oppos�t�on to the general w�ll,
the government cont�nually exerts �tself aga�nst the Sovere�gnty. The
greater th�s exert�on becomes, the more the const�tut�on changes;
and, as there �s �n th�s case no other corporate w�ll to create an
equ�l�br�um by res�st�ng the w�ll of the pr�nce, sooner or later the
pr�nce must �nev�tably suppress the Sovere�gn and break the soc�al
treaty. Th�s �s the unavo�dable and �nherent defect wh�ch, from the
very b�rth of the body pol�t�c, tends ceaselessly to destroy �t, as age
and death end by destroy�ng the human body.



There are two general courses by wh�ch government degenerates:
�.e. when �t undergoes contract�on, or when the State �s d�ssolved.
Government undergoes contract�on when �t passes from the many to
the few, that �s, from democracy to ar�stocracy, and from ar�stocracy
to royalty. To do so �s �ts natural propens�ty.[1] If �t took the backward
course from the few to the many, �t could be sa�d that �t was relaxed;
by th�s �nverse sequence �s �mposs�ble.
Indeed, governments never change the�r form except when the�r
energy �s exhausted and leaves them too weak to keep what they
have. If a government at once extended �ts sphere and relaxed �ts
str�ngency, �ts force would become absolutely n�l, and �t would pers�st
st�ll less. It �s therefore necessary to w�nd up the spr�ng and t�ghten
the hold as �t g�ves way: or else the State �t susta�ns w�ll come to
gr�ef.
The d�ssolut�on of the State may come about �n e�ther of two ways.
F�rst, when the pr�nce ceases to adm�n�ster the State �n accordance
w�th the laws, and usurps the Sovere�gn power. A remarkable
change then occurs: not the government, but the State, undergoes
contract�on; I mean that the great State �s d�ssolved, and another �s
formed w�th�n �t, composed solely of the members of the
government, wh�ch becomes for the rest of the people merely master
and tyrant. So that the moment the government usurps the
Sovere�gnty, the soc�al compact �s broken and all pr�vate c�t�zens
recover by r�ght the�r natural l�berty, and are forced, but not bound, to
obey.
The same th�ng happens when the members of the government
severally usurp the power they should exerc�se only as a body; th�s
�s as great an �nfract�on of the laws, and results �n even greater
d�sorders. There are then, so to speak, as many pr�nces as there are
mag�strates, and the State, no less d�v�ded than the government,
e�ther per�shes or changes �ts form.
When the State �s d�ssolved, the abuse of government, whatever �t
�s, bears the common name of anarchy. To d�st�ngu�sh, democracy
degenerates �nto ochlocracy and ar�stocracy �nto ol�garchy and I



would add that royalty degenerates �nto tyranny; but th�s last word �s
amb�guous and needs explanat�on.
In vulgar usage, a tyrant �s a k�ng who governs v�olently and w�thout
regard for just�ce and law. In the exact sense, a tyrant �s an �nd�v�dual
who arrogates to h�mself the royal author�ty w�thout hav�ng a r�ght to
�t. Th�s �s how the Greeks understood the word "tyrant": they appl�ed
�t �nd�fferently to good and bad pr�nces whose author�ty was not
leg�t�mate.[2] Tyrant and usurper are thus perfectly synonymous
terms.
In order that I may g�ve d�fferent th�ngs d�fferent names, I call h�m
who usurps the royal author�ty tyrant, and h�m who usurps the
sovere�gn power a despot. The tyrant �s he who thrusts h�mself �n
contrary to the laws to govern �n accordance w�th the laws; the
despot �s he who sets h�mself above the laws themselves. Thus the
tyrant cannot be a despot, but the despot �s always a tyrant.

[1] The slow format�on and the progress of the Republ�c of Ven�ce �n �ts lagoons
are a notable �nstance of th�s sequence; and �t �s most aston�sh�ng that, after more
than twelve hundred years' ex�stence, the Venet�ans seem to be st�ll at the second
stage, wh�ch they reached w�th the Serrar d� Cons�gl�o �n 1198. As for the anc�ent
Dukes who are brought up aga�nst them, �t �s proved, whatever the Squ�tt�n�o della
l�bertà veneta may say of them, that they were �n no sense Sovere�gns.

A case certa�n to be c�ted aga�nst my v�ew �s that of the Roman Republ�c, wh�ch, �t
w�ll be sa�d, followed exactly the oppos�te course, and passed from monarchy to
ar�stocracy and from ar�stocracy to democracy. I by no means take th�s v�ew of �t.
What Romulus f�rst set up was a m�xed government, wh�ch soon deter�orated �nto
despot�sm. From spec�al causes, the State d�ed an unt�mely death, as new-born
ch�ldren somet�mes per�sh w�thout reach�ng manhood. The expuls�on of the
Tarqu�ns was the real per�od of the b�rth of the Republ�c. But at f�rst �t took on no
constant form, because, by not abol�sh�ng the patr�c�ate, �t left half �ts work undone.
For, by th�s means, hered�tary ar�stocracy, the worst of all leg�t�mate forms of
adm�n�strat�on, rema�ned �n confl�ct w�th democracy, and the form of the
government, as Macch�avell� has proved, was only f�xed on the establ�shment of
the tr�bunate: only then was there a true government and a ver�table democracy. In
fact, the people was then not only Sovere�gn, but also mag�strate and judge; the
senate was only a subord�nate tr�bunal, to temper and concentrate the
government, and the consuls themselves, though they were patr�c�ans, f�rst



mag�strates, and absolute generals �n war, were �n Rome �tself no more than
pres�dents of the people.
From that po�nt, the government followed �ts natural tendency, and �ncl�ned
strongly to ar�stocracy. The patr�c�ate, we may say, abol�shed �tself, and the
ar�stocracy was found no longer �n the body of patr�c�ans as at Ven�ce and Genoa,
but �n the body of the senate, wh�ch was composed of patr�c�ans and plebe�ans,
and even �n the body of tr�bunes when they began to usurp an act�ve funct�on: for
names do not affect facts, and, when the people has rulers who govern for �t,
whatever name they bear, the government �s an ar�stocracy.

The abuse of ar�stocracy led to the c�v�l wars and the tr�umv�rate. Sulla, Jul�us
Cæsar and Augustus became �n fact real monarchs; and f�nally, under the
despot�sm of T�ber�us, the State was d�ssolved. Roman h�story then conf�rms,
�nstead of �nval�dat�ng, the pr�nc�ple I have la�d down.
[2] Omnes en�m et habentur et d�cuntur tyrann�, qu� potestate utuntur perpetua �n
ea c�v�tate quæ l�bertate usa est (Cornel�us Nepos, L�fe of M�lt�ades). [For all those
are called and cons�dered tyrants, who hold perpetual power �n a State that has
known l�berty.] It �s true that Ar�stotle (N�comachean Eth�cs, Book v���, chapter x)
d�st�ngu�shes the tyrant from the k�ng by the fact that the former governs �n h�s own
�nterest, and the latter only for the good of h�s subjects; but not only d�d all Greek
authors �n general use the word tyrant �n a d�fferent sense, as appears most clearly
�n Xenophon's H�ero, but also �t would follow from Ar�stotle's d�st�nct�on that, from
the very beg�nn�ng of the world, there has not yet been a s�ngle k�ng.

CHAPTER XI

THE DEATH OF THE BODY POLITIC

Such �s the natural and �nev�table tendency of the best const�tuted
governments. If Sparta and Rome per�shed, what State can hope to
endure for ever? If we would set up a long-l�ved form of government,
let us not even dream of mak�ng �t eternal. If we are to succeed, we
must not attempt the �mposs�ble, or flatter ourselves that we are
endow�ng the work of man w�th a stab�l�ty of wh�ch human cond�t�ons
do not perm�t.



The body pol�t�c, as well as the human body, beg�ns to d�e as soon
as �t �s born, and carr�es �n �tself the causes of �ts destruct�on. But
both may have a const�tut�on that �s more or less robust and su�ted to
preserve them a longer or a shorter t�me. The const�tut�on of man �s
the work of nature; that of the State the work of art. It �s not �n men's
power to prolong the�r own l�ves; but �t �s for them to prolong as much
as poss�ble the l�fe of the State, by g�v�ng �t the best poss�ble
const�tut�on. The best const�tuted State w�ll have an end; but �t w�ll
end later than any other, unless some unforeseen acc�dent br�ngs
about �ts unt�mely destruct�on.
The l�fe-pr�nc�ple of the body pol�t�c l�es �n the sovere�gn author�ty.
The leg�slat�ve power �s the heart of the State; the execut�ve power �s
�ts bra�n, wh�ch causes the movement of all the parts. The bra�n may
become paralysed and the �nd�v�dual st�ll l�ve. A man may rema�n an
�mbec�le and l�ve; but as soon as the heart ceases to perform �ts
funct�ons, the an�mal �s dead.
The State subs�sts by means not of the laws, but of the leg�slat�ve
power. Yesterday's law �s not b�nd�ng to-day; but s�lence �s taken for
tac�t consent, and the Sovere�gn �s held to conf�rm �ncessantly the
laws �t does not abrogate as �t m�ght. All that �t has once declared
�tself to w�ll �t w�lls always, unless �t revokes �ts declarat�on.
Why then �s so much respect pa�d to old laws? For th�s very reason.
We must bel�eve that noth�ng but the excellence of old acts of w�ll
can have preserved them so long: �f the Sovere�gn had not
recogn�sed them as throughout salutary, �t would have revoked them
a thousand t�mes. Th�s �s why, so far from grow�ng weak, the laws
cont�nually ga�n new strength �n any well const�tuted State; the
precedent of ant�qu�ty makes them da�ly more venerable: wh�le
wherever the laws grow weak as they become old, th�s proves that
there �s no longer a leg�slat�ve power, and that the State �s dead.

CHAPTER XII



HOW THE SOVEREIGN AUTHORITY MAINTAINS ITSELF

The Sovere�gn, hav�ng no force other than the leg�slat�ve power, acts
only by means of the laws; and the laws be�ng solely the authent�c
acts of the general w�ll, the Sovere�gn cannot act save when the
people �s assembled. The people �n assembly, I shall be told, �s a
mere ch�mera. It �s so to-day, but two thousand years ago �t was not
so. Has man's nature changed?
The bounds of poss�b�l�ty, �n moral matters, are less narrow than we
�mag�ne: �t �s our weaknesses, our v�ces and our prejud�ces that
conf�ne them. Base souls have no bel�ef �n great men; v�le slaves
sm�le �n mockery at the name of l�berty.
Let us judge of what can be done by what has been done. I shall say
noth�ng of the Republ�cs of anc�ent Greece; but the Roman Republ�c
was, to my m�nd, a great State, and the town of Rome a great town.
The last census showed that there were �n Rome four hundred
thousand c�t�zens capable of bear�ng arms, and the last computat�on
of the populat�on of the Emp�re showed over four m�ll�on c�t�zens,
exclud�ng subjects, fore�gners, women, ch�ldren and slaves.
What d�ff�cult�es m�ght not be supposed to stand �n the way of the
frequent assemblage of the vast populat�on of th�s cap�tal and �ts
ne�ghbourhood. Yet few weeks passed w�thout the Roman people
be�ng �n assembly, and even be�ng so several t�mes. It exerc�sed not
only the r�ghts of Sovere�gnty, but also a part of those of government.
It dealt w�th certa�n matters, and judged certa�n cases, and th�s
whole people was found �n the publ�c meet�ng-place hardly less often
as mag�strates than as c�t�zens.
If we went back to the earl�est h�story of nat�ons, we should f�nd that
most anc�ent governments, even those of monarch�cal form, such as
the Macedon�an and the Frank�sh, had s�m�lar counc�ls. In any case,
the one �ncontestable fact I have g�ven �s an answer to all d�ff�cult�es;
�t �s good log�c to reason from the actual to the poss�ble.



CHAPTER XIII

THE SAME (cont�nued)

It �s not enough for the assembled people to have once f�xed the
const�tut�on of the State by g�v�ng �ts sanct�on to a body of law; �t �s
not enough for �t to have set up a perpetual government, or prov�ded
once for all for the elect�on of mag�strates. Bes�des the extraord�nary
assembl�es unforeseen c�rcumstances may demand, there must be
f�xed per�od�cal assembl�es wh�ch cannot be abrogated or prorogued,
so that on the proper day the people �s leg�t�mately called together by
law, w�thout need of any formal summon�ng.
But, apart from these assembl�es author�sed by the�r date alone,
every assembly of the people not summoned by the mag�strates
appo�nted for that purpose, and �n accordance w�th the prescr�bed
forms, should be regarded as unlawful, and all �ts acts as null and
vo�d, because the command to assemble should �tself proceed from
the law.
The greater or less frequency w�th wh�ch lawful assembl�es should
occur depends on so many cons�derat�ons that no exact rules about
them can be g�ven. It can only be sa�d generally that the stronger the
government the more often should the Sovere�gn show �tself.
Th�s, I shall be told, may do for a s�ngle town; but what �s to be done
when the State �ncludes several? Is the sovere�gn author�ty to be
d�v�ded? Or �s �t to be concentrated �n a s�ngle town to wh�ch all the
rest are made subject?
Ne�ther the one nor the other, I reply. F�rst, the sovere�gn author�ty �s
one and s�mple, and cannot be d�v�ded w�thout be�ng destroyed. In
the second place, one town cannot, any more than one nat�on,
leg�t�mately be made subject to another, because the essence of the
body pol�t�c l�es �n the reconc�l�at�on of obed�ence and l�berty, and the
words subject and Sovere�gn are �dent�cal correlat�ves the �dea of
wh�ch meets �n the s�ngle word "c�t�zen."
I answer further that the un�on of several towns �n a s�ngle c�ty �s
always bad, and that, �f we w�sh to make such a un�on, we should



not expect to avo�d �ts natural d�sadvantages. It �s useless to br�ng up
abuses that belong to great States aga�nst one who des�res to see
only small ones; but how can small States be g�ven the strength to
res�st great ones, as formerly the Greek towns res�sted the Great
K�ng, and more recently Holland and Sw�tzerland have res�sted the
House of Austr�a?
Nevertheless, �f the State cannot be reduced to the r�ght l�m�ts, there
rema�ns st�ll one resource; th�s �s, to allow no cap�tal, to make the
seat of government move from town to town, and to assemble by
turn �n each the Prov�nc�al Estates of the country.
People the terr�tory evenly, extend everywhere the same r�ghts, bear
to every place �n �t abundance and l�fe: by these means w�ll the State
become at once as strong and as well governed as poss�ble.
Remember that the walls of towns are bu�lt of the ru�ns of the houses
of the countrys�de. For every palace I see ra�sed �n the cap�tal, my
m�nd's eye sees a whole country made desolate.

CHAPTER XIV

THE SAME (cont�nued)

The moment the people �s leg�t�mately assembled as a sovere�gn
body, the jur�sd�ct�on of the government wholly lapses, the execut�ve
power �s suspended, and the person of the meanest c�t�zen �s as
sacred and �nv�olable as that of the f�rst mag�strate; for �n the
presence of the person represented, representat�ves no longer ex�st.
Most of the tumults that arose �n the com�t�a at Rome were due to
�gnorance or neglect of th�s rule. The consuls were �n them merely
the pres�dents of the people; the tr�bunes were mere speakers;[1] the
senate was noth�ng at all.
These �ntervals of suspens�on, dur�ng wh�ch the pr�nce recogn�ses or
ought to recogn�se an actual super�or, have always been v�ewed by
h�m w�th alarm; and these assembl�es of the people, wh�ch are the



aeg�s of the body pol�t�c and the curb on the government, have at all
t�mes been the horror of rulers: who therefore never spare pa�ns,
object�ons, d�ff�cult�es, and prom�ses, to stop the c�t�zens from hav�ng
them. When the c�t�zens are greedy, cowardly, and pus�llan�mous,
and love ease more than l�berty, they do not long hold out aga�nst
the redoubled efforts of the government; and thus, as the res�st�ng
force �ncessantly grows, the sovere�gn author�ty ends by
d�sappear�ng, and most c�t�es fall and per�sh before the�r t�me.
But between the sovere�gn author�ty and arb�trary government there
somet�mes �ntervenes a mean power of wh�ch someth�ng must be
sa�d.



[1] In nearly the same sense as th�s word has �n the Engl�sh Parl�ament. The
s�m�lar�ty of these funct�ons would have brought the consuls and the tr�bunes �nto
confl�ct, even had all jur�sd�ct�on been suspended.

CHAPTER XV

DEPUTIES OR REPRESENTATIVES

As soon as publ�c serv�ce ceases to be the ch�ef bus�ness of the
c�t�zens, and they would rather serve w�th the�r money than w�th the�r
persons, the State �s not far from �ts fall. When �t �s necessary to
march out to war, they pay troops and stay at home: when �t �s
necessary to meet �n counc�l, they name deput�es and stay at home.
By reason of �dleness and money, they end by hav�ng sold�ers to
enslave the�r country and representat�ves to sell �t.
It �s through the hustle of commerce and the arts, through the greedy
self-�nterest of prof�t, and through softness and love of amen�t�es that
personal serv�ces are replaced by money payments. Men surrender
a part of the�r prof�ts �n order to have t�me to �ncrease them at
le�sure. Make g�fts of money, and you w�ll not be long w�thout cha�ns.
The word f�nance �s a slav�sh word, unknown �n the c�ty-state. In a
country that �s truly free, the c�t�zens do everyth�ng w�th the�r own
arms and noth�ng by means of money; so far from pay�ng to be
exempted from the�r dut�es, they would even pay for the pr�v�lege of
fulf�ll�ng them themselves. I am far from tak�ng the common v�ew: I
hold enforced labour to be less opposed to l�berty than taxes.
The better the const�tut�on of a State �s, the more do publ�c affa�rs
encroach on pr�vate �n the m�nds of the c�t�zens. Pr�vate affa�rs are
even of much less �mportance, because the aggregate of the
common happ�ness furn�shes a greater proport�on of that of each
�nd�v�dual, so that there �s less for h�m to seek �n part�cular cares. In
a well-ordered c�ty every man fl�es to the assembl�es: under a bad
government no one cares to st�r a step to get to them, because no



one �s �nterested �n what happens there, because �t �s foreseen that
the general w�ll w�ll not preva�l, and lastly because domest�c cares
are all-absorb�ng. Good laws lead to the mak�ng of better ones; bad
ones br�ng about worse. As soon as any man says of the affa�rs of
the State What does �t matter to me? the State may be g�ven up for
lost.
The lukewarmness of patr�ot�sm, the act�v�ty of pr�vate �nterest, the
vastness of States, conquest and the abuse of government
suggested the method of hav�ng deput�es or representat�ves of the
people �n the nat�onal assembl�es. These are what, �n some
countr�es, men have presumed to call the Th�rd Estate. Thus the
�nd�v�dual �nterest of two orders �s put f�rst and second; the publ�c
�nterest occup�es only the th�rd place.
Sovere�gnty, for the same reason as makes �t �nal�enable, cannot be
represented; �t l�es essent�ally �n the general w�ll, and w�ll does not
adm�t of representat�on: �t �s e�ther the same, or other; there �s no
�ntermed�ate poss�b�l�ty. The deput�es of the people, therefore, are
not and cannot be �ts representat�ves: they are merely �ts stewards,
and can carry through no def�n�t�ve acts. Every law the people has
not rat�f�ed �n person �s null and vo�d—�s, �n fact, not a law. The
people of England regards �tself as free; but �t �s grossly m�staken; �t
�s free only dur�ng the elect�on of members of parl�ament. As soon as
they are elected, slavery overtakes �t, and �t �s noth�ng. The use �t
makes of the short moments of l�berty �t enjoys shows �ndeed that �t
deserves to lose them.
The �dea of representat�on �s modern; �t comes to us from feudal
government, from that �n�qu�tous and absurd system wh�ch degrades
human�ty and d�shonours the name of man. In anc�ent republ�cs and
even �n monarch�es, the people never had representat�ves; the word
�tself was unknown. It �s very s�ngular that �n Rome, where the
tr�bunes were so sacrosanct, �t was never even �mag�ned that they
could usurp the funct�ons of the people, and that �n the m�dst of so
great a mult�tude they never attempted to pass on the�r own author�ty
a s�ngle pleb�sc�tum. We can, however, form an �dea of the d�ff�cult�es
caused somet�mes by the people be�ng so numerous, from what



happened �n the t�me of the Gracch�, when some of the c�t�zens had
to cast the�r votes from the roofs of bu�ld�ngs.
Where r�ght and l�berty are everyth�ng, d�sadvantages count for
noth�ng. Among th�s w�se people everyth�ng was g�ven �ts just value,
�ts l�ctors were allowed to do what �ts tr�bunes would never have
dared to attempt; for �t had no fear that �ts l�ctors would try to
represent �t.
To expla�n, however, �n what way the tr�bunes d�d somet�mes
represent �t, �t �s enough to conce�ve how the government represents
the Sovere�gn. Law be�ng purely the declarat�on of the general w�ll, �t
�s clear that, �n the exerc�se of the leg�slat�ve power, the people
cannot be represented; but �n that of the execut�ve power, wh�ch �s
only the force that �s appl�ed to g�ve the law effect, �t both can and
should be represented. We thus see that �f we looked closely �nto the
matter we should f�nd that very few nat�ons have any laws. However
that may be, �t �s certa�n that the tr�bunes, possess�ng no execut�ve
power, could never represent the Roman people by r�ght of the
powers entrusted to them, but only by usurp�ng those of the senate.
In Greece, all that the people had to do, �t d�d for �tself; �t was
constantly assembled �n the publ�c square. The Greeks l�ved �n a
m�ld cl�mate; they had no natural greed; slaves d�d the�r work for
them; the�r great concern was w�th l�berty. Lack�ng the same
advantages, how can you preserve the same r�ghts? Your severer
cl�mates add to your needs;[1] for half the year your publ�c squares
are un�nhab�table; the flatness of your languages unf�ts them for
be�ng heard �n the open a�r; you sacr�f�ce more for prof�t than for
l�berty, and fear slavery less than poverty.
What then? Is l�berty ma�nta�ned only by the help of slavery? It may
be so. Extremes meet. Everyth�ng that �s not �n the course of nature
has �ts d�sadvantages, c�v�l soc�ety most of all. There are some
unhappy c�rcumstances �n wh�ch we can only keep our l�berty at
others' expense, and where the c�t�zen can be perfectly free only
when the slave �s most a slave. Such was the case w�th Sparta. As
for you, modern peoples, you have no slaves, but you are slaves
yourselves; you pay for the�r l�berty w�th your own. It �s �n va�n that



you boast of th�s preference; I f�nd �n �t more coward�ce than
human�ty.
I do not mean by all th�s that �t �s necessary to have slaves, or that
the r�ght of slavery �s leg�t�mate: I am merely g�v�ng the reasons why
modern peoples, bel�ev�ng themselves to be free, have
representat�ves, wh�le anc�ent peoples had none. In any case, the
moment a people allows �tself to be represented, �t �s no longer free:
�t no longer ex�sts.
All th�ngs cons�dered, I do not see that �t �s poss�ble henceforth for
the Sovere�gn to preserve among us the exerc�se of �ts r�ghts, unless
the c�ty �s very small. But �f �t �s very small, �t w�ll be conquered? No. I
w�ll show later on how the external strength of a great people[2] may
be comb�ned w�th the conven�ent pol�ty and good order of a small
State.

[1] To adopt �n cold countr�es the luxury and effem�nacy of the East �s to des�re to
subm�t to �ts cha�ns; �t �s �ndeed to bow to them far more �nev�tably �n our case than
�n the�rs.

[2] I had �ntended to do th�s �n the sequel to th�s work, when �n deal�ng w�th
external relat�ons I came to the subject of confederat�ons. The subject �s qu�te new,
and �ts pr�nc�ples have st�ll to be la�d down.

CHAPTER XVI

THAT THE INSTITUTION OF GOVERNMENT IS NOT A
CONTRACT

The leg�slat�ve power once well establ�shed, the next th�ng �s to
establ�sh s�m�larly the execut�ve power; for th�s latter, wh�ch operates
only by part�cular acts, not be�ng of the essence of the former, �s
naturally separate from �t. Were �t poss�ble for the Sovere�gn, as
such, to possess the execut�ve power, r�ght and fact would be so
confounded that no one could tell what was law and what was not;



and the body pol�t�c, thus d�sf�gured, would soon fall a prey to the
v�olence �t was �nst�tuted to prevent.
As the c�t�zens, by the soc�al contract, are all equal, all can prescr�be
what all should do, but no one has a r�ght to demand that another
shall do what he does not do h�mself. It �s str�ctly th�s r�ght, wh�ch �s
�nd�spensable for g�v�ng the body pol�t�c l�fe and movement, that the
Sovere�gn, �n �nst�tut�ng the government, confers upon the pr�nce.
It has been held that th�s act of establ�shment was a contract
between the people and the rulers �t sets over �tself.—a contract �n
wh�ch cond�t�ons were la�d down between the two part�es b�nd�ng the
one to command and the other to obey. It w�ll be adm�tted, I am sure,
that th�s �s an odd k�nd of contract to enter �nto. But let us see �f th�s
v�ew can be upheld.
F�rst, the supreme author�ty can no more be mod�f�ed than �t can be
al�enated; to l�m�t �t �s to destroy �t. It �s absurd and contrad�ctory for
the Sovere�gn to set a super�or over �tself; to b�nd �tself to obey a
master would be to return to absolute l�berty.
Moreover, �t �s clear that th�s contract between the people and such
and such persons would be a part�cular act; and from th�s �t follows
that �t can be ne�ther a law nor an act of Sovere�gnty, and that
consequently �t would be �lleg�t�mate.
It �s pla�n too that the contract�ng part�es �n relat�on to each other
would be under the law of nature alone and wholly w�thout
guarantees of the�r mutual undertak�ngs, a pos�t�on wholly at
var�ance w�th the c�v�l state. He who has force at h�s command be�ng
always �n a pos�t�on to control execut�on, �t would come to the same
th�ng �f the name "contract" were g�ven to the act of one man who
sa�d to another; "I g�ve you all my goods, on cond�t�on that you g�ve
me back as much of them as you please."
There �s only one contract �n the State, and that �s the act of
assoc�at�on, wh�ch �n �tself excludes the ex�stence of a second. It �s
�mposs�ble to conce�ve of any publ�c contract that would not be a
v�olat�on of the f�rst.



CHAPTER XVII

THE INSTITUTION OF GOVERNMENT

Under what general �dea then should the act by wh�ch government �s
�nst�tuted be conce�ved as fall�ng? I w�ll beg�n by stat�ng that the act
�s complex, as be�ng composed of two others—the establ�shment' of
the law and �ts execut�on.
By the former, the Sovere�gn decrees that there shall be a govern�ng
body establ�shed �n th�s or that form; th�s act �s clearly a law.
By the latter, the people nom�nates the rulers who are to be
entrusted w�th the government that has been establ�shed. Th�s
nom�nat�on, be�ng a part�cular act, �s clearly not a second law, but
merely a consequence of the f�rst and a funct�on of government.
The d�ff�culty �s to understand how there can be a governmental act
before government ex�sts, and how the people, wh�ch �s only
Sovere�gn or subject, can, under certa�n c�rcumstances, become a
pr�nce or mag�strate.
It �s at th�s po�nt that there �s revealed one of the aston�sh�ng
propert�es of the body pol�t�c, by means of wh�ch �t reconc�les
apparently contrad�ctory operat�ons; for th�s �s accompl�shed by a
sudden convers�on of Sovere�gnty �nto democracy, so that, w�thout
sens�ble change, and merely by v�rtue of a new relat�on of all to all,
the c�t�zens become mag�strates and pass from general to part�cular
acts, from leg�slat�on to the execut�on of the law.
Th�s changed relat�on �s no speculat�ve subtlety w�thout �nstances �n
pract�ce: �t happens every day �n the Engl�sh Parl�ament, where, on
certa�n occas�ons, the Lower House resolves �tself �nto Grand
Comm�ttee, for the better d�scuss�on of affa�rs, and thus, from be�ng
at one moment a sovere�gn court, becomes at the next a mere
comm�ss�on; so that subsequently �t reports to �tself, as House of
Commons, the result of �ts proceed�ngs �n Grand Comm�ttee, and



debates over aga�n under one name what �t has already settled
under another.
It �s, �ndeed, the pecul�ar advantage of democrat�c government that �t
can be establ�shed �n actual�ty by a s�mple act of the general w�ll.
Subsequently, th�s prov�s�onal government rema�ns �n power, �f th�s
form �s adopted, or else establ�shes �n the name of the Sovere�gn the
government that �s prescr�bed by law; and thus the whole proceed�ng
�s regular. It �s �mposs�ble to set up government �n any other manner
leg�t�mately and �n accordance w�th the pr�nc�ples so far la�d down.

CHAPTER XVIII

HOW TO CHECK THE USURPATIONS OF GOVERNMENT

What we have just sa�d conf�rms Chapter XVI, and makes �t clear
that the �nst�tut�on of government �s not a contract, but a law; that the
depos�tar�es of the execut�ve power are not the people's masters, but
�ts off�cers; that �t can set them up and pull them down when �t l�kes;
that for them there �s no quest�on of contract, but of obed�ence; and
that �n tak�ng charge of the funct�ons the State �mposes on them they
are do�ng no more than fulf�ll�ng the�r duty as c�t�zens, w�thout hav�ng
the remotest r�ght to argue about the cond�t�ons.
When therefore the people sets up an hered�tary government,
whether �t be monarch�cal and conf�ned to one fam�ly, or ar�stocrat�c
and conf�ned to a class, what �t enters �nto �s not an undertak�ng; the
adm�n�strat�on �s g�ven a prov�s�onal form, unt�l the people chooses to
order �t otherw�se.
It �s true that such changes are always dangerous, and that the
establ�shed government should never be touched except when �t
comes to be �ncompat�ble w�th the publ�c good; but the
c�rcumspect�on th�s �nvolves �s a max�m of pol�cy and not a rule of
r�ght, and the State �s no more bound to leave c�v�l author�ty �n the
hands of �ts rulers than m�l�tary author�ty �n the hands of �ts generals.



It �s also true that �t �s �mposs�ble to be too careful to observe, �n such
cases, all the formal�t�es necessary to d�st�ngu�sh a regular and
leg�t�mate act from a sed�t�ous tumult, and the w�ll of a whole people
from the clamour of a fact�on. Here above all no further concess�on
should be made to the untoward poss�b�l�ty than cannot, �n the
str�ctest log�c, be refused �t. From th�s obl�gat�on the pr�nce der�ves a
great advantage �n preserv�ng h�s power desp�te the people, w�thout
�t be�ng poss�ble to say he has usurped �t; for, seem�ng to ava�l
h�mself only of h�s r�ghts, he f�nds �t very easy to extend them, and to
prevent, under the pretext of keep�ng the peace, assembl�es that are
dest�ned to the re-establ�shment of order; w�th the result that he
takes advantage of a s�lence he does not allow to be broken, or of
�rregular�t�es he causes to be comm�tted, to assume that he has the
support of those whom fear prevents from speak�ng, and to pun�sh
those who dare to speak. Thus �t was that the decemv�rs, f�rst
elected for one year and then kept on �n off�ce for a second, tr�ed to
perpetuate the�r power by forb�dd�ng the com�t�a to assemble; and by
th�s easy method every government �n the world, once clothed w�th
the publ�c power, sooner or later usurps the sovere�gn author�ty.
The per�od�cal assembl�es of wh�ch I have already spoken are
des�gned to prevent or postpone th�s calam�ty, above all when they
need no formal summon�ng; for �n that case, the pr�nce cannot stop
them w�thout openly declar�ng h�mself a law-breaker and an enemy
of the State.
The open�ng of these assembl�es, whose sole object �s the
ma�ntenance of the soc�al treaty, should always take the form of
putt�ng two propos�t�ons that may not be suppressed, wh�ch should
be voted on separately.
The f�rst �s: "Does �t please the Sovere�gn to preserve the present
form of government?"
The second �s: "Does �t please the people to leave �ts adm�n�strat�on
�n the hands of those who are actually �n charge of �t?"
I am here assum�ng what I th�nk I have shown; that there �s �n the
State no fundamental law that cannot be revoked, not exclud�ng the
soc�al compact �tself; for �f all the c�t�zens assembled of one accord



to break the compact, �t �s �mposs�ble to doubt that �t would be very
leg�t�mately broken. Grot�us even th�nks that each man can renounce
h�s membersh�p of h�s own State, and recover h�s natural l�berty and
h�s goods on leav�ng the country.[1] It would be �ndeed absurd �f all
the c�t�zens �n assembly could not do what each can do by h�mself.

[1] Prov�ded, of course, he does not leave to escape h�s obl�gat�ons and avo�d
hav�ng to serve h�s country �n the hour of need. Fl�ght �n such a case would be
cr�m�nal and pun�shable, and would be, not w�thdrawal, but desert�on.

BOOK IV

CHAPTER I

THAT THE GENERAL WILL IS INDESTRUCTIBLE

As long as several men �n assembly regard themselves as a s�ngle
body, they have only a s�ngle w�ll wh�ch �s concerned w�th the�r
common preservat�on and general well-be�ng. In th�s case, all the
spr�ngs of the State are v�gorous and s�mple and �ts rules clear and
lum�nous; there are no embro�lments or confl�cts of �nterests; the
common good �s everywhere clearly apparent, and only good sense
�s needed to perce�ve �t. Peace, un�ty and equal�ty are the enem�es
of pol�t�cal subtlet�es. Men who are upr�ght and s�mple are d�ff�cult to
dece�ve because of the�r s�mpl�c�ty; lures and �ngen�ous pretexts fa�l
to �mpose upon them, and they are not even subtle enough to be
dupes. When, among the happ�est people �n the world, bands of
peasants are seen regulat�ng affa�rs of State under an oak, and
always act�ng w�sely, can we help scorn�ng the �ngen�ous methods of
other nat�ons, wh�ch make themselves �llustr�ous and wretched w�th
so much art and mystery?



A State so governed needs very few laws; and, as �t becomes
necessary to �ssue new ones, the necess�ty �s un�versally seen. The
f�rst man to propose them merely says what all have already felt, and
there �s no quest�on of fact�ons or �ntr�gues or eloquence �n order to
secure the passage �nto law of what every one has already dec�ded
to do, as soon as he �s sure that the rest w�ll act w�th h�m.
Theor�sts are led �nto error because, see�ng only States that have
been from the beg�nn�ng wrongly const�tuted, they are struck by the
�mposs�b�l�ty of apply�ng such a pol�cy to them. They make great
game of all the absurd�t�es a clever rascal or an �ns�nuat�ng speaker
m�ght get the people of Par�s or London to bel�eve. They do not know
that Cromwell would have been put to "the bells" by the people of
Berne, and the Due de Beaufort on the treadm�ll by the Genevese.
But when the soc�al bond beg�ns to be relaxed and the State to grow
weak, when part�cular �nterests beg�n to make themselves felt and
the smaller soc�et�es to exerc�se an �nfluence over the larger, the
common �nterest changes and f�nds opponents: op�n�on �s no longer
unan�mous; the general w�ll ceases to be the w�ll of all; contrad�ctory
v�ews and debates ar�se; and the best adv�ce �s not taken w�thout
quest�on.
F�nally, when the State, on the eve of ru�n, ma�nta�ns only a va�n,
�llusory and formal ex�stence, when �n every heart the soc�al bond �s
broken, and the meanest �nterest brazenly lays hold of the sacred
name of "publ�c good," the general w�ll becomes mute: all men,
gu�ded by secret mot�ves, no more g�ve the�r v�ews as c�t�zens than �f
the State had never been; and �n�qu�tous decrees d�rected solely to
pr�vate �nterest get passed under the name of laws.
Does �t follow from th�s that the general w�ll �s exterm�nated or
corrupted? Not at all: �t �s always constant, unalterable and pure; but
�t �s subord�nated to other w�lls wh�ch encroach upon �ts sphere.
Each man, �n detach�ng, h�s �nterest from the common �nterest, sees
clearly that he cannot ent�rely separate them; but h�s share �n the
publ�c m�shaps seems to h�m negl�g�ble bes�de the exclus�ve good he
a�ms at mak�ng h�s own. Apart from th�s part�cular good, he w�lls the
general good �n h�s own �nterest, as strongly as any one else. Even



�n sell�ng h�s vote for money, he does not ext�ngu�sh �n h�mself the
general w�ll, but only eludes �t. The fault he comm�ts �s that of
chang�ng the state of the quest�on, and answer�ng someth�ng
d�fferent from what he �s asked. Instead of say�ng, by h�s vote, "It �s
to the advantage of the State," he says, "It �s of advantage to th�s or
that man or party that th�s or that v�ew should preva�l." Thus the law
of publ�c order �n assembl�es �s not so much to ma�nta�n �n them the
general w�ll as to secure that the quest�on be always put to �t, and
the answer always g�ven by �t.
I could here set down many reflect�ons on the s�mple r�ght of vot�ng
�n every act of Sovere�gnty—a r�ght wh�ch no-one can take from the
c�t�zens—and also on the r�ght of stat�ng v�ews, mak�ng proposals,
d�v�d�ng and d�scuss�ng, wh�ch the government �s always most
careful to leave solely to �ts members; but th�s �mportant subject
would need a treat�se to �tself, and �t �s �mposs�ble to say everyth�ng
�n a s�ngle work.

CHAPTER II

VOTING

It may be seen, from the last chapter, that the way �n wh�ch general
bus�ness �s managed may g�ve a clear enough �nd�cat�on of the
actual state of morals and the health of the body pol�t�c. The more
concert re�gns �n the assembl�es, that �s, the nearer op�n�on
approaches unan�m�ty, the greater �s the dom�nance of the general
w�ll. On the other hand, long debates, d�ssens�ons and tumult
procla�m the ascendancy of part�cular �nterests and the decl�ne of the
State.
Th�s seems less clear when two or more orders enter �nto the
const�tut�on, as patr�c�ans and plebe�ans d�d at Rome; for quarrels
between these two orders often d�sturbed the com�t�a, even �n the
best days of the Republ�c. But the except�on �s rather apparent than



real; for then, through the defect that �s �nherent �n the body pol�t�c,
there were, so to speak, two States �n one, and what �s not true of
the two together �s true of e�ther separately. Indeed, even �n the most
stormy t�mes, the pleb�sc�ta of the people, when the Senate d�d not
�nterfere w�th them, always went through qu�etly and by large
major�t�es. The c�t�zens hav�ng but one �nterest, the people had but a
s�ngle w�ll.
At the other extrem�ty of the c�rcle, unan�m�ty recurs; th�s �s the case
when the c�t�zens, hav�ng fallen �nto serv�tude, have lost both l�berty
and w�ll. Fear and flattery then change votes �nto acclamat�on;
del�berat�on ceases, and only worsh�p or maled�ct�on �s left. Such
was the v�le manner �n wh�ch the senate expressed �ts v�ews under
the Emperors. It d�d so somet�mes w�th absurd precaut�ons. Tac�tus
observes that, under Otho, the senators, wh�le they heaped curses
on V�tell�us, contr�ved at the same t�me to make a deafen�ng no�se, �n
order that, should he ever become the�r master, he m�ght not know
what each of them had sa�d.
On these var�ous cons�derat�ons depend the rules by wh�ch the
methods of count�ng votes and compar�ng op�n�ons should be
regulated, accord�ng as the general w�ll �s more or less easy to
d�scover, and the State more or less �n �ts decl�ne.
There �s but one law wh�ch, from �ts nature, needs unan�mous
consent. Th�s �s the soc�al compact; for c�v�l assoc�at�on �s the most
voluntary of all acts. Every man be�ng born free and h�s own master,
no-one, under any pretext whatsoever, can make any man subject
w�thout h�s consent. To dec�de that the son of a slave �s born a slave
�s to dec�de that he �s not born a man.
If then there are opponents when the soc�al compact �s made, the�r
oppos�t�on does not �nval�date the contract, but merely prevents them
from be�ng �ncluded �n �t. They are fore�gners among c�t�zens. When
the State �s �nst�tuted, res�dence const�tutes consent; to dwell w�th�n
�ts terr�tory �s to subm�t to the Sovere�gn.[1]

Apart from th�s pr�m�t�ve contract, the vote of the major�ty always
b�nds all the rest. Th�s follows from the contract �tself. But �t �s asked
how a man can be both free and forced to conform to w�lls that are



not h�s own. How are the opponents at once free and subject to laws
they have not agreed to?
I retort that the quest�on �s wrongly put. The c�t�zen g�ves h�s consent
to all the laws, �nclud�ng those wh�ch are passed �n sp�te of h�s
oppos�t�on, and even those wh�ch pun�sh h�m when he dares to
break any of them. The constant w�ll of all the members of the State
�s the general w�ll; by v�rtue of �t they are c�t�zens and free.[2] When �n
the popular assembly a law �s proposed, what the people �s asked �s
not exactly whether �t approves or rejects the proposal, but whether �t
�s �n conform�ty w�th the general w�ll, wh�ch �s the�r w�ll. Each man, �n
g�v�ng h�s vote, states h�s op�n�on on that po�nt; and the general w�ll
�s found by count�ng votes. When therefore the op�n�on that �s
contrary to my own preva�ls, th�s proves ne�ther more nor less than
that I was m�staken, and that what I thought to be the general w�ll
was not so. If my part�cular op�n�on had carr�ed the day I should have
ach�eved the oppos�te of what was my w�ll and �t �s �n that case that I
should not have been free.
Th�s presupposes, �ndeed, that all the qual�t�es of the general w�ll st�ll
res�de �n the major�ty: when they cease to do so, whatever s�de a
man may take, l�berty �s no longer poss�ble.
In my earl�er demonstrat�on of how part�cular w�lls are subst�tuted for
the general w�ll �n publ�c del�berat�on, I have adequately po�nted out
the pract�cable methods of avo�d�ng th�s abuse; and I shall have
more to say of them later on. I have also g�ven the pr�nc�ples for
determ�n�ng the proport�onal number of votes for declar�ng that w�ll. A
d�fference of one vote destroys equal�ty; a s�ngle opponent destroys
unan�m�ty; but between equal�ty and unan�m�ty, there are several
grades of unequal d�v�s�on, at each of wh�ch th�s proport�on may be
f�xed �n accordance w�th the cond�t�on and the needs of the body
pol�t�c.
There are two general rules that may serve to regulate th�s relat�on.
F�rst, the more grave and �mportant the quest�ons d�scussed, the
nearer should the op�n�on that �s to preva�l approach unan�m�ty.
Secondly, the more the matter �n hand calls for speed, the smaller
the prescr�bed d�fference �n the numbers of votes may be allowed to



become: where an �nstant dec�s�on has to be reached, a major�ty of
one vote should be enough. The f�rst of these two rules seems more
�n harmony w�th the laws, and the second w�th pract�cal affa�rs. In
any case, �t �s the comb�nat�on of them that g�ves the best
proport�ons for determ�n�ng the major�ty necessary.

[1] Th�s should of course be understood as apply�ng to a free State; for elsewhere
fam�ly, goods, lack of a refuge, necess�ty, or v�olence may deta�n a man �n a
country aga�nst h�s w�ll; and then h�s dwell�ng there no longer by �tself �mpl�es h�s
consent to the contract or to �ts v�olat�on.
[2] At Genoa, the word L�berty may be read over the front of the pr�sons and on the
cha�ns of the galley-slaves. Th�s appl�cat�on of the dev�ce �s good and just It �s
�ndeed only malefactors of all estates who prevent the c�t�zen from be�ng free. In
the country �n wh�ch all such men were �n the galleys, the most perfect l�berty
would be enjoyed.

CHAPTER III

ELECTIONS

In the elect�ons of the pr�nce and the mag�strates, wh�ch are, as I
have sa�d, complex acts, there are two poss�ble methods of
procedure, cho�ce and lot. Both have been employed �n var�ous
republ�cs, and a h�ghly compl�cated m�xture of the two st�ll surv�ves �n
the elect�on of the Doge at Ven�ce.
"Elect�on by lot," says Montesqu�eu, "�s democrat�c �n nature." I
agree that �t �s so; but �n what sense? "The lot," he goes on, "�s a
way of mak�ng cho�ce that �s unfa�r to nobody; �t leaves each c�t�zen
a reasonable hope of serv�ng h�s country." These are not reasons.
If we bear �n m�nd that the elect�on of rulers �s a funct�on of
government, and not of Sovere�gnty, we shall see why the lot �s the
method more natural to democracy, �n wh�ch the adm�n�strat�on �s
better �n proport�on as the number of �ts acts �s small.



In every real democracy, mag�stracy �s not an advantage, but a
burdensome charge wh�ch cannot justly be �mposed on one
�nd�v�dual rather than another. The law alone can lay the charge on
h�m on whom the lot falls. For, the cond�t�ons be�ng then the same for
all, and the cho�ce not depend�ng on any human w�ll, there �s no
part�cular appl�cat�on to alter the un�versal�ty of the law.
In an ar�stocracy, the pr�nce chooses the pr�nce, the government �s
preserved by �tself, and vot�ng �s r�ghtly ordered.
The �nstance of the elect�on of the Doge of Ven�ce conf�rms, �nstead
of destroy�ng, th�s d�st�nct�on; the m�xed form su�ts a m�xed
government. For �t �s an error to take the government of Ven�ce for a
real ar�stocracy. If the people has no share �n the government, the
nob�l�ty �s �tself the people. A host of poor Barnabotes never gets
near any mag�stracy, and �ts nob�l�ty cons�sts merely �n the empty
t�tle of Excellency, and �n the r�ght to s�t �n the Great Counc�l. As th�s
Great Counc�l �s as numerous as our General Counc�l at Geneva, �ts
�llustr�ous members have no more pr�v�leges than our pla�n c�t�zens.
It �s �nd�sputable that, apart from the extreme d�spar�ty between the
two republ�cs, the bourgeo�s�e of Geneva �s exactly equ�valent to the
patr�c�ate of Ven�ce; our nat�ves and �nhab�tants correspond to the
townsmen and the people of Ven�ce; our peasants correspond to the
subjects on the ma�nland; and, however that republ�c be regarded, �f
�ts s�ze be left out of account, �ts government �s no more ar�stocrat�c
than our own. The whole d�fference �s that, hav�ng no l�fe-ruler, we do
not, l�ke Ven�ce, need to use the lot.
Elect�on by lot would have few d�sadvantages �n a real democracy, �n
wh�ch, as equal�ty would everywhere ex�st �n morals and talents as
well as �n pr�nc�ples and fortunes, �t would become almost a matter of
�nd�fference who was chosen. But I have already sa�d that a real
democracy �s only an �deal.
When cho�ce and lot are comb�ned, pos�t�ons that requ�re spec�al
talents, such as m�l�tary posts, should be f�lled by the former; the
latter does for cases, such as jud�c�al off�ces, �n wh�ch good sense,
just�ce, and �ntegr�ty are enough, because �n a State that �s well
const�tuted, these qual�t�es are common to all the c�t�zens.



Ne�ther lot nor vote has any place �n monarch�cal government. The
monarch be�ng by r�ght sole pr�nce and only mag�strate, the cho�ce of
h�s l�eutenants belongs to none but h�m. When the Abbé de Sa�nt-
P�erre proposed that the Counc�ls of the K�ng of France should be
mult�pl�ed, and the�r members elected by ballot, he d�d not see that
he was propos�ng to change the form of government.
I should now speak of the methods of g�v�ng and count�ng op�n�ons �n
the assembly of the people; but perhaps an account of th�s aspect of
the Roman const�tut�on w�ll more forc�bly �llustrate all the rules I could
lay down. It �s worth the wh�le of a jud�c�ous reader to follow �n some
deta�l the work�ng of publ�c and pr�vate affa�rs �n a Counc�l cons�st�ng
of two hundred thousand men.

CHAPTER IV

THE ROMAN COMITIA

We are w�thout well-cert�f�ed records of the f�rst per�od of Rome's
ex�stence; �t even appears very probable that most of the stor�es told
about �t are fables; �ndeed, generally speak�ng, the most �nstruct�ve
part of the h�story of peoples, that wh�ch deals w�th the�r foundat�on,
�s what we have least of. Exper�ence teaches us every day what
causes lead to the revolut�ons of emp�res; but, as no new peoples
are now formed, we have almost noth�ng beyond conjecture to go
upon �n expla�n�ng how they were created.
The customs we f�nd establ�shed show at least that these customs
had an or�g�n. The trad�t�ons that go back to those or�g�ns, that have
the greatest author�t�es beh�nd them, and that are conf�rmed by the
strongest proofs, should pass for the most certa�n. These are the
rules I have tr�ed to follow �n �nqu�r�ng how the freest and most
powerful people on earth exerc�sed �ts supreme power.
After the foundat�on of Rome, the new-born republ�c, that �s, the
army of �ts founder, composed of Albans, Sab�nes and fore�gners,



was d�v�ded �nto three classes, wh�ch, from th�s d�v�s�on, took the
name of tr�bes. Each of these tr�bes was subd�v�ded �nto ten cur�æ,
and each cur�a �nto decur�æ, headed by leaders called cur�ones and
decur�ones.
Bes�des th�s, out of each tr�be was taken a body of one hundred
Equ�tes or Kn�ghts, called a century, wh�ch shows that these
d�v�s�ons, be�ng unnecessary �n a town, were at f�rst merely m�l�tary.
But an �nst�nct for greatness seems to have led the l�ttle townsh�p of
Rome to prov�de �tself �n advance w�th a pol�t�cal system su�table for
the cap�tal of the world.
Out of th�s or�g�nal d�v�s�on an awkward s�tuat�on soon arose. The
tr�bes of the Albans (Ramnenses) and the Sab�nes (Tat�enses)
rema�ned always �n the same cond�t�on, wh�le that of the fore�gners
(Luceres) cont�nually grew as more and more fore�gners came to l�ve
at Rome, so that �t soon surpassed the others �n strength. Serv�us
remed�ed th�s dangerous fault by chang�ng the pr�nc�ple of cleavage,
and subst�tut�ng for the rac�al d�v�s�on, wh�ch he abol�shed, a new
one based on the quarter of the town �nhab�ted by each tr�be. Instead
of three tr�bes he created four, each occupy�ng and named after one
of the h�lls of Rome. Thus, wh�le redress�ng the �nequal�ty of the
moment, he also prov�ded for the future; and �n order that the
d�v�s�on m�ght be one of persons as well as local�t�es, he forbade the
�nhab�tants of one quarter to m�grate to another, and so prevented
the m�ngl�ng of the races.
He also doubled the three old centur�es of Kn�ghts and added twelve
more, st�ll keep�ng the old names, and by th�s s�mple and prudent
method, succeeded �n mak�ng a d�st�nct�on between the body of
Kn�ghts and the people, w�thout a murmur from the latter.
To the four urban tr�bes Serv�us added f�fteen others called rural
tr�bes, because they cons�sted of those who l�ved �n the country,
d�v�ded �nto f�fteen cantons. Subsequently, f�fteen more were
created, and the Roman people f�nally found �tself d�v�ded �nto th�rty-
f�ve tr�bes, as �t rema�ned down to the end of the Republ�c.
The d�st�nct�on between urban and rural tr�bes had one effect wh�ch
�s worth ment�on, both because �t �s w�thout parallel elsewhere, and



because to �t Rome owed the preservat�on of her moral�ty and the
enlargement of her emp�re. We should have expected that the urban
tr�bes would soon monopol�se power and honours, and lose no t�me
�n br�ng�ng the rural tr�bes �nto d�srepute; but what happened was
exactly the reverse. The taste of the early Romans for country l�fe �s
well known. Th�s taste they owed to the�r w�se founder, who made
rural and m�l�tary labours go along w�th l�berty, and, so to speak,
relegated to the town arts, crafts, �ntr�gue, fortune and slavery.
S�nce therefore all Rome's most �llustr�ous c�t�zens l�ved �n the f�elds
and t�lled the earth, men grew used to seek�ng there alone the
ma�nstays of the republ�c. Th�s cond�t�on, be�ng that of the best
patr�c�ans, was honoured by all men; the s�mple and labor�ous l�fe of
the v�llager was preferred to the slothful and �dle l�fe of the
bourgeo�s�e of Rome; and he who, �n the town, would have been but
a wretched proletar�an, became, as a labourer �n the f�elds, a
respected c�t�zen. Not w�thout reason, says Varro, d�d our great-
souled ancestors establ�sh �n the v�llage the nursery of the sturdy
and val�ant men who defended them �n t�me of war and prov�ded for
the�r Sustenance �n t�me of peace. Pl�ny states pos�t�vely that the
country tr�bes were honoured because of the men of whom they
were composed; wh�le cowards men w�shed to d�shonour were
transferred, as a publ�c d�sgrace, to the town tr�bes. The Sab�ne
App�us Claud�us, when he had come to settle �n Rome, was loaded
w�th honours and enrolled �n a rural tr�be, wh�ch subsequently took
h�s fam�ly name. Lastly, freedmen always entered the urban, and
never the rural, tr�bes: nor �s there a s�ngle example, throughout the
Republ�c, of a freedman, though he had become a c�t�zen, reach�ng
any mag�stracy.
Th�s was an excellent rule; but �t was carr�ed so far that �n the end �t
led to a change and certa�nly to an abuse �n the pol�t�cal system.
F�rst the censors, after hav�ng for a long t�me cla�med the r�ght of
transferr�ng c�t�zens arb�trar�ly from one tr�be to another, allowed
most persons to enrol themselves �n whatever tr�be they pleased.
Th�s perm�ss�on certa�nly d�d no good, and further robbed the
censorsh�p of one of �ts greatest resources. Moreover, as the great
and powerful all got themselves enrolled �n the country tr�bes, wh�le



the freedmen who had become c�t�zens rema�ned w�th the populace
�n the town tr�bes, both soon ceased to have any local or terr�tor�al
mean�ng, and all were so confused that the members of one could
not be told from those of another except by the reg�sters; so that the
�dea of the word tr�be became personal �nstead of real, or rather
came to be l�ttle more than a ch�mera.
It happened �n add�t�on that the town tr�bes, be�ng more on the spot,
were often the stronger �n the com�t�a and sold the State to those
who stooped to buy the votes of the rabble compos�ng them.
As the founder had set up ten cur�æ �n each tr�be, the whole Roman
people, wh�ch was then conta�ned w�th�n the walls, cons�sted of th�rty
cur�a, each w�th �ts temples, �ts gods, �ts off�cers, �ts pr�ests and �ts
fest�vals, wh�ch were called comp�tal�a and corresponded to the
paganal�a, held �n later t�mes by the rural tr�bes.
When Serv�us made h�s new d�v�s�on, as the th�rty cur�æ could not be
shared equally between h�s four tr�bes, and as he was unw�ll�ng to
�nterfere w�th them, they became a further d�v�s�on of the �nhab�tants
of Rome, qu�te �ndependent of the tr�bes: but �n the case of the rural
tr�bes and the�r members there was no quest�on of cur�æ as the
tr�bes had then become a purely c�v�l �nst�tut�on, and, a new system
of levy�ng troops hav�ng been �ntroduced, the m�l�tary d�v�s�ons of
Romulus were superfluous. Thus, although every c�t�zen was
enrolled �n a tr�be, there were very many who were not members of a
cur�a.
Serv�us made yet a th�rd d�v�s�on, qu�te d�st�nct from the two we have
ment�oned, wh�ch became, �n �ts effects, the most �mportant of all. He
d�str�buted the whole Roman people �nto s�x classes, d�st�ngu�shed
ne�ther by place nor by person, but by wealth; the f�rst classes
�ncluded the r�ch, the last the poor, and those between persons of
moderate means. These s�x classes were subd�v�ded �nto one
hundred and n�nety-three other bod�es, called centur�es, wh�ch were
so d�v�ded that the f�rst class alone compr�sed more than half of
them, wh�le the last compr�sed only one. Thus the class that had the
smallest number of members had the largest number of centur�es,



and the whole of the last class only counted as a s�ngle subd�v�s�on,
although �t alone �ncluded more than half the �nhab�tants of Rome.
In order that the people m�ght have the less �ns�ght �nto the results of
th�s arrangement, Serv�us tr�ed to g�ve �t a m�l�tary tone: �n the
second class he �nserted two centur�es of armourers, and �n the
fourth two of makers of �nstruments of war: �n each class, except the
last, he d�st�ngu�shed young and old, that �s, those who were under
an obl�gat�on to bear arms and those whose age gave them legal
exempt�on. It was th�s d�st�nct�on, rather than that of wealth, wh�ch
requ�red frequent repet�t�on of the census or count�ng. Lastly, he
ordered that the assembly should be held �n the Campus Mart�us,
and that all who were of age to serve should come there armed.
The reason for h�s not mak�ng �n the last class also the d�v�s�on of
young and old was that the populace, of whom �t was composed,
was not g�ven the r�ght to bear arms for �ts country: a man had to
possess a hearth to acqu�re the r�ght to defend �t, and of all the
troops of beggars who to-day lend lustre to the arm�es of k�ngs, there
�s perhaps not one who would not have been dr�ven w�th scorn out of
a Roman cohort, at a t�me when sold�ers were the defenders of
l�berty.
In th�s last class, however, proletar�ans were d�st�ngu�shed from
cap�te cens�. The former, not qu�te reduced to noth�ng, at least gave
the State c�t�zens, and somet�mes, when the need was press�ng,
even sold�ers. Those who had noth�ng at all, and could be numbered
only by count�ng heads, were regarded as of absolutely no account,
and Mar�us was the f�rst who stooped to enrol them.
W�thout dec�d�ng now whether th�s th�rd arrangement was good or
bad �n �tself, I th�nk I may assert that �t could have been made
pract�cable only by the s�mple morals, the d�s�nterestedness, the
l�k�ng for agr�culture and the scorn for commerce and for love of ga�n
wh�ch character�sed the early Romans. Where �s the modern people
among whom consum�ng greed, unrest, �ntr�gue, cont�nual removals,
and perpetual changes of fortune, could let such a system last for
twenty years w�thout turn�ng the State ups�de down? We must
�ndeed observe that moral�ty and the censorsh�p, be�ng stronger than



th�s �nst�tut�on, corrected �ts defects at Rome, and that the r�ch man
found h�mself degraded to the class of the poor for mak�ng too much
d�splay of h�s r�ches.
From all th�s �t �s easy to understand why only f�ve classes are
almost always ment�oned, though there were really s�x. The s�xth, as
�t furn�shed ne�ther sold�ers to the army nor votes �n the Campus
Mart�us,[1] and was almost w�thout funct�on �n the State, was seldom
regarded as of any account.
These were the var�ous ways �n wh�ch the Roman people was
d�v�ded. Let us now see the effect on the assembl�es. When lawfully
summoned, these were called com�t�a: they were usually held �n the
publ�c square at Rome or �n the Campus Mart�us, and were
d�st�ngu�shed as Com�t�a Cur�ata, Com�t�a Centur�ata, and Com�t�a
Tr�buta, accord�ng to the form under wh�ch they were convoked. The
Com�t�a Cur�ata were founded by Romulus; the Centur�ata by
Serv�us; and the Tr�buta by the tr�bunes of the people. No law
rece�ved �ts sanct�on and no mag�strate was elected, save �n the
com�t�a; and as every c�t�zen was enrolled �n a cur�a, a century, or a
tr�be, �t follows that no c�t�zen was excluded from the r�ght of vot�ng,
and that the Roman people was truly sovere�gn both de jure and de
facto.
For the com�t�a to be lawfully assembled, and for the�r acts to have
the force of law, three cond�t�ons were necessary. F�rst, the body or
mag�strate convok�ng them had to possess the necessary author�ty;
secondly, the assembly had to be held on a day allowed by law; and
th�rdly, the augur�es had to be favourable.
The reason for the f�rst regulat�on needs no explanat�on; the second
�s a matter of pol�cy. Thus, the com�t�a m�ght not be held on fest�vals
or market-days, when the country-folk, com�ng to Rome on bus�ness,
had not t�me to spend the day �n the publ�c square. By means of the
th�rd, the senate held �n check the proud and rest�ve people, and
meetly restra�ned the ardour of sed�t�ous tr�bunes, who, however,
found more than one way of escap�ng th�s h�ndrance.
Laws and the elect�on of rulers were not the only quest�ons
subm�tted to the judgment of the com�t�a: as the Roman people had



taken on �tself the most �mportant funct�ons of government, �t may be
sa�d that the lot of Europe was regulated �n �ts assembl�es. The
var�ety of the�r objects gave r�se to the var�ous forms these took,
accord�ng to the matters on wh�ch they had to pronounce.
In order to judge of these var�ous forms, �t �s enough to compare
them. Romulus, when he set up cur�æ, had �n v�ew the check�ng of
the senate by the people, and of the people by the senate, wh�le
ma�nta�n�ng h�s ascendancy over both al�ke. He therefore gave the
people, by means of th�s assembly, all the author�ty of numbers to
balance that of power and r�ches, wh�ch he left to the patr�c�ans. But,
after the sp�r�t of monarchy, he left all the same a greater advantage
to the patr�c�ans �n the �nfluence of the�r cl�ents on the major�ty of
votes. Th�s excellent �nst�tut�on of patron and cl�ent was a
masterp�ece of statesmansh�p and human�ty w�thout wh�ch the
patr�c�ate, be�ng flagrantly �n contrad�ct�on to the republ�can sp�r�t,
could not have surv�ved. Rome alone has the honour of hav�ng g�ven
to the world th�s great example, wh�ch never led to any abuse, and
yet has never been followed.
As the assembl�es by cur�æ pers�sted under the k�ngs t�ll the t�me of
Serv�us, and the re�gn of the later Tarqu�n was not regarded as
leg�t�mate, royal laws were called generally leges cur�atæ.
Under the Republ�c, the cur�æ st�ll conf�ned to the four urban tr�bes,
and �nclud�ng only the populace of Rome, su�ted ne�ther the senate,
wh�ch led the patr�c�ans, nor the tr�bunes, who, though plebe�ans,
were at the head of the well-to-do c�t�zens. They therefore fell �nto
d�srepute, and the�r degradat�on was such, that th�rty l�ctors used to
assemble and do what the Com�t�a Cur�ata should have done.
The d�v�s�on by centur�es was so favourable to the ar�stocracy that �t
�s hard to see at f�rst how the senate ever fa�led to carry the day �n
the com�t�a bear�ng the�r name, by wh�ch the consuls, the censors
and the other curule mag�strates were elected. Indeed, of the
hundred and n�nety-three centur�es �nto wh�ch the s�x classes of the
whole Roman people were d�v�ded, the f�rst class conta�ned n�nety-
e�ght; and, as vot�ng went solely by centur�es, th�s class alone had a
major�ty over all the rest. When all these centur�es were �n



agreement, the rest of the votes were not even taken; the dec�s�on of
the smallest number passed for that of the mult�tude, and �t may be
sa�d that, �n the Com�t�a Centur�ata, dec�s�ons were regulated far
more by depth of purses than by the number of votes.
But th�s extreme author�ty was mod�f�ed �n two ways. F�rst, the
tr�bunes as a rule, and always a great number of plebe�ans,
belonged to the class of the r�ch, and so counterbalanced the
�nfluence of the patr�c�ans �n the f�rst class.
The second way was th�s. Instead of caus�ng the centur�es to vote
throughout �n order, wh�ch would have meant beg�nn�ng always w�th
the f�rst, the Romans always chose one by lot wh�ch proceeded
alone to the elect�on; after th�s all the centur�es were summoned
another day accord�ng to the�r rank, and the same elect�on was
repeated, and as a rule conf�rmed. Thus the author�ty of example
was taken away from rank, and g�ven to the lot on a democrat�c
pr�nc�ple.
From th�s custom resulted a further advantage. The c�t�zens from the
country had t�me, between the two elect�ons, to �nform themselves of
the mer�ts of the cand�date who had been prov�s�onally nom�nated,
and d�d not have to vote w�thout knowledge of the case. But, under
the pretext of hasten�ng matters, the abol�t�on of th�s custom was
ach�eved, and both elect�ons were held on the same day.
The Com�t�a Tr�buta were properly the counc�l of the Roman people.
They were convoked by the tr�bunes alone; at them the tr�bunes
were elected and passed the�r pleb�sc�ta. The senate not only had no
stand�ng �n them, but even no r�ght to be present; and the senators,
be�ng forced to obey laws on wh�ch they could not vote, were �n th�s
respect less free than the meanest c�t�zens. Th�s �njust�ce was
altogether �ll-conce�ved, and was alone enough to �nval�date the
decrees of a body to wh�ch all �ts members were not adm�tted. Had
all the patr�c�ans attended the com�t�a by v�rtue of the r�ght they had
as c�t�zens, they would not, as mere pr�vate �nd�v�duals, have had
any cons�derable �nfluence on a vote reckoned by count�ng heads,
where the meanest proletar�an was as good as the pr�nceps senatus.



It may be seen, therefore, that bes�des the order wh�ch was ach�eved
by these var�ous ways of d�str�but�ng so great a people and tak�ng �ts
votes, the var�ous methods were not reduc�ble to forms �nd�fferent �n
themselves, but the results of each were relat�ve to the objects wh�ch
caused �t to be preferred.
W�thout go�ng here �nto further deta�ls, we may gather from what has
been sa�d above that the Com�t�a Tr�buta were the most favourable
to popular government, and the Com�t�a Centur�ata to ar�stocracy.
The Com�t�a Cur�ata, �n wh�ch the populace of Rome formed the
major�ty, be�ng f�tted only to further tyranny and ev�l des�gns,
naturally fell �nto d�srepute, and even sed�t�ous persons absta�ned
from us�ng a method wh�ch too clearly revealed the�r projects. It �s
�nd�sputable that the whole majesty of the Roman people lay solely
�n the Com�t�a Centur�ata, wh�ch alone �ncluded all; for the Com�t�a
Cur�ata excluded the rural tr�bes, and the Com�t�a Tr�buta the senate
and the patr�c�ans.
As for the method of tak�ng the vote, �t was among the anc�ent
Romans as s�mple as the�r morals, although not so s�mple as at
Sparta. Each man declared h�s vote aloud, and a clerk duly wrote �t
down; the major�ty �n each tr�be determ�ned the vote of the tr�be, the
major�ty of the tr�bes that of the people, and so w�th cur�æ and
centur�es. Th�s custom was good as long as honesty was tr�umphant
among the c�t�zens, and each man was ashamed to vote publ�cly �n
favour of an unjust proposal or an unworthy subject; but, when the
people grew corrupt and votes were bought, �t was f�tt�ng that vot�ng
should be secret �n order that purchasers m�ght be restra�ned by
m�strust, and rogues be g�ven the means of not be�ng tra�tors.
I know that C�cero attacks th�s change, and attr�butes partly to �t the
ru�n of the Republ�c. But though I feel the we�ght C�cero's author�ty
must carry on such a po�nt, I cannot agree w�th h�m; I hold, on the
contrary, that, for want of enough such changes, the destruct�on of
the State must be hastened. Just as the reg�men of health does r�ot
su�t the s�ck, we should not w�sh to govern a people that has been
corrupted by the laws that a good people requ�res. There �s no better
proof of th�s rule than the long l�fe of the Republ�c of Ven�ce, of wh�ch



the shadow st�ll ex�sts, solely because �ts laws are su�table only for
men who are w�cked.
The c�t�zens were prov�ded, therefore, w�th tablets by means of
wh�ch each man could vote w�thout any one know�ng how he voted:
new methods were also �ntroduced for collect�ng the tablets, for
count�ng vo�ces, for compar�ng numbers, etc.; but all these
precaut�ons d�d not prevent the good fa�th of the off�cers charged
w�th these funct�ons[2] from be�ng often suspect. F�nally, to prevent
�ntr�gues and traff�ck�ng �n votes, ed�cts were �ssued; but the�r very
number proves how useless they were.
Towards the close of the Republ�c, �t was often necessary to have
recourse to extraord�nary exped�ents �n order to supplement the
�nadequacy of the laws. Somet�mes m�racles were supposed; but
th�s method, wh�le �t m�ght �mpose on the people, could not �mpose
on those who governed. Somet�mes an assembly was hast�ly called
together, before the cand�dates had t�me to form the�r fact�ons:
somet�mes a whole s�tt�ng was occup�ed w�th talk, when �t was seen
that the people had been won over and was on the po�nt of tak�ng up
a wrong pos�t�on. But �n the end amb�t�on eluded all attempts to
check �t; and the most �ncred�ble fact of all �s that, �n the m�dst of all
these abuses, the vast people, thanks to �ts anc�ent regulat�ons,
never ceased to elect mag�strates, to pass laws, to judge cases, and
to carry through bus�ness both publ�c and pr�vate, almost as eas�ly
as the senate �tself could have done.



[1] I say "�n the Campus Mart�us" because �t was there that the com�t�a assembled
by centur�es; �n �ts two other forms the people assembled �n the forum or
elsewhere; and then the cap�te cens� had as much �nfluence and author�ty as the
foremost c�t�zens.

[2] Custodes, d�r�b�tores, rogatores suffrag�orum.

CHAPTER V

THE TRIBUNATE

When an exact proport�on cannot be establ�shed between the
const�tuent parts of the State, or when causes that cannot be
removed cont�nually alter the relat�on of one part to another,
recourse �s had to the �nst�tut�on of a pecul�ar mag�stracy that enters
�nto no corporate un�ty w�th the rest. Th�s restores to each term �ts
r�ght relat�on to the others, and prov�des a l�nk or m�ddle term
between e�ther pr�nce and people, or pr�nce and Sovere�gn, or, �f
necessary, both at once.
Th�s body, wh�ch I shall call the tr�bunate, �s the preserver of the laws
and of the leg�slat�ve power. It serves somet�mes to protect the
Sovere�gn aga�nst the government, as the tr�bunes of the people d�d
at Rome; somet�mes to uphold the government aga�nst the people,
as the Counc�l of Ten now does at Ven�ce; and somet�mes to
ma�nta�n the balance between the two, as the Ephors d�d at Sparta.
The tr�bunate �s not a const�tuent part of the c�ty, and should have no
share �n e�ther leg�slat�ve or execut�ve power; but th�s very fact
makes �ts own power the greater: for, wh�le �t can do noth�ng, �t can
prevent anyth�ng from be�ng done. It �s more sacred and more
revered, as the defender of the laws, than the pr�nce who executes
them, or than the Sovere�gn wh�ch orda�ns them. Th�s was seen very
clearly at Rome, when the proud patr�c�ans, for all the�r scorn of the
people, were forced to bow before one of �ts off�cers, who had
ne�ther ausp�ces nor jur�sd�ct�on.



The tr�bunate, w�sely tempered, �s the strongest support a good
const�tut�on can have; but �f �ts strength �s ever so l�ttle excess�ve, �t
upsets the whole State. Weakness, on the other hand, �s not natural
to �t: prov�ded �t �s someth�ng, �t �s never less than �t should be.
It degenerates �nto tyranny when �t usurps the execut�ve power,
wh�ch �t should conf�ne �tself to restra�n�ng, and when �t tr�es to
d�spense w�th the laws, wh�ch �t should conf�ne �tself to protect�ng.
The �mmense power of the Ephors, harmless as long as Sparta
preserved �ts moral�ty, hastened corrupt�on when once �t had begun.
The blood of Ag�s, slaughtered by these tyrants, was avenged by h�s
successor; the cr�me and the pun�shment of the Ephors al�ke
hastened the destruct�on of the republ�c, and after Cleomenes
Sparta ceased to be of any account. Rome per�shed �n the same
way: the excess�ve power of the tr�bunes, wh�ch they had usurped by
degrees, f�nally served, w�th the help of laws made to secure l�berty,
as a safeguard for the emperors who destroyed �t. As for the
Venet�an Counc�l of Ten, �t �s a tr�bunal of blood, an object of horror
to patr�c�ans and people al�ke; and, so far from g�v�ng a lofty
protect�on to the laws, �t does noth�ng, now they have become
degraded, but str�ke �n the darkness blows of wh�ch no one dare take
note.
The tr�bunate, l�ke the government, grows weak as the number of �ts
members �ncreases. When the tr�bunes of the Roman people, who
f�rst numbered only two, and then f�ve, w�shed to double that number,
the senate let them do so, �n the conf�dence that �t could use one to
check another, as �ndeed �t afterwards freely d�d.
The best method of prevent�ng usurpat�ons by so form�dable a body,
though no government has yet made use of �t, would be not to make
�t permanent, but to regulate the per�ods dur�ng wh�ch �t should
rema�n �n abeyance. These �ntervals, wh�ch should not be long
enough to g�ve abuses t�me to grow strong, may be so f�xed by law
that they can eas�ly be shortened at need by extraord�nary
comm�ss�ons.
Th�s method seems to me to have no d�sadvantages, because, as I
have sa�d, the tr�bunate, wh�ch forms no part of the const�tut�on, can



be removed w�thout the const�tut�on be�ng affected. It seems to be
also eff�cac�ous, because a newly restored mag�strate starts not w�th
the power h�s predecessor exerc�sed, but w�th that wh�ch the law
allows h�m.

CHAPTER VI

THE DICTATORSHIP

The �nflex�b�l�ty of the laws, wh�ch prevents them from adapt�ng
themselves to c�rcumstances, may, �n certa�n cases, render them
d�sastrous, and make them br�ng about, at a t�me of cr�s�s, the ru�n of
the State. The order and slowness of the forms they enjo�n requ�re a
space of t�me wh�ch c�rcumstances somet�mes w�thhold. A thousand
cases aga�nst wh�ch the leg�slator has made no prov�s�on may
present themselves, and �t �s a h�ghly necessary part of fores�ght to
be consc�ous that everyth�ng cannot be foreseen.
It �s wrong therefore to w�sh to make pol�t�cal �nst�tut�ons so strong as
to render �t �mposs�ble to suspend the�r operat�on. Even Sparta
allowed �ts laws to lapse.
However, none but the greatest dangers can counter-balance that of
chang�ng the publ�c order, and the sacred power of the laws should
never be arrested save when the ex�stence of the country �s at stake.
In these rare and obv�ous cases, prov�s�on �s made for the publ�c
secur�ty by a part�cular act entrust�ng �t to h�m who �s most worthy.
Th�s comm�tment may be carr�ed out �n e�ther of two ways, accord�ng
to the nature of the danger.
If �ncreas�ng the act�v�ty of the government �s a suff�c�ent remedy,
power �s concentrated �n the hands of one or two of �ts members: �n
th�s case the change �s not �n the author�ty of the laws, but only �n the
form of adm�n�ster�ng them. If, on the other hand, the per�l �s of such
a k�nd that the paraphernal�a of the laws are an obstacle to the�r
preservat�on, the method �s to nom�nate a supreme ruler, who shall



s�lence all the laws and suspend for a moment the sovere�gn
author�ty. In such a case, there �s no doubt about the general w�ll,
and �t �s clear that the people's f�rst �ntent�on �s that the State shall
not per�sh. Thus the suspens�on of the leg�slat�ve author�ty �s �n no
sense �ts abol�t�on; the mag�strate who s�lences �t cannot make �t
speak; he dom�nates �t, but cannot represent �t. He can do anyth�ng,
except make laws.
The f�rst method was used by the Roman senate when, �n a
consecrated formula, �t charged the consuls to prov�de for the safety
of the Republ�c. The second was employed when one of the two
consuls nom�nated a d�ctator:[1] a custom Rome borrowed from Alba.
Dur�ng the f�rst per�od of the Republ�c, recourse was very often had
to the d�ctatorsh�p, because the State had not yet a f�rm enough
bas�s to be able to ma�nta�n �tself by the strength of �ts const�tut�on
alone. As the state of moral�ty then made superfluous many of the
precaut�ons wh�ch would have been necessary at other t�mes, there
was no fear that a d�ctator would abuse h�s author�ty, or try to keep �t
beyond h�s term of off�ce. On the contrary, so much power appeared
to be burdensome to h�m who was clothed w�th �t, and he made all
speed to lay �t down, as �f tak�ng the place of the laws had been too
troublesome and too per�lous a pos�t�on to reta�n.
It �s therefore the danger not of �ts abuse, but of �ts cheapen�ng, that
makes me attack the �nd�screet use of th�s supreme mag�stracy �n
the earl�est t�mes. For as long as �t was freely employed at elect�ons,
ded�cat�ons and purely formal funct�ons, there was danger of �ts
becom�ng less form�dable �n t�me of need, and of men grow�ng
accustomed to regard�ng as empty a t�tle that was used only on
occas�ons of empty ceremon�al.
Towards the end of the Republ�c, the Romans, hav�ng grown more
c�rcumspect, were as unreasonably spar�ng �n the use of the
d�ctatorsh�p as they had formerly been lav�sh. It �s easy to see that
the�r fears were w�thout foundat�on, that the weakness of the cap�tal
secured �t aga�nst the mag�strates who were �n �ts m�dst; that a
d�ctator m�ght, �n certa�n cases, defend the publ�c l�berty, but could
never endanger �t; and that the cha�ns of Rome would be forged, not



�n Rome �tself, but �n her arm�es. The weak res�stance offered by
Mar�us to Sulla, and by Pompey to Cæsar, clearly showed what was
to be expected from author�ty at home aga�nst force from abroad.
Th�s m�sconcept�on led the Romans to make great m�stakes; such,
for example, as the fa�lure to nom�nate a d�ctator �n the Cat�l�nar�an
consp�racy. For, as only the c�ty �tself, w�th at most some prov�nce �n
Italy, was concerned, the unl�m�ted author�ty the laws gave to the
d�ctator would have enabled h�m to make short work of the
consp�racy, wh�ch was, �n fact, st�fled only by a comb�nat�on of lucky
chances human prudence had no r�ght to expect.
Instead, the senate contented �tself w�th entrust�ng �ts whole power to
the consuls, so that C�cero, �n order to take effect�ve act�on, was
compelled on a cap�tal po�nt to exceed h�s powers; and �f, �n the f�rst
transports of joy, h�s conduct was approved, he was justly called,
later on, to account for the blood of c�t�zens sp�lt �n v�olat�on of the
laws. Such a reproach could never have been levelled at a d�ctator.
But the consul's eloquence carr�ed the day; and he h�mself, Roman
though he was, loved h�s own glory better than h�s country, and
sought, not so much the most lawful and secure means of sav�ng the
State, as to get for h�mself the whole honour of hav�ng done so.[2] He
was therefore justly honoured as the l�berator of Rome, and also
justly pun�shed as a law-breaker. However br�ll�ant h�s recall may
have been, �t was undoubtedly an act of pardon.
However th�s �mportant trust be conferred, �t �s �mportant that �ts
durat�on should be f�xed at a very br�ef per�od, �ncapable of be�ng
ever prolonged. In the cr�ses wh�ch lead to �ts adopt�on, the State �s
e�ther soon lost, or soon saved; and, the present need passed, the
d�ctatorsh�p becomes e�ther tyrann�cal or �dle. At Rome, where
d�ctators held off�ce for s�x months only, most of them abd�cated
before the�r t�me was up. If the�r term had been longer, they m�ght
well have tr�ed to prolong �t st�ll further, as the decemv�rs d�d when
chosen for a year. The d�ctator had only t�me to prov�de aga�nst the
need that had caused h�m to be chosen; he had none to th�nk of
further projects.



[1] The nom�nat�on was made secretly by n�ght, as �f there were someth�ng
shameful �n sett�ng a man above the laws.
[2] That �s what he could not be sure of, �f he proposed a d�ctator; for he dared not
nom�nate h�mself, and could not be certa�n that h�s colleague would nom�nate h�m.

CHAPTER VII

THE CENSORSHIP

As the law �s the declarat�on of the general w�ll, the censorsh�p �s the
declarat�on of the publ�c judgment: publ�c op�n�on �s the form of law
wh�ch the censor adm�n�sters, and, l�ke the pr�nce, only appl�es to
part�cular cases.
The censor�al tr�bunal, so far from be�ng the arb�ter of the people's
op�n�on, only declares �t, and, as soon as the two part company, �ts
dec�s�ons are null and vo�d.
It �s useless to d�st�ngu�sh the moral�ty of a nat�on from the objects of
�ts esteem; both depend on the same pr�nc�ple and are necessar�ly
�nd�st�ngu�shable. There �s no people on earth the cho�ce of whose
pleasures �s not dec�ded by op�n�on rather than nature. R�ght men's
op�n�ons, and the�r moral�ty w�ll purge �tself. Men always love what �s
good or what they f�nd good; �t �s �n judg�ng what �s good that they go
wrong. Th�s judgment, therefore, �s what must be regulated. He who
judges of moral�ty judges of honour; and he who judges of honour
f�nds h�s law �n op�n�on.
The op�n�ons of a people are der�ved from �ts const�tut�on; although
the law does not regulate moral�ty, �t �s leg�slat�on that g�ves �t b�rth.
When leg�slat�on grows weak, moral�ty degenerates; but �n such
cases the judgment of the censors w�ll not do what the force of the
laws has fa�led to effect.
From th�s �t follows that the censorsh�p may be useful for the
preservat�on of moral�ty, but can never be so for �ts restorat�on. Set
up censors wh�le the laws are v�gorous; as soon as they have lost



the�r v�gour, all hope �s gone; no leg�t�mate power can reta�n force
when the laws have lost �t.
The censorsh�p upholds moral�ty by prevent�ng op�n�on from grow�ng
corrupt, by preserv�ng �ts rect�tude by means of w�se appl�cat�ons,
and somet�mes even by f�x�ng �t when �t �s st�ll uncerta�n. The
employment of seconds �n duels, wh�ch had been carr�ed to w�ld
extremes �n the k�ngdom of France, was done away w�th merely by
these words �n a royal ed�ct: "As for those who are cowards enough
to call upon seconds." Th�s judgment, �n ant�c�pat�ng that of the
publ�c, suddenly dec�ded �t. But when ed�cts from the same source
tr�ed to pronounce duell�ng �tself an act of coward�ce, as �ndeed �t �s,
then, s�nce common op�n�on does not regard �t as such, the publ�c
took no not�ce of a dec�s�on on a po�nt on wh�ch �ts m�nd was already
made up.

I have stated elsewhere[1] that as publ�c op�n�on �s not subject to any
constra�nt, there need be no trace of �t �n the tr�bunal set up to
represent �t. It �s �mposs�ble to adm�re too much the art w�th wh�ch
th�s resource, wh�ch we moderns have wholly lost, was employed by
the Romans, and st�ll more by the Lacedæmon�ans.
A man of bad morals hav�ng made a good proposal �n the Spartan
Counc�l, the Ephors neglected �t, and caused the same proposal to
be made by a v�rtuous c�t�zen. What an honour for the one, and what
a d�sgrace for the other, w�thout pra�se or blame of e�ther! Certa�n
drunkards from Samos[2] polluted the tr�bunal of the Ephors: the next
day, a publ�c ed�ct gave Sam�ans perm�ss�on to be f�lthy. An actual
pun�shment would not have been so severe as such an �mpun�ty.
When Sparta has pronounced on what �s or �s not r�ght, Greece
makes no appeal from her judgments.

[1] I merely call attent�on �n th�s chapter to a subject w�th wh�ch I have dealt at
greater length �n my Letter to M. d'Alembert.
[2] They were from another �sland, wh�ch the del�cacy of our language forb�ds me
to name on th�s occas�on.



CHAPTER VIII

CIVIL RELIGION

At f�rst men had no k�ngs save the gods, and no government save
theocracy. They reasoned l�ke Cal�gula, and, at that per�od, reasoned
ar�ght. It takes a long t�me for feel�ng so to change that men can
make up the�r m�nds to take the�r equals as masters, �n the hope that
they w�ll prof�t by do�ng so.
From the mere fact that God was set over every pol�t�cal soc�ety, �t
followed that there were as many gods as peoples. Two peoples that
were strangers the one to the other, and almost always enem�es,
could not long recogn�se the same master: two arm�es g�v�ng battle
could not obey the same leader. Nat�onal d�v�s�ons thus led to
polythe�sm, and th�s �n turn gave r�se to theolog�cal and c�v�l
�ntolerance, wh�ch, as we shall see hereafter, are by nature the
same.
The fancy the Greeks had for red�scover�ng the�r gods among the
barbar�ans arose from the way they had of regard�ng themselves as
the natural Sovere�gns of such peoples. But there �s noth�ng so
absurd as the erud�t�on wh�ch �n our days �dent�f�es and confuses
gods of d�fferent nat�ons. As �f Moloch, Saturn and Chronos could be
the same god! As �f the Phœn�c�an Baal, the Greek Zeus, and the
Lat�n Jup�ter could be the same! As �f there could st�ll be anyth�ng
common to �mag�nary be�ngs w�th d�fferent names!
If �t �s asked how �n pagan t�mes, where each State had �ts cult and
�ts gods, there were no wars of rel�g�on, I answer that �t was prec�sely
because each State, hav�ng �ts own cult as well as �ts own
government, made no d�st�nct�on between �ts gods and �ts laws.
Pol�t�cal war was also theolog�cal; the prov�nces of the gods were, so
to speak, f�xed by the boundar�es of nat�ons. The god of one people
had no r�ght over another. The gods of the pagans were not jealous
gods; they shared among themselves the emp�re of the world: even
Moses and the Hebrews somet�mes lent themselves to th�s v�ew by
speak�ng of the God of Israel. It �s true, they regarded as powerless
the gods of the Canaan�tes, a proscr�bed people condemned to



destruct�on, whose place they were to take; but remember how they
spoke of the d�v�s�ons of the ne�ghbour�ng peoples they were
forb�dden to attack! "Is not the possess�on of what belongs to your
god Chamos lawfully your due?" sa�d Jephthah to the Ammon�tes.
"We have the same t�tle to the lands our conquer�ng God has made
h�s own."[1] Here, I th�nk, there �s a recogn�t�on that the r�ghts of
Chamos and those of the God of Israel are of the same nature.
But when the Jews, be�ng subject to the k�ngs of Babylon, and,
subsequently, to those of Syr�a, st�ll obst�nately refused to recogn�se
any god save the�r own, the�r refusal was regarded as rebell�on
aga�nst the�r conqueror, and drew down on them the persecut�ons
we read of �n the�r h�story, wh�ch are w�thout parallel t�ll the com�ng of
Chr�st�an�ty.[2]

Every rel�g�on, therefore, be�ng attached solely to the laws of the
State wh�ch prescr�bed �t, there was no way of convert�ng a people
except by enslav�ng �t, and there could be no m�ss�onar�es save
conquerors. The obl�gat�on to change cults be�ng the law to wh�ch
the vanqu�shed y�elded, �t was necessary to be v�ctor�ous before
suggest�ng such a change. So far from men f�ght�ng for the gods, the
gods, as �n Homer, fought for men; each asked h�s god for v�ctory,
and repayed h�m w�th new altars. The Romans, before tak�ng a c�ty,
summoned �ts gods to qu�t �t; and, �n leav�ng the Tarent�nes the�r
outraged gods, they regarded them as subject to the�r own and
compelled to do them homage. They left the vanqu�shed the�r gods
as they left them the�r laws. A wreath to the Jup�ter of the Cap�tol
was often the only tr�bute they �mposed.
F�nally, when, along w�th the�r emp�re, the Romans had spread the�r
cult and the�r gods, and had themselves often adopted those of the
vanqu�shed, by grant�ng to both al�ke the r�ghts of the c�ty, the
peoples of that vast emp�re �nsens�bly found themselves w�th
mult�tudes of gods and cults, everywhere almost the same; and thus
pagan�sm throughout the known world f�nally came to be one and the
same rel�g�on.
It was �n these c�rcumstances that Jesus came to set up on earth a
sp�r�tual k�ngdom, wh�ch, by separat�ng the theolog�cal from the



pol�t�cal system, made the State no longer one, and brought about
the �nternal d�v�s�ons wh�ch have never ceased to trouble Chr�st�an
peoples. As the new �dea of a k�ngdom of the other world could
never have occurred to pagans, they always looked on the
Chr�st�ans as really rebels, who, wh�le fe�gn�ng to subm�t, were only
wa�t�ng for the chance to make themselves �ndependent and the�r
masters, and to usurp by gu�le the author�ty they pretended �n the�r
weakness to respect. Th�s was the cause of the persecut�ons.
What the pagans had feared took place. Then everyth�ng changed
�ts aspect: the humble Chr�st�ans changed the�r language, and soon
th�s so-called k�ngdom of the other world turned, under a v�s�ble
leader, �nto the most v�olent of earthly despot�sms.
However, as there have always been a pr�nce and c�v�l laws, th�s
double power and confl�ct of jur�sd�ct�on have made all good pol�ty
�mposs�ble �n Chr�st�an States; and men have never succeeded �n
f�nd�ng out whether they were bound to obey the master or the pr�est.
Several peoples, however, even �n Europe and �ts ne�ghbourhood,
have des�red w�thout success to preserve or restore the old system:
but the sp�r�t of Chr�st�an�ty has everywhere preva�led. The sacred
cult has always rema�ned or aga�n become �ndependent of the
Sovere�gn, and there has been no necessary l�nk between �t and the
body of the State. Mahomet held very sane v�ews, and l�nked h�s
pol�t�cal system well together; and, as long as the form of h�s
government cont�nued under the cal�phs who succeeded h�m, that
government was �ndeed one, and so far good. But the Arabs, hav�ng
grown prosperous, lettered, c�v�l�sed, slack and cowardly, were
conquered by barbar�ans: the d�v�s�on between the two powers
began aga�n; and, although �t �s less apparent among the
Mahometans than among the Chr�st�ans, �t none the less ex�sts,
espec�ally �n the sect of Al�, and there are States, such as Pers�a,
where �t �s cont�nually mak�ng �tself felt.
Among us, the K�ngs of England have made themselves heads of
the Church, and the Czars have done the same: but th�s t�tle has
made them less �ts masters than �ts m�n�sters; they have ga�ned not
so much the r�ght to change �t, as the power to ma�nta�n �t: they are



not �ts leg�slators, but only �ts pr�nces. Wherever the clergy �s a
corporate body,[3] �t �s master and leg�slator �n �ts own country. There
are thus two powers, two Sovere�gns, �n England and �n Russ�a, as
well as elsewhere.
Of all Chr�st�an wr�ters, the ph�losopher Hobbes alone has seen the
ev�l and how to remedy �t, and has dared to propose the reun�on of
the two heads of the eagle, and the restorat�on throughout of pol�t�cal
un�ty, w�thout wh�ch no State or government w�ll ever be r�ghtly
const�tuted. But he should have seen that the masterful sp�r�t of
Chr�st�an�ty �s �ncompat�ble w�th h�s system, and that the pr�estly
�nterest would always be stronger than that of the State. It �s not so
much what �s false and terr�ble �n h�s pol�t�cal theory, as what �s just
and true, that has drawn down hatred on �t.[4]

I bel�eve that �f the study of h�story were developed from th�s po�nt of
v�ew, �t would be easy to refute the contrary op�n�ons of Bayle and
Warburton, one of whom holds that rel�g�on can be of no use to the
body pol�t�c, wh�le the other, on the contrary, ma�nta�ns that
Chr�st�an�ty �s �ts strongest support. We should demonstrate to the
former that no State has ever been founded w�thout a rel�g�ous bas�s,
and to the latter, that the law of Chr�st�an�ty at bottom does more
harm by weaken�ng than good by strengthen�ng the const�tut�on of
the State. To make myself understood, I have only to make a l�ttle
more exact the too vague �deas of rel�g�on as relat�ng to th�s subject.
Rel�g�on, cons�dered �n relat�on to soc�ety, wh�ch �s e�ther general or
part�cular, may also be d�v�ded �nto two k�nds: the rel�g�on of man,
and that of the c�t�zen. The f�rst, wh�ch has ne�ther temples, nor
altars, nor r�tes, and �s conf�ned to the purely �nternal cult of the
supreme God and the eternal obl�gat�ons of moral�ty, �s the rel�g�on of
the Gospel pure and s�mple, the true the�sm, what may be called
natural d�v�ne r�ght or law. The other, wh�ch �s cod�f�ed �n a s�ngle
country, g�ves �t �ts gods, �ts own tutelary patrons; �t has �ts dogmas,
�ts r�tes, and �ts external cult prescr�bed by law; outs�de the s�ngle
nat�on that follows �t, all the world �s �n �ts s�ght �nf�del, fore�gn and
barbarous; the dut�es and r�ghts of man extend for �t only as far as �ts



own altars. Of th�s k�nd were all the rel�g�ons of early peoples, wh�ch
we may def�ne as c�v�l or pos�t�ve d�v�ne r�ght or law.
There �s a th�rd sort of rel�g�on of a more s�ngular k�nd, wh�ch g�ves
men two codes of leg�slat�on, two rulers, and two countr�es, renders
them subject to contrad�ctory dut�es, and makes �t �mposs�ble for
them to be fa�thful both to rel�g�on and to c�t�zensh�p. Such are the
rel�g�ons of the Lamas and of the Japanese, and such �s Roman
Chr�st�an�ty, wh�ch may be called the rel�g�on of the pr�est. It leads to
a sort of m�xed and ant�-soc�al code wh�ch has no name.
In the�r pol�t�cal aspect, all these three k�nds of rel�g�on have the�r
defects. The th�rd �s so clearly bad, that �t �s waste of t�me to stop to
prove �t such. All that destroys soc�al un�ty �s worthless; all
�nst�tut�ons that set man �n contrad�ct�on to h�mself are worthless.
The second �s good �n that �t un�tes the d�v�ne cult w�th love of the
laws, and, mak�ng country the object of the c�t�zens' adorat�on,
teaches them that serv�ce done to the State �s serv�ce done to �ts
tutelary god. It �s a form of theocracy, �n wh�ch there can be no pont�ff
save the pr�nce, and no pr�ests save the mag�strates. To d�e for one's
country then becomes martyrdom; v�olat�on of �ts laws, �mp�ety; and
to subject one who �s gu�lty to publ�c execrat�on �s to condemn h�m to
the anger of the gods: Sacer estod.
On the other hand, �t �s bad �n that, be�ng founded on l�es and error, �t
dece�ves men, makes them credulous and superst�t�ous, and drowns
the true cult of the D�v�n�ty �n empty ceremon�al. It �s bad, aga�n,
when �t becomes tyrannous and exclus�ve, and makes a people
bloodth�rsty and �ntolerant, so that �t breathes f�re and slaughter, and
regards as a sacred act the k�ll�ng of every one who does not bel�eve
�n �ts gods. The result �s to place such a people �n a natural state of
war w�th all others, so that �ts secur�ty �s deeply endangered.
There rema�ns therefore the rel�g�on of man or Chr�st�an�ty—not the
Chr�st�an�ty of to-day, but that of the Gospel, wh�ch �s ent�rely
d�fferent. By means of th�s holy, subl�me, and real rel�g�on all men,
be�ng ch�ldren of one God, recogn�se one another as brothers, and
the soc�ety that un�tes them �s not d�ssolved even at death.



But th�s rel�g�on, hav�ng no part�cular relat�on to the body pol�t�c,
leaves the laws �n possess�on of the force they have �n themselves
w�thout mak�ng any add�t�on to �t; and thus one of the great bonds
that un�te soc�ety cons�dered �n severalty fa�ls to operate. Nay, more,
so far from b�nd�ng the hearts of the c�t�zens to the State, �t has the
effect of tak�ng them away from all earthly th�ngs. I know of noth�ng
more contrary to the soc�al sp�r�t.
We are told that a people of true Chr�st�ans would form the most
perfect soc�ety �mag�nable. I see �n th�s suppos�t�on only one great
d�ff�culty: that a soc�ety of true Chr�st�ans would not be a soc�ety of
men.
I say further that such a soc�ety, w�th all �ts perfect�on, would be
ne�ther the strongest nor the most last�ng: the very fact that �t was
perfect would rob �t of �ts bond of un�on; the flaw that would destroy �t
would l�e �n �ts very perfect�on.
Every one would do h�s duty; the people would be law-ab�d�ng, the
rulers just and temperate; the mag�strates upr�ght and �ncorrupt�ble;
the sold�ers would scorn death; there would be ne�ther van�ty nor
luxury. So far, so good; but let us hear more.
Chr�st�an�ty as a rel�g�on �s ent�rely sp�r�tual, occup�ed solely w�th
heavenly th�ngs; the country of the Chr�st�an �s not of th�s world. He
does h�s duty, �ndeed, but does �t w�th profound �nd�fference to the
good or �ll success of h�s cares. Prov�ded he has noth�ng to reproach
h�mself w�th, �t matters l�ttle to h�m whether th�ngs go well or �ll here
on earth. If the State �s prosperous, he hardly dares to share �n the
publ�c happ�ness, for fear he may grow proud of h�s country's glory; �f
the State �s langu�sh�ng, he blesses the hand of God that �s hard
upon H�s people.
For the State to be peaceable and for harmony to be ma�nta�ned, all
the c�t�zens w�thout except�on would have to be good Chr�st�ans; �f by
�ll hap there should be a s�ngle self-seeker or hypocr�te, a Cat�l�ne or
a Cromwell, for �nstance, he would certa�nly get the better of h�s
p�ous compatr�ots. Chr�st�an char�ty does not read�ly allow a man to
th�nk hardly of h�s ne�ghbours. As soon as, by some tr�ck, he has
d�scovered the art of �mpos�ng on them and gett�ng hold of a share �n



the publ�c author�ty, you have a man establ�shed �n d�gn�ty; �t �s the
w�ll of God that he be respected: very soon you have a power; �t �s
God's w�ll that �t be obeyed: and �f the power �s abused by h�m who
w�elds �t, �t �s the scourge wherew�th God pun�shes H�s ch�ldren.
There would be scruples about dr�v�ng out the usurper: publ�c
tranqu�ll�ty would have to be d�sturbed, v�olence would have to be
employed, and blood sp�lt; all th�s accords �ll w�th Chr�st�an
meekness; and after all, �n th�s vale of sorrows, what does �t matter
whether we are free men or serfs? The essent�al th�ng �s to get to
heaven, and res�gnat�on �s only an add�t�onal means of do�ng so.
If war breaks out w�th another State, the c�t�zens march read�ly out to
battle; not one of them th�nks of fl�ght; they do the�r duty, but they
have no pass�on for v�ctory; they know better how to d�e than how to
conquer. What does �t matter whether they w�n or lose? Does not
Prov�dence know better than they what �s meet for them? Only th�nk
to what account a proud, �mpetuous and pass�onate enemy could
turn the�r sto�c�sm! Set over aga�nst them those generous peoples
who were devoured by ardent love of glory and of the�r country,
�mag�ne your Chr�st�an republ�c face to face w�th Sparta or Rome: the
p�ous Chr�st�ans w�ll be beaten, crushed and destroyed, before they
know where they are, or w�ll owe the�r safety only to the contempt
the�r enemy w�ll conce�ve for them. It was to my m�nd a f�ne oath that
was taken by the sold�ers of Fab�us, who swore, not to conquer or
d�e, but to come back v�ctor�ous—and kept the�r oath. Chr�st�ans,
would never have taken such an oath; they would have looked on �t
as tempt�ng God.
But I am m�staken �n speak�ng of a Chr�st�an republ�c; the terms are
mutually exclus�ve. Chr�st�an�ty preaches only serv�tude and
dependence. Its sp�r�t �s so favourable to tyranny that �t always prof�ts
by such a rég�me. True Chr�st�ans are made to be slaves, and they
know �t and do not much m�nd: th�s short l�fe counts for too l�ttle �n
the�r eyes.
I shall be told that Chr�st�an troops are excellent. I deny �t. Show me
an �nstance. For my part, I know of no Chr�st�an troops. I shall be told
of the Crusades. W�thout d�sput�ng the valour of the Crusaders, I
answer that, so far from be�ng Chr�st�ans, they were the pr�ests'



sold�ery, c�t�zens of the Church. They fought for the�r sp�r�tual country,
wh�ch the Church had, somehow or other, made temporal. Well
understood, th�s goes back to pagan�sm: as the Gospel sets up no
nat�onal rel�g�on, a holy war �s �mposs�ble among Chr�st�ans.
Under the pagan emperors, the Chr�st�an sold�ers were brave; every
Chr�st�an wr�ter aff�rms �t, and I bel�eve �t: �t was a case of honourable
emulat�on of the pagan troops. As soon as the emperors were
Chr�st�an, th�s emulat�on no longer ex�sted, and, when the Cross had
dr�ven out the eagle, Roman valour wholly d�sappeared.
But, sett�ng as�de pol�t�cal cons�derat�ons, let us come back to what
�s r�ght, and settle our pr�nc�ples on th�s �mportant po�nt. The r�ght
wh�ch the soc�al compact g�ves the Sovere�gn over the subjects does
not, we have seen, exceed the l�m�ts of publ�c exped�ency.[5] The
subjects then owe the Sovere�gn an account of the�r op�n�ons only to
such an extent as they matter to the commun�ty. Now, �t matters very
much to the commun�ty that each c�t�zen should have a rel�g�on. That
w�ll make h�m love h�s duty; but the dogmas of that rel�g�on concern
the State and �ts members only so far as they have reference to
moral�ty and to the dut�es wh�ch he who professes them �s bound to
do to others. Each man may have, over and above, what op�n�ons he
pleases, w�thout �t be�ng the Sovere�gn's bus�ness to take
cogn�sance of them; for, as the Sovere�gn has no author�ty �n the
other world, whatever the lot of �ts subjects may be �n the l�fe to
come, that �s not �ts bus�ness, prov�ded they are good c�t�zens �n th�s
l�fe.
There �s therefore a purely c�v�l profess�on of fa�th of wh�ch the
Sovere�gn should f�x the art�cles, not exactly as rel�g�ous dogmas,
but as soc�al sent�ments w�thout wh�ch a man cannot be a good
c�t�zen or a fa�thful subject.[6] Wh�le �t can compel no one to bel�eve
them, �t can ban�sh from the State whoever does not bel�eve them—
�t can ban�sh h�m, not for �mp�ety, but as an ant�-soc�al be�ng,
�ncapable of truly lov�ng the laws and just�ce, and of sacr�f�c�ng, at
need, h�s l�fe to h�s duty. If any one, after publ�cly recogn�s�ng these
dogmas, behaves as �f he does not bel�eve them, let h�m be



pun�shed by death: he has comm�tted the worst of all cr�mes, that of
ly�ng before the law.
The dogmas of c�v�l rel�g�on ought to be few, s�mple, and exactly
worded, w�thout explanat�on or commentary. The ex�stence of a
m�ghty, �ntell�gent and benef�cent D�v�n�ty, possessed of fores�ght and
prov�dence, the l�fe to come, the happ�ness of the just, the
pun�shment of the w�cked, the sanct�ty of the soc�al contract and the
laws: these are �ts pos�t�ve dogmas. Its negat�ve dogmas I conf�ne to
one, �ntolerance, wh�ch �s a part of the cults we have rejected.
Those who d�st�ngu�sh c�v�l from theolog�cal �ntolerance are, to my
m�nd, m�staken. The two forms are �nseparable. It �s �mposs�ble to
l�ve at peace w�th those we regard as damned; to love them would
be to hate God who pun�shes them: we pos�t�vely must e�ther recla�m
or torment them. Wherever theolog�cal �ntolerance �s adm�tted, �t
must �nev�tably have some c�v�l effect;[7] and as soon as �t has such
an effect, the Sovere�gn �s no longer Sovere�gn even �n the temporal
sphere: thenceforth pr�ests are the real masters, and k�ngs only the�r
m�n�sters.
Now that there �s and can be no longer an exclus�ve nat�onal rel�g�on,
tolerance should be g�ven to all rel�g�ons that tolerate others, so long
as the�r dogmas conta�n noth�ng contrary to the dut�es of c�t�zensh�p.
But whoever dares to say: Outs�de the Church �s no salvat�on, ought
to be dr�ven from the State, unless the State �s the Church, and the
pr�nce the pont�ff. Such a dogma �s good only �n a theocrat�c
government; �n any other, �t �s fatal. The reason for wh�ch Henry IV �s
sa�d to have embraced the Roman rel�g�on ought to make every
honest man leave �t, and st�ll more any pr�nce who knows how to
reason.

[1] Nonne ea quæ poss�det Chamos deus tuus, t�b� jure debentur? (Judges x�. 24).
Such �s the text �n the Vulgate. Father de Carr�ères translates: "Do you not regard
yourselves as hav�ng a r�ght to what your god possesses?" I do not know the force
of the Hebrew text: but I perce�ve that, �n the Vulgate, Jephthah pos�t�vely
recogn�ses the r�ght of the god Chamos, and that the French translator weakened
th�s adm�ss�on by �nsert�ng an "accord�ng to you," wh�ch �s not �n the Lat�n.



[2] It �s qu�te clear that the Phoc�an war, wh�ch was called "the Sacred War," was
not a war of rel�g�on. Its object was the pun�shment of acts of sacr�lege, and not the
conquest of unbel�evers.
[3] It should be noted that the clergy f�nd the�r bond of un�on not so much �n formal
assembl�es, as �n the commun�on of Churches. Commun�on and ex-
commun�cat�on are the soc�al compact of the clergy, a compact wh�ch w�ll always
make them masters of peoples and k�ngs. All pr�ests who commun�cate together
are fellow-c�t�zens, even �f they come from oppos�te ends of the earth. Th�s
�nvent�on �s a masterp�ece of statesmansh�p: there �s noth�ng l�ke �t among pagan
pr�ests; who have therefore never formed a cler�cal corporate body.

[4] See, for �nstance, �n a letter from Grot�us to h�s brother (Apr�l 11, 1643), what
that learned man found to pra�se and to blame �n the De C�ve. It �s true that, w�th a
bent for �ndulgence, he seems to pardon the wr�ter the good for the sake of the
bad; but all men are not so forg�v�ng.
[5] "In the republ�c," says the Marqu�s d'Argenson, "each man �s perfectly free �n
what does not harm others." Th�s �s the �nvar�able l�m�tat�on, wh�ch �t �s �mposs�ble
to def�ne more exactly. I have not been able to deny myself the pleasure of
occas�onally quot�ng from th�s manuscr�pt, though �t �s unknown to the publ�c, �n
order to do honour to the memory of a good and �llustr�ous man, who had kept
even �n the M�n�stry the heart of a good c�t�zen, and v�ews on the government of
h�s country that were sane and r�ght.

[6] Cæsar, plead�ng for Cat�l�ne, tr�ed to establ�sh the dogma that the soul �s mortal:
Cato and C�cero, �n refutat�on, d�d not waste t�me �n ph�losoph�s�ng. They were
content to show that Cæsar spoke l�ke a bad c�t�zen, and brought forward a
doctr�ne that would have a bad effect on the State. Th�s, �n fact, and not a problem
of theology, was what the Roman senate had to judge.
[7] Marr�age, for �nstance, be�ng a c�v�l contract, has c�v�l effects w�thout wh�ch
soc�ety cannot even subs�st Suppose a body of clergy should cla�m the sole r�ght
of perm�tt�ng th�s act, a r�ght wh�ch every �ntolerant rel�g�on must of necess�ty cla�m,
�s �t not clear that �n establ�sh�ng the author�ty of the Church �n th�s respect, �t w�ll
be destroy�ng that of the pr�nce, who w�ll have thenceforth only as many subjects
as the clergy choose to allow h�m? Be�ng �n a pos�t�on to marry or not to marry
people, accord�ng to the�r acceptance of such and such a doctr�ne, the�r adm�ss�on
or reject�on of such and such a formula, the�r greater or less p�ety, the Church
alone, by the exerc�se of prudence and f�rmness, w�ll d�spose of all �nher�tances,
off�ces and c�t�zens, and even of the State �tself, wh�ch could not subs�st �f �t were
composed ent�rely of bastards? But, I shall be told, there w�ll be appeals on the
ground of abuse, summonses and decrees; the temporal�t�es w�ll be se�zed. How
sad! The clergy, however l�ttle, I w�ll not say courage, but sense �t has, w�ll take no
not�ce and go �ts way: �t w�ll qu�etly allow appeals, summonses, decrees and



se�zures, and, �n the end, w�ll rema�n the master. It �s not, I th�nk, a great sacr�f�ce
to g�ve up a part, when one �s sure of secur�ng all.

CHAPTER IX

CONCLUSION

Now that I have la�d down the true pr�nc�ples of pol�t�cal r�ght, and
tr�ed to g�ve the State a bas�s of �ts own to rest on, I ought next to
strengthen �t by �ts external relat�ons, wh�ch would �nclude the law of
nat�ons, commerce, the r�ght of war and conquest, publ�c r�ght,
leagues, negot�at�ons, treat�es, etc. But all th�s forms a new subject
that �s far too vast for my narrow scope. I ought throughout to have
kept to a more l�m�ted sphere.

A DISCOURSE

WHICH WON THE PRIZE AT THE ACADEMY OF DIJON IN 1750,
ON THIS QUESTION PROPOSED BY THE ACADEMY:

HAS THE RESTORATION OF THE ARTS AND SCIENCES
HAD A PURIFYING EFFECT UPON MORALS?

Barbaras h�s ego sum, qu� non �ntell�gor �ll�s.—OVID.[1]

PREFACE



The follow�ng pages conta�n a d�scuss�on of one of the most subl�me
and �nterest�ng of all moral quest�ons. It �s not concerned, however,
w�th those metaphys�cal subtlet�es, wh�ch of late have found the�r
way �nto every department of l�terature, and from wh�ch even our
academ�c curr�cula are not always free. We have now to do w�th one
of those truths on wh�ch the happ�ness of mank�nd depends.
I foresee that I shall not read�ly be forg�ven for hav�ng taken up the
pos�t�on I have adopted. Sett�ng myself up aga�nst all that �s
nowadays most adm�red, I can expect no less than a un�versal
outcry aga�nst me: nor �s the approbat�on of a few sens�ble men
enough to make me count on that of the publ�c. But I have taken my
stand, and I shall be at no pa�ns to please e�ther �ntellectuals or men
of the world. There are �n all ages men born to be �n bondage to the
op�n�ons of the soc�ety �n wh�ch they l�ve. There are not a few, who
to-day play the free-th�nker and the ph�losopher, who would, �f they
had l�ved �n the t�me of the League, have been no more than
fanat�cs. No author, who has a m�nd to outl�ve h�s own age, should
wr�te for such readers.
A word more and I have done. As I d�d not expect the honour
conferred on me, I had, s�nce send�ng �n my D�scourse, so altered
and enlarged �t as almost to make �t a new work; but �n the
c�rcumstances I have felt bound to publ�sh �t just as �t was when �t
rece�ved the pr�ze. I have only added a few notes, and left two
alterat�ons wh�ch are eas�ly recogn�sable, of wh�ch the Academy
poss�bly m�ght not have approved. The respect, grat�tude and even
just�ce I owe to that body seemed to me to demand th�s
acknowledgment.

[1] Here I am, a barbar�an, because men understand me not.

MORAL EFFECTS
OF THE ARTS AND SCIENCES



Dec�p�mur spec�e rect�.—HORACE.

The quest�on before me �s, "Whether the Restorat�on of the arts and
sc�ences has had the effect of pur�fy�ng or corrupt�ng morals." Wh�ch
s�de am I to take? That, gentlemen, wh�ch becomes an honest man,
who �s sens�ble of h�s own �gnorance, and th�nks h�mself none the
worse for �t.
I feel the d�ff�culty of treat�ng th�s subject f�tt�ngly, before the tr�bunal
wh�ch �s to judge of what I advance. How can I presume to bel�ttle
the sc�ences before one of the most learned assembl�es �n Europe,
to commend �gnorance �n a famous Academy, and reconc�le my
contempt for study w�th the respect due to the truly learned?
I was aware of these �ncons�stenc�es, but not d�scouraged by them. It
�s not sc�ence, I sa�d to myself, that I am attack�ng; �t �s v�rtue that I
am defend�ng, and that before v�rtuous men—and goodness �s even
dearer to the good than learn�ng to the learned.
What then have I to fear? The sagac�ty of the assembly before wh�ch
I am plead�ng? That, I acknowledge, �s to be feared; but rather on
account of faults of construct�on than of the v�ews I hold. Just
sovere�gns have never hes�tated to dec�de aga�nst themselves �n
doubtful cases; and �ndeed the most advantageous s�tuat�on �n wh�ch
a just cla�m can be, �s that of be�ng la�d before a just and enl�ghtened
arb�trator, who �s judge �n h�s own case.
To th�s mot�ve, wh�ch encouraged me, I may add another wh�ch
f�nally dec�ded me. And th�s �s, that as I have upheld the cause of
truth to the best of my natural ab�l�t�es, whatever my apparent
success, there �s one reward wh�ch cannot fa�l me. That reward I
shall f�nd �n the bottom of my heart.

THE FIRST PART



It �s a noble and beaut�ful spectacle to see man ra�s�ng h�mself, so to
speak, from noth�ng by h�s own exert�ons; d�ss�pat�ng, by the l�ght of
reason, all the th�ck clouds �n wh�ch he was by nature enveloped;
mount�ng above h�mself; soar�ng �n thought even to the celest�al
reg�ons; l�ke the sun, encompass�ng w�th g�ant str�des the vast extent
of the un�verse; and, what �s st�ll grander and more wonderful, go�ng
back �nto h�mself, there to study man and get to know h�s own
nature, h�s dut�es and h�s end. All these m�racles we have seen
renewed w�th�n the last few generat�ons.
Europe had relapsed �nto the barbar�sm of the earl�est ages; the
�nhab�tants of th�s part of the world, wh�ch �s at present so h�ghly
enl�ghtened, were plunged, some centur�es ago, �n a state st�ll-worse
than �gnorance. A sc�ent�f�c jargon, more desp�cable than mere
�gnorance, had usurped the name of knowledge, and opposed an
almost �nv�nc�ble obstacle to �ts restorat�on.
Th�ngs had come to such a pass, that �t requ�red a complete
revolut�on to br�ng men back to common sense. Th�s came at last
from the quarter from wh�ch �t was least to be expected. It was the
stup�d Mussulman, the eternal scourge of letters, who was the
�mmed�ate cause of the�r rev�val among us. The fall of the throne of
Constant�ne brought to Italy the rel�cs of anc�ent Greece; and w�th
these prec�ous spo�ls France �n turn was enr�ched. The sc�ences
soon followed l�terature, and the art of th�nk�ng jo�ned that of wr�t�ng:
an order wh�ch may seem strange, but �s perhaps only too natural.
The world now began to perce�ve the pr�nc�pal advantage of an
�ntercourse w�th the Muses, that of render�ng mank�nd more soc�able
by �nsp�r�ng them w�th the des�re to please one another w�th
performances worthy of the�r mutual approbat�on.
The m�nd, as well as the body, has �ts needs: those of the body are
the bas�s of soc�ety, those of the m�nd �ts ornaments.
So long as government and law prov�de for the secur�ty and well-
be�ng of men �n the�r common l�fe, the arts, l�terature and the
sc�ences, less despot�c though perhaps more powerful, fl�ng
garlands of flowers over the cha�ns wh�ch we�gh them down. They
st�fle �n men's breasts that sense of or�g�nal l�berty, for wh�ch they



seem to have been born; cause them to love the�r own slavery, and
so make of them what �s called a c�v�l�sed people.
Necess�ty ra�sed up thrones; the arts and sc�ences have made them
strong. Powers of the earth, cher�sh all talents and protect those who
cult�vate them.[1] C�v�l�sed peoples, cult�vate such pursu�ts: to them,
happy slaves, you owe that del�cacy and exqu�s�teness of taste,
wh�ch �s so much your boast, that sweetness of d�spos�t�on and
urban�ty of manners wh�ch make �ntercourse so easy and agreeable
among you—�n a word, the appearance of all the v�rtues, w�thout
be�ng �n possess�on of one of them.
It was for th�s sort of accompl�shment, wh�ch �s by so much the more
capt�vat�ng as �t seems less affected, that Athens and Rome were so
much d�st�ngu�shed �n the boasted t�mes of the�r splendour and
magn�f�cence: and �t �s doubtless �n the same respect that our own
age and nat�on w�ll excel all per�ods and peoples. An a�r of
ph�losophy w�thout pedantry; an address at once natural and
engag�ng, d�stant equally from Teuton�c clums�ness and Ital�an
pantom�me; these are the effects of a taste acqu�red by l�beral
stud�es and �mproved by conversat�on w�th the world. What
happ�ness would �t be for those who l�ve among us, �f our external
appearance were always a true m�rror of our hearts; �f decorum were
but v�rtue; �f the max�ms we professed were the rules of our conduct;
and �f real ph�losophy were �nseparable from the t�tle of a
ph�losopher! But so many good qual�t�es too seldom go together;
v�rtue rarely appears �n so much pomp and state.
R�chness of apparel may procla�m the man of fortune, and elegance
the man of taste; but true health and manl�ness are known by
d�fferent s�gns. It �s under the home-spun of the labourer, and not
beneath the g�lt and t�nsel of the court�er, that we should look for
strength and v�gour of body.
External ornaments are no less fore�gn to v�rtue, wh�ch �s the
strength and act�v�ty of the m�nd. The honest man �s an athlete, who
loves to wrestle stark naked; he scorns all those v�le trapp�ngs, wh�ch
prevent the exert�on of h�s strength, and were, for the most part,
�nvented only to conceal some deform�ty.



Before art had moulded our behav�our, and taught our pass�ons to
speak an art�f�c�al language, our morals were rude but natural; and
the d�fferent ways �n wh�ch we behaved procla�med at the f�rst glance
the d�fference of our d�spos�t�ons. Human nature was not at bottom
better then than now; but men found the�r secur�ty �n the ease w�th
wh�ch they could see through one another, and th�s advantage, of
wh�ch we no longer feel the value, prevented the�r hav�ng many
v�ces.
In our day, now that more subtle study and a more ref�ned taste have
reduced the art of pleas�ng to a system, there preva�ls �n modern
manners a serv�le and decept�ve conform�ty; so that one would th�nk
every m�nd had been cast �n the same mould. Pol�teness requ�res
th�s th�ng; decorum that; ceremony has �ts forms, and fash�on �ts
laws, and these we must always follow, never the prompt�ngs of our
own nature.
We no longer dare seem what we really are, but l�e under a
perpetual restra�nt; �n the meant�me the herd of men, wh�ch we call
soc�ety, all act under the same c�rcumstances exactly al�ke, unless
very part�cular and powerful mot�ves prevent them. Thus we never
know w�th whom we have to deal; and even to know our fr�ends we
must wa�t for some cr�t�cal and press�ng occas�on; that �s, t�ll �t �s too
late; for �t �s on those very occas�ons that such knowledge �s of use
to us.
What a tra�n of v�ces must attend th�s uncerta�nty! S�ncere fr�endsh�p,
real esteem, and perfect conf�dence are ban�shed from among men.
Jealousy, susp�c�on, fear, coldness, reserve, hate and fraud l�e
constantly concealed under that un�form and dece�tful ve�l of
pol�teness; that boasted candour and urban�ty, for wh�ch we are
�ndebted to the l�ght and lead�ng of th�s age. We shall no longer take
�n va�n by our oaths the name of our Creator; but we shall �nsult H�m
w�th our blasphem�es, and our scrupulous ears w�ll take no offence.
We have grown too modest to brag of our own deserts; but we do
not scruple to decry those of others. We do not grossly outrage even
our enem�es, but artfully calumn�ate them. Our hatred of other
nat�ons d�m�n�shes, but patr�ot�sm d�es w�th �t. Ignorance �s held �n
contempt; but a dangerous scept�c�sm has succeeded �t. Some v�ces



�ndeed are condemned and others grown d�shonourable; but we
have st�ll many that are honoured w�th the names of v�rtues, and �t �s
become necessary that we should e�ther have, or at least pretend to
have them. Let who w�ll extol the moderat�on of our modern sages, I
see noth�ng �n �t but a ref�nement of �ntemperance as unworthy of my
commendat�on as the�r art�f�c�al s�mpl�c�ty.[2]

Such �s the pur�ty to wh�ch our morals have atta�ned; th�s �s the v�rtue
we have made our own. Let the arts and sc�ences cla�m the share
they have had �n th�s salutary work. I shall add but one reflect�on
more; suppose an �nhab�tant of some d�stant country should
endeavour to form an �dea of European morals from the state of the
sc�ences, the perfect�on of the arts, the propr�ety of our publ�c
enterta�nments, the pol�teness of our behav�our, the affab�l�ty of our
conversat�on, our constant profess�ons of benevolence, and from
those tumultuous assembl�es of people of all ranks, who seem, from
morn�ng t�ll n�ght, to have no other care than to obl�ge one another.
Such a stranger, I ma�nta�n, would arr�ve at a totally false v�ew of our
moral�ty.
Where there �s no effect, �t �s �dle to look for a cause: but here the
effect �s certa�n and the deprav�ty actual; our m�nds have been
corrupted �n proport�on as the arts and sc�ences have �mproved. W�ll
�t be sa�d, that th�s �s a m�sfortune pecul�ar to the present age? No,
gentlemen, the ev�ls result�ng from our va�n cur�os�ty are as old as
the world. The da�ly ebb and flow of the t�des are not more regularly
�nfluenced by the moon, than the morals of a people by the progress
of the arts and sc�ences. As the�r l�ght has r�sen above our hor�zon,
v�rtue has taken fl�ght, and the same phenomenon has been
constantly observed �n all t�mes and places.
Take Egypt, the f�rst school of mank�nd, that anc�ent country, famous
for �ts fert�l�ty under a brazen sky; the spot from wh�ch Sesostr�s once
set out to conquer the world. Egypt became the mother of ph�losophy
and the f�ne arts; soon she was conquered by Cambyses, and then
success�vely by the Greeks, the Romans, the Arabs, and f�nally the
Turks.



Take Greece, once peopled by heroes, who tw�ce vanqu�shed As�a.
Letters, as yet �n the�r �nfancy, had not corrupted the d�spos�t�on of �ts
�nhab�tants; but the progress of the sc�ences soon produced a
d�ssoluteness of manners, and the �mpos�t�on of the Macedon�an
yoke: from wh�ch t�me Greece, always learned, always voluptuous
and always a slave, has exper�enced am�d all �ts revolut�ons no more
than a change of masters. Not all the eloquence of Demosthenes
could breathe l�fe �nto a body wh�ch luxury and the arts had once
enervated.
It was not t�ll the days of Enn�us and Terence that Rome, founded by
a shepherd, and made �llustr�ous by I peasants, began to
degenerate. But after the appearance of an Ov�d, a Catullus, a
Mart�al, and the rest of those numerous obscene authors, whose
very names are enough to put modesty to the blush, Rome, once the
shr�ne of v�rtue, became the theatre of v�ce, a scorn among the
nat�ons, and an object of der�s�on even to barbar�ans. Thus the
cap�tal of the world at length subm�tted to the yoke of slavery �t had
�mposed on others, and the very day of �ts fall was the eve of that on
wh�ch �t conferred on one of �ts c�t�zens the t�tle of Arb�ter of Good
Taste.
What shall I say of that metropol�s of the Eastern Emp�re, wh�ch, by
�ts s�tuat�on, seemed dest�ned to be the cap�tal of the world; that
refuge of the arts and sc�ences, when they were ban�shed from the
rest of Europe, more perhaps by w�sdom than barbar�sm? The most
profl�gate debaucher�es, the most abandoned v�lla�n�es, the most
atroc�ous cr�mes, plots, murders and assass�nat�ons form the warp
and woof of the h�story of Constant�nople. Such �s the pure source
from wh�ch have flowed to us the floods of knowledge on wh�ch the
present age so pr�des �tself.
But wherefore should we seek, �n past ages, for proofs of a truth, of
wh�ch the present affords us ample ev�dence? There �s �n As�a a vast
emp�re, where learn�ng �s held �n honour, and leads to the h�ghest
d�gn�t�es �n the state. If the sc�ences �mproved our morals, �f they
�nsp�red us w�th courage and taught us to lay down our l�ves for the
good of our country, the Ch�nese should be w�se, free and �nv�nc�ble.
But, �f there be no v�ce they do not pract�se, no cr�me w�th wh�ch they



are not fam�l�ar; �f the sagac�ty of the�r m�n�sters, the supposed
w�sdom of the�r laws, and the mult�tude of �nhab�tants who people
that vast emp�re, have al�ke fa�led to preserve them from the yoke of
the rude and �gnorant Tartars, of what use were the�r men of sc�ence
and l�terature? What advantage has that country reaped from the
honours bestowed on �ts learned men? Can �t be that of be�ng
peopled by a race of scoundrels and slaves?
Contrast w�th these �nstances the morals of those few nat�ons wh�ch,
be�ng preserved from the contag�on of useless knowledge, have by
the�r v�rtues become happy �n themselves and afforded an example
to the rest of the world. Such were the f�rst �nhab�tants of Pers�a, a
nat�on so s�ngular that v�rtue was taught among them �n the same
manner as the sc�ences are w�th us. They very eas�ly subdued As�a,
and possess the exclus�ve glory of hav�ng had the h�story of the�r
pol�t�cal �nst�tut�ons regarded as a ph�losoph�cal romance. Such were
the Scyth�ans, of whom such wonderful eulog�es have come down to
us. Such were the Germans, whose s�mpl�c�ty, �nnocence and v�rtue,
afforded a most del�ghtful contrast to the pen of an h�stor�an, weary
of descr�b�ng the baseness and v�lla�n�es of an enl�ghtened, opulent
and voluptuous nat�on. Such had been even Rome �n the days of �ts
poverty and �gnorance. And such has shown �tself to be, even �n our
own t�mes, that rust�c nat�on, whose justly renowned courage not
even advers�ty could conquer, and whose f�del�ty no example could
corrupt.[3]

It �s not through stup�d�ty that the people have preferred other
act�v�t�es to those of the m�nd. They were not �gnorant that �n other
countr�es there were men who spent the�r t�me �n d�sput�ng �dly about
the sovere�gn good, and about v�ce and v�rtue. They knew that these
useless th�nkers were lav�sh �n the�r own pra�ses, and st�gmat�sed
other nat�ons contemptuously as barbar�ans. But they noted the
morals of these people, and so learnt what to th�nk of the�r learn�ng.
[4]

Can �t be forgotten that, �n the very heart of Greece, there arose a
c�ty as famous for the happy �gnorance of �ts �nhab�tants, as for the
w�sdom of �ts laws; a republ�c of dem�-gods rather than of men, so
greatly super�or the�r v�rtues seemed to those of mere human�ty?



Sparta, eternal proof of the van�ty of sc�ence, wh�le the v�ces, under
the conduct of the f�ne arts, were be�ng �ntroduced �nto Athens, even
wh�le �ts tyrant was carefully collect�ng together the works of the
pr�nce of poets, was dr�v�ng from her walls art�sts and the arts, the
learned and the�r learn�ng!
The d�fference was seen �n the outcome. Athens became the seat of
pol�teness and taste, the country of orators and ph�losophers. The
elegance of �ts bu�ld�ngs equalled that of �ts language; on every s�de
m�ght be seen marble and canvas, an�mated by the hands of the
most sk�lful art�sts. From Athens we der�ve those aston�sh�ng
performances, wh�ch w�ll serve as models to every corrupt age. The
p�cture of Lacedæmon �s not so h�ghly coloured. There, the
ne�ghbour�ng nat�ons used to say, "men were born v�rtuous, the�r
nat�ve a�r seem�ng to �nsp�re them w�th v�rtue." But �ts �nhab�tants
have left us noth�ng but the memory of the�r hero�c act�ons:
monuments that should not count for less �n our eyes than the most
cur�ous rel�cs of Athen�an marble.
It �s true that, among the Athen�ans, there were some few w�se men
who w�thstood the general torrent, and preserved the�r �ntegr�ty even
�n the company of the muses. But hear the judgment wh�ch the
pr�nc�pal, and most unhappy of them, passed on the art�sts and
learned men of h�s day.
"I have cons�dered the poets," says he, "and I look upon them as
people whose talents �mpose both on themselves and on others;
they g�ve themselves out for w�se men, and are taken for such; but �n
real�ty they are anyth�ng sooner than that."
"From the poets," cont�nues Socrates, "I turned to the art�sts. Nobody
was more �gnorant of the arts than myself; nobody was more fully
persuaded that the art�sts were possessed of amaz�ng knowledge. I
soon d�scovered, however, that they were �n as bad a way as the
poets, and that both had fallen �nto the same m�sconcept�on.
Because the most sk�lful of them excel others �n the�r part�cular jobs,
they th�nk themselves w�ser than all the rest of mank�nd. Th�s
arrogance spo�lt all the�r sk�ll �n my eyes, so that, putt�ng myself �n
the place of the oracle, and ask�ng myself whether I would rather be



what I am or what they are, know what they know, or know that I
know noth�ng, I very read�ly answered, for myself and the god, that I
had rather rema�n as I am.
"None of us, ne�ther the soph�sts, nor the poets, nor the orators, nor
the art�sts, nor I, know what �s the nature of the true, the good, or the
beaut�ful. But there �s th�s d�fference between us; that, though none
of these people know anyth�ng, they all th�nk they know someth�ng;
whereas for my part, �f I know noth�ng, I am at least �n no doubt of
my �gnorance. So the super�or�ty of w�sdom, �mputed to me by the
oracle, �s reduced merely to my be�ng fully conv�nced that I am
�gnorant of what I do not know."
Thus we f�nd Socrates, the w�sest of men �n the judgment of the god,
and the most learned of all the Athen�ans �n the op�n�on of all
Greece, speak�ng �n pra�se of �gnorance. Were he al�ve now, there �s
l�ttle reason to th�nk that our modern scholars and art�sts would
�nduce h�m to change h�s m�nd. No, gentlemen, that honest man
would st�ll pers�st �n desp�s�ng our va�n sc�ences. He would lend no
a�d to swell the flood of books that flows from every quarter: he
would leave to us, as he d�d to h�s d�sc�ples, only the example and
memory of h�s v�rtues; that �s the noblest method of �nstruct�ng
mank�nd.
Socrates had begun at Athens, and the elder Cato proceeded at
Rome, to �nve�gh aga�nst those seduct�ve and subtle Greeks, who
corrupted the v�rtue and destroyed the courage of the�r fellow-
c�t�zens: culture, however, preva�led. Rome was f�lled w�th
ph�losophers and orators, m�l�tary d�sc�pl�ne was neglected,
agr�culture was held �n contempt, men formed sects, and forgot the�r
country. To the sacred names of l�berty, d�s�nterestedness and
obed�ence to law, succeeded those of Ep�curus, Zeno and
Arces�laus. It was even a say�ng among the�r own ph�losophers that
s�nce learned men appeared among them, honest men had been �n
ecl�pse. Before that t�me the Romans were sat�sf�ed w�th the pract�ce
of v�rtue; they were undone when they began to study �t.
What would the great soul of Fabr�c�us have felt, �f �t had been h�s
m�sfortune to be called back to l�fe, when he saw the pomp and



magn�f�cence of that Rome, wh�ch h�s arm had saved from ru�n, and
h�s honourable name made more �llustr�ous than all �ts conquests.
"Ye gods!" he would have sa�d, "what has become of those thatched
roofs and rust�c hearths, wh�ch were formerly the hab�tat�ons of
temperance and v�rtue? What fatal splendour has succeeded the
anc�ent Roman s�mpl�c�ty? What �s th�s fore�gn language, th�s
effem�nacy of manners? What �s the mean�ng of these statues,
pa�nt�ngs and bu�ld�ngs? Fools, what have you done? You, the lords
of the earth, have made yourselves the slaves of the fr�volous
nat�ons you have subdued. You are governed by rhetor�c�ans, and �t
has been only to enr�ch arch�tects, pa�nters, sculptors and stage-
players that you have watered Greece and As�a w�th your blood.
Even the spo�ls of Carthage are the pr�ze of a flute-player. Romans!
Romans! make haste to demol�sh those amph�theatres, break to
p�eces those statues, burn those pa�nt�ngs; dr�ve from among you
those slaves who keep you �n subject�on, and whose fatal arts are
corrupt�ng your morals. Let other hands make themselves �llustr�ous
by such va�n talents; the only talent worthy of Rome �s that of
conquer�ng the world and mak�ng v�rtue �ts ruler. When Cyneas took
the Roman senate for an assembly of k�ngs, he was not struck by
e�ther useless pomp or stud�ed elegance. He heard there none of
that fut�le eloquence, wh�ch �s now the study and the charm of
fr�volous orators. What then was the majesty that Cyneas beheld?
Fellow c�t�zens, he saw the noblest s�ght that ever ex�sted under
heaven, a s�ght wh�ch not all your r�ches or your arts can show; an
assembly of two hundred v�rtuous men, worthy to command �n
Rome, and to govern the world."
But let pass the d�stance of t�me and place, and let us see what has
happened �n our own t�me and country; or rather let us ban�sh od�ous
descr�pt�ons that m�ght offend our del�cacy, and spare ourselves the
pa�ns of repeat�ng the same t�l�ngs under d�fferent names. It was not
for noth�ng that I �nvoked the Manes of Fabr�c�us; for what have I put
�nto h�s mouth, that m�ght not have come w�th as much propr�ety
from Lou�s the Twelfth or Henry the Fourth? It �s true that �n France
Socrates would not have drunk the hemlock, but he would have
drunk of a pot�on �nf�n�tely more b�tter, of �nsult, mockery and
contempt a hundred t�mes worse than death.



Thus �t �s that luxury, profl�gacy and slavery, have been, �n all ages,
the scourge of the efforts of our pr�de to emerge from that happy
state of �gnorance, �n wh�ch the w�sdom of prov�dence had placed us.
That th�ck ve�l w�th wh�ch �t has covered all �ts operat�ons seems to
be a suff�c�ent proof that �t never des�gned us for such fru�tless
researches. But �s there, �ndeed, one lesson �t has taught us, by
wh�ch we have r�ghtly prof�ted, or wh�ch we have neglected w�th
�mpun�ty? Let men learn for once that nature would have preserved
them from sc�ence, as a mother snatches a dangerous weapon from
the hands of her ch�ld. Let them know that all the secrets she h�des
are so many ev�ls from wh�ch she protects them, and that the very
d�ff�culty they f�nd �n acqu�r�ng knowledge �s not the least of her
bounty towards them. Men are perverse; but they would have been
far worse, �f they had had the m�sfortune to be born learned.
How hum�l�at�ng are these reflect�ons to human�ty, and how mort�f�ed
by them our pr�de should be! What! �t w�ll be asked, �s upr�ghtness
the ch�ld of �gnorance? Is v�rtue �ncons�stent w�th learn�ng? What
consequences m�ght not be drawn from such suppos�t�ons? But to
reconc�le these apparent contrad�ct�ons, we need only exam�ne
closely the empt�ness and van�ty of those pompous t�tles, wh�ch are
so l�berally bestowed on human knowledge, and wh�ch so bl�nd our
judgment. Let us cons�der, therefore, the arts and sc�ences �n
themselves. Let us see what must result from the�r advancement,
and let us not hes�tate to adm�t the truth of all those po�nts on wh�ch
our arguments co�nc�de w�th the �nduct�ons we can make from
h�story.



[1] Sovere�gns always see w�th, pleasure a taste for the arts of amusement and
superflu�ty, wh�ch do not result �n the exportat�on of bull�on, �ncrease among the�r
subjects. They very well know that, bes�des nour�sh�ng that l�ttleness of m�nd wh�ch
�s proper to slavery, the �ncrease of art�f�c�al wants only b�nds so many more cha�ns
upon the people. Alexander, w�sh�ng to keep the Ichthyophages �n a state of
dependence, compelled them to g�ve up f�sh�ng, and subs�st on the customary
food of c�v�l�sed nat�ons. The Amer�can savages, who go naked, and l�ve ent�rely
on the products of the chase, have been always �mposs�ble to subdue. What yoke,
�ndeed, can be �mposed on men who stand �n need of noth�ng?

[2] "I love," sa�d Monta�gne, "to converse and hold an argument; but only w�th very
few people, and that for my own grat�f�cat�on. For to do so, by way of afford�ng
amusement for the great, or of mak�ng a parade of one's talents, �s, �n my op�n�on,
a trade very �ll-becom�ng a man of honour." It �s the trade of all our �ntellectuals,
save one.
[3] I dare not speak of those happy nat�ons, who d�d not even know the name of
many v�ces, wh�ch we f�nd �t d�ff�cult to suppress; the savages of Amer�ca, whose
s�mple and natural mode of government Monta�gne preferred, w�thout hes�tat�on,
not only to the laws of Plato, but to the most perfect v�s�ons of government
ph�losophy can ever suggest He c�tes many examples, str�k�ng for those who are
capable of apprec�at�ng them. But, what of all that, says he, they can't run to a pa�r
of breeches!

[4] What are we to th�nk was the real op�n�on of the Athen�ans themselves about
eloquence, when they were so very careful to ban�sh declamat�on from that upr�ght
tr�bunal, aga�nst whose dec�s�on even the�r gods made no appeal? What d�d the
Romans th�nk of phys�c�ans, when they expelled med�c�ne from the republ�c? And
when the rel�cs of human�ty left among the Span�ards �nduced them to forb�d the�r
lawyers to set foot �n Amer�ca, what must they have thought of jur�sprudence? May
�t not be sa�d that they thought, by th�s s�ngle exped�ent, to make reparat�on for all
the outrages they had comm�tted aga�nst the unhappy Ind�ans?

THE SECOND PART

An anc�ent trad�t�on passed out of Egypt �nto Greece, that some god,
who was an enemy to the repose of mank�nd, was the �nventor of the
sc�ences.[1] What must the Egypt�ans, among whom the sc�ences
f�rst arose, have thought of them? And they beheld, near at hand, the



sources from wh�ch they sprang. In fact, whether we turn to the
annals of the world, or eke out w�th ph�losoph�cal �nvest�gat�ons the
uncerta�n chron�cles of h�story, we shall not f�nd for human
knowledge an or�g�n answer�ng to the �dea we are pleased to
enterta�n of �t at present. Astronomy was born of superst�t�on,
eloquence of amb�t�on, hatred, falsehood and flattery; geometry of
avar�ce; phys�cs of an �dle cur�os�ty; and even moral ph�losophy of
human pr�de. Thus the arts and sc�ences owe the�r b�rth to our v�ces;
we should be less doubtful of the�r advantages, �f they had sprung
from our v�rtues.
The�r ev�l or�g�n �s, �ndeed, but too pla�nly reproduced �n the�r objects.
What would become of the arts, were they not cher�shed by luxury?
If men were not unjust, of what use were jur�sprudence? What would
become of h�story, �f there were no tyrants, wars, or consp�rac�es? In
a word, who would pass h�s l�fe �n barren speculat�ons, �f everybody,
attent�ve only to the obl�gat�ons of human�ty and the necess�t�es of
nature, spent h�s whole l�fe �n serv�ng h�s country, obl�g�ng h�s
fr�ends, and rel�ev�ng the unhappy? Are we then made to l�ve and d�e
on the br�nk of that well at the bottom of wh�ch Truth l�es h�d? Th�s
reflect�on alone �s, �n my op�n�on, enough to d�scourage at f�rst
sett�ng out every man who ser�ously endeavours to �nstruct h�mself
by the study of ph�losophy.
What a var�ety of dangers surrounds us! What a number of wrong
paths present themselves �n the �nvest�gat�on of the sc�ences!
Through how many errors, more per�lous than truth �tself �s useful,
must we not pass to arr�ve at �t? The d�sadvantages we l�e under are
ev�dent; for falsehood �s capable of an �nf�n�te var�ety of
comb�nat�ons; but the truth has only one manner of be�ng. Bes�des,
where �s the man who s�ncerely des�res to f�nd �t? Or even adm�tt�ng
h�s good w�ll, by what character�st�c marks �s he sure of know�ng �t?
Am�d the �nf�n�te d�vers�ty of op�n�ons where �s the cr�ter�on[2] by
wh�ch we may certa�nly judge of �t? Aga�n, what �s st�ll more d�ff�cult,
should we even be fortunate enough to d�scover �t, who among us
w�ll know how to make r�ght use of �t?
If our sc�ences are fut�le �n the objects they propose, they are no less
dangerous �n the effects they produce. Be�ng the effect of �dleness,



they generate �dleness �n the�r turn; and an �rreparable loss of t�me �s
the f�rst prejud�ce wh�ch they must necessar�ly cause to soc�ety. To
l�ve w�thout do�ng some good �s a great ev�l as well �n the pol�t�cal as
�n the moral world; and hence every useless c�t�zen should be
regarded as a pern�c�ous person. Tell me then, �llustr�ous
ph�losophers, of whom we learn the rat�os �n wh�ch attract�on acts �n
vacuo; and �n the revolut�on of the planets, the relat�ons of spaces
traversed �n equal t�mes; by whom we are taught what curves have
conjugate po�nts, po�nts of �nflex�on, and cusps; how the soul and
body correspond, l�ke two clocks, w�thout actual commun�cat�on;
what planets may be �nhab�ted; and what �nsects reproduce �n an
extraord�nary manner. Answer me, I say, you from whom we rece�ve
all th�s subl�me �nformat�on, whether we should have been less
numerous, worse governed, less form�dable, less flour�sh�ng, or
more perverse, suppos�ng you had taught us none of all these f�ne
th�ngs.
Recons�der therefore the �mportance of your product�ons; and, s�nce
the labours of the most enl�ghtened of our learned men and the best
of our c�t�zens are of so l�ttle ut�l�ty, tell us what we ought to th�nk of
that numerous herd of obscure wr�ters and useless l�tterateurs, who
devour w�thout any return the substance of the State.
Useless, do I say? Would God they were! Soc�ety would be more
peaceful, and morals less corrupt. But these va�n and fut�le
decla�mers go forth on all s�des, armed w�th the�r fatal paradoxes, to
sap the foundat�ons of our fa�th, and null�fy v�rtue. They sm�le
contemptuously at such old names as patr�ot�sm and rel�g�on, and
consecrate the�r talents and ph�losophy to the destruct�on; and
defamat�on of all that men hold sacred. Not that they bear any real
hatred to v�rtue or dogma; they are the enem�es of publ�c op�n�on
alone; to br�ng them to the foot of the altar, �t would be enough to
ban�sh them to a land of athe�sts. What extravaganc�es w�ll not the
rage of s�ngular�ty �nduce men to comm�t!
The waste of t�me �s certa�nly a great ev�l; but st�ll greater ev�ls attend
upon l�terature and the arts. One �s luxury, produced l�ke them by
�ndolence and van�ty. Luxury �s seldom unattended by the arts and
sc�ences; and they are always attended by luxury. I know that our



ph�losophy, fert�le �n paradoxes, pretends, �n contrad�ct�on to the
exper�ence of all ages, that luxury contr�butes to the splendour of
States. But, w�thout �ns�st�ng on the necess�ty of sumptuary laws, can
�t be den�ed that rect�tude of morals �s essent�al to the durat�on of
emp�res, and that luxury �s d�ametr�cally opposed to such rect�tude?
Let �t be adm�tted that luxury �s a certa�n �nd�cat�on of wealth; that �t
even serves, �f you w�ll, to �ncrease such wealth: what conclus�on �s
to be drawn from th�s paradox, so worthy of the t�mes? And what w�ll
become of v�rtue �f r�ches are to be acqu�red at any cost? The
pol�t�c�ans of the anc�ent world were always talk�ng of morals and
v�rtue; ours speak of noth�ng but commerce and money. One of them
w�ll tell you that �n such a country a man �s worth just as much as he
w�ll sell for at Alg�ers: another, pursu�ng the same mode of
calculat�on, f�nds that �n some countr�es a man �s worth noth�ng, and
�n others st�ll less than noth�ng; they value men as they do droves of
oxen. Accord�ng to them, a man �s worth no more to the State, than
the amount he consumes; and thus a Sybar�te would be worth at
least th�rty Lacedæmon�ans. Let these wr�ters tell me, however,
wh�ch of the two republ�cs, Sybar�s or Sparta, was subdued by a
handful of peasants, and wh�ch became the terror of As�a.
The monarchy of Cyrus was conquered by th�rty thousand men, led
by a pr�nce poorer than the meanest of Pers�an Satraps: �n l�ke
manner the Scyth�ans, the poorest of all nat�ons, were able to res�st
the most powerful monarchs of the un�verse. When two famous
republ�cs contended for the emp�re of the world, the one r�ch and the
other poor, the former was subdued by the latter. The Roman emp�re
�n �ts turn, after hav�ng engulfed all the r�ches of the un�verse, fell a
prey to peoples who knew not even what r�ches were. The Franks
conquered the Gauls, and the Saxons England, w�thout any other
treasures than the�r bravery and the�r poverty. A band of poor
mounta�neers, whose whole cup�d�ty was conf�ned to the possess�on
of a few sheep-sk�ns, hav�ng f�rst g�ven a check to the arrogance of
Austr�a, went on to crush the opulent and form�dable house of
Burgundy, wh�ch at that t�me made the potentates of Europe tremble.
In short, all the power and w�sdom of the he�r of Charles the F�fth,
backed by all the treasures of the Ind�es, broke before a few herr�ng-
f�shers. Let our pol�t�c�ans condescend to lay as�de the�r calculat�ons



for a moment, to reflect on these examples; let them learn for once
that money, though �t buys everyth�ng else, cannot buy morals and
c�t�zens. What then �s the prec�se po�nt �n d�spute about luxury? It �s
to know wh�ch �s most advantageous to emp�res, that the�r ex�stence
should be br�ll�ant and momentary, or v�rtuous and last�ng? I say
br�ll�ant, but w�th what lustre! A taste for ostentat�on never preva�ls �n
the same m�nds as a taste for honesty. No, �t �s �mposs�ble that
understand�ngs, degraded by a mult�tude of fut�le cares, should ever
r�se to what �s truly great and noble; even �f they had the strength,
they would want the courage.
Every art�st loves applause. The pra�se of h�s contemporar�es �s the
most valuable part of h�s recompense. What then w�ll he do to obta�n
�t, �f he have the m�sfortune to be born among a people, and at a
t�me, when learn�ng �s �n vogue, and the superf�c�al�ty of youth �s �n a
pos�t�on to lead the fash�on; when men have sacr�f�ced the�r taste to
those who tyrann�se over the�r l�berty, and one sex dare not approve
anyth�ng but what �s proport�onate to the pus�llan�m�ty of the other;[3]

when the greatest masterp�eces of dramat�c poetry are condemned,
and the noblest of mus�cal product�ons neglected? Th�s �s what he
w�ll do. He w�ll lower h�s gen�us to the level of the age, and w�ll rather
subm�t to compose med�ocre works, that w�ll be adm�red dur�ng h�s
l�fe-t�me, than labour at subl�me ach�evements wh�ch w�ll not be
adm�red t�ll long after he �s dead. Let the famous Volta�re tell us how
many nervous and mascul�ne beaut�es he has sacr�f�ced to our false
del�cacy, and how much that �s great and noble, that sp�r�t of
gallantry, wh�ch del�ghts �n what �s fr�volous and petty, has cost h�m.
It �s thus that the d�ssolut�on of morals, the necessary consequence
of luxury, br�ngs w�th �t �n �ts turn the corrupt�on of taste. Further, �f by
chance there be found among men of average ab�l�ty, an �nd�v�dual
w�th enough strength of m�nd to refuse to comply w�th the sp�r�t of the
age, and to debase h�mself by puer�le product�ons, h�s lot w�ll be
hard. He w�ll d�e �n �nd�gence and obl�v�on. Th�s �s not so much a
pred�ct�on, as a fact already conf�rmed by exper�ence! Yes, Carle and
P�erre Vanloo, the t�me �s already come when your penc�ls, dest�ned
to �ncrease the majesty of our temples by subl�me and holy �mages,
must fall from your hands, or else be prost�tuted to adorn the panels



of a coach w�th lasc�v�ous pa�nt�ngs. And you, �n�m�table P�gal, r�val
of Ph�d�as and Prax�teles, whose ch�sel the anc�ents would have
employed to carve them gods, whose �mages almost excuse the�r
�dolatry �n our eyes; even your hand must condescend to fash�on the
belly of an ape, or else rema�n �dle.
We cannot reflect on the moral�ty of mank�nd w�thout contemplat�ng
w�th pleasure the p�cture of the s�mpl�c�ty wh�ch preva�led �n the
earl�est t�mes. Th�s �mage may be justly compared to a beaut�ful
coast, adorned only by the hands of nature; towards wh�ch our eyes
are constantly turned, and wh�ch we see reced�ng w�th regret. Wh�le
men were �nnocent and v�rtuous and loved to have the gods for
w�tnesses of the�r act�ons, they dwelt together �n the same huts; but
when they became v�c�ous, they grew t�red of such �nconven�ent
onlookers, and ban�shed them to magn�f�cent temples. F�nally, they
expelled the�r de�t�es even from these, �n order to dwell there
themselves; or at least the temples of the gods were no longer more
magn�f�cent than the palaces of the c�t�zens. Th�s was the he�ght of
degeneracy; nor could v�ce ever be carr�ed to greater lengths than
when �t was seen, supported, as �t were, at the doors of the great, on
columns of marble, and graven on Cor�nth�an cap�tals.
As the conven�ences of l�fe �ncrease, as the arts are brought to
perfect�on, and luxury spreads, true courage flags, the v�rtues
d�sappear; and all th�s �s the effect of the sc�ences and of those arts
wh�ch are exerc�sed �n the pr�vacy of men's dwell�ngs. When the
Goths ravaged Greece, the l�brar�es only escaped the flames ow�ng
to an op�n�on that was set on foot among them, that �t was best to
leave the enemy w�th a possess�on so calculated to d�vert the�r
attent�on from m�l�tary exerc�ses, and keep them engaged �n �ndolent
and sedentary occupat�ons.
Charles the E�ghth found h�mself master of Tuscany and the
k�ngdom of Naples, almost w�thout draw�ng sword; and all h�s court
attr�buted th�s unexpected success to the fact that the pr�nces and
nobles of Italy appl�ed themselves w�th greater earnestness to the
cult�vat�on of the�r understand�ngs than to act�ve and mart�al pursu�ts.
In fact, says the sens�ble person who records these character�st�cs,
exper�ence pla�nly tells us, that �n m�l�tary matters and all that



resemble them appl�cat�on to the sc�ences tends rather to make men
effem�nate and cowardly than resolute and v�gorous.
The Romans confessed that m�l�tary v�rtue was ext�ngu�shed among
them, �n proport�on as they became conno�sseurs �n the arts of the
pa�nter, the engraver and the goldsm�th, and began to cult�vate the
f�ne arts. Indeed, as �f th�s famous country was to be for ever an
example to other nat�ons, the r�se of the Med�c� and the rev�val of
letters has once more destroyed, th�s t�me perhaps for ever, the
mart�al reputat�on wh�ch Italy seemed a few centur�es ago to have
recovered.
The anc�ent republ�cs of Greece, w�th that w�sdom wh�ch was so
consp�cuous �n most of the�r �nst�tut�ons, forbade the�r c�t�zens to
pursue all those �nact�ve and sedentary occupat�ons, wh�ch by
enervat�ng and corrupt�ng the body d�m�n�sh also the v�gour of the
m�nd. W�th what courage, �n fact, can �t be thought that hunger and
th�rst, fat�gues, dangers and death, can be faced by men whom the
smallest want overwhelms and the sl�ghtest d�ff�culty repels? W�th
what resolut�on can sold�ers support the excess�ve to�ls of war, when
they are ent�rely unaccustomed to them? W�th what sp�r�ts can they
make forced marches under off�cers who have not even the strength
to travel on horseback? It �s no answer to c�te the reputed valour of
all the modern warr�ors who are so sc�ent�f�cally tra�ned. I hear much
of the�r bravery �n a day's battle; but I am told noth�ng of how they
support excess�ve fat�gue, how they stand the sever�ty of the
seasons and the �nclemency of the weather. A l�ttle sunsh�ne or
snow, or the want of a few superflu�t�es, �s enough to cr�pple and
destroy one of our f�nest arm�es �n a few days. Intrep�d warr�ors I
perm�t me for once to tell you the truth, wh�ch you seldom hear. Of
your bravery I am fully sat�sf�ed. I have no doubt that you would have
tr�umphed w�th Hann�bal at Cannæ, and at Tras�mene: that you
would have passed the Rub�con w�th Cæsar, and enabled h�m to
enslave h�s country; but you never would have been able to cross
the Alps w�th the former, or w�th the latter to subdue your own
ancestors, the Gauls.
A war does not always depend on the events of battle: there �s �n
generalsh�p an art super�or to that of ga�n�ng v�ctor�es. A man may



behave w�th great �ntrep�d�ty under f�re, and yet be a very had off�cer.
Even �n the common sold�er, a l�ttle more Strength and v�gour would
perhaps be more useful than so much courage, wh�ch after all �s no
protect�on from death. And what does �t matter to the State whether
�ts troops per�sh by cold and fever, or by the sword of the enemy?
If the cult�vat�on of the sc�ences �s prejud�c�al to m�l�tary qual�t�es, �t �s
st�ll more so to moral qual�t�es. Even from our �nfancy an absurd
system of educat�on serves to adorn our w�t and corrupt our
judgment. We see, on every s�de, huge �nst�tut�ons, where our youth
are educated at great expense, and �nstructed �n everyth�ng but the�r
duty. Your ch�ldren w�ll be �gnorant of the�r own language, when they
can talk others wh�ch are not spoken anywhere. They w�ll be able to
compose verses wh�ch they can hardly understand; and, w�thout
be�ng capable of d�st�ngu�sh�ng truth from error, they w�ll possess the
art of mak�ng them unrecogn�sable by spec�ous arguments. But
magnan�m�ty, equ�ty, temperance, human�ty and courage w�ll be
words of wh�ch they know not the mean�ng. The dear name of
country w�ll never str�ke on the�r ears; and �f they ever hear speak of
God,[4] �t w�ll be less to fear, than to be fr�ghtened of H�m. I would as
soon, sa�d a w�se man, that my pup�l had spent h�s t�me �n the tenn�s
court as �n th�s manner; for there h�s body at least would have got
exerc�se.
I well know that ch�ldren ought to be kept employed, and that
�dleness �s for them the danger most to be feared. But what should
they be taught? Th�s �s undoubtedly an �mportant quest�on. Let them
be taught what they are to pract�se when they come to be men;[5] not
what they ought to forget.
Our gardens are adorned w�th statues and our galler�es w�th
p�ctures. What would you �mag�ne these masterp�eces of art, thus
exh�b�ted to publ�c adm�rat�on, represent? The great men, who have
defended the�r country, or the st�ll greater men who have enr�ched �t
by the�r v�rtues? Far from �t. They are the �mages of every pervers�on
of heart and m�nd, carefully selected from anc�ent mythology, and
presented to the early cur�os�ty of our ch�ldren, doubtless that they



may have before the�r eyes the representat�ons of v�c�ous act�ons,
even before they are able to read.
Whence ar�se all those abuses, unless �t be from that fatal �nequal�ty
�ntroduced among men by the d�fference of talents and the
cheapen�ng of v�rtue? Th�s �s the most ev�dent effect of all our
stud�es, and the most dangerous of all the�r consequences. The
quest�on �s no longer whether a man �s honest, but whether he �s
clever. We do not ask whether a book �s useful, but whether �t �s well-
wr�tten. Rewards are lav�shed on w�t and �ngenu�ty, wh�le v�rtue �s left
unhonoured. There are a thousand pr�zes for f�ne d�scourses, and
none for good act�ons. I should be glad, however, to know whether
the honour attach�ng to the best d�scourse that ever w�ns the pr�ze �n
th�s Academy �s comparable w�th the mer�t of hav�ng founded the
pr�ze.
A w�se man does not go �n chase of fortune; but he �s by no means
�nsens�ble to glory, and when he sees �t so �ll d�str�buted, h�s v�rtue,
wh�ch m�ght have been an�mated by a l�ttle emulat�on, and turned to
the advantage of soc�ety, droops and d�es away �n obscur�ty and
�nd�gence. It �s for th�s reason that the agreeable arts must �n t�me
everywhere be preferred to the useful; and th�s truth has been but
too much conf�rmed s�nce the rev�val of the arts and sc�ences. We
have phys�c�sts, geometr�c�ans, chem�sts, astronomers, poets,
mus�c�ans, and pa�nters �n plenty; but we have no longer a c�t�zen
among us; or �f there be found a few scattered over our abandoned
countrys�de, they are left to per�sh there unnot�ced and neglected.
Such �s the cond�t�on to wh�ch we are reduced, and such are our
feel�ngs towards those who g�ve us our da�ly bread, and our ch�ldren
m�lk.
I confess, however, that the ev�l �s not so great as �t m�ght have
become. The eternal prov�dence, �n plac�ng salutary s�mples bes�de
nox�ous plants, and mak�ng po�sonous an�mals conta�n the�r own
ant�dote, has taught the sovere�gns of the earth, who are �ts
m�n�sters, to �m�tate �ts w�sdom. It �s by follow�ng th�s example that
the truly great monarch, to whose glory every age w�ll add new
lustre, drew from the very bosom of the arts and sc�ences, the very
founta�ns of a thousand lapses from rect�tude, those famous



soc�et�es, wh�ch, wh�le they are depos�tar�es of the dangerous trust of
human knowledge, are yet the sacred guard�ans of morals, by the
attent�on they pay to the�r ma�ntenance among themselves �n all the�r
pur�ty, and by the demands wh�ch they make on every member
whom they adm�t.
These w�se �nst�tut�ons, conf�rmed by h�s august successor and
�m�tated by all the k�ngs of Europe, w�ll serve at least to restra�n men
of letters, who, all asp�r�ng to the honour of be�ng adm�tted �nto these
Academ�es, w�ll keep watch over themselves, and endeavour to
make themselves worthy of such honour by useful performances and
�rreproachable morals. Those Academ�es also, wh�ch, �n propos�ng
pr�zes for l�terary mer�t, make cho�ce of such subjects as are
calculated to arouse the love of v�rtue �n the hearts of c�t�zens, prove
that �t preva�ls �n themselves, and must g�ve men the rare and real
pleasure of f�nd�ng learned soc�et�es devot�ng themselves to the
enl�ghtenment of mank�nd, not only by agreeable exerc�ses of the
�ntellect, but also by useful �nstruct�ons.
An object�on wh�ch may be made �s, �n fact, only an add�t�onal proof
of my argument. So much precaut�on proves but too ev�dently the
need for �t. We never seek remed�es for ev�ls that do not ex�st. Why,
�ndeed, must these bear all the marks of ord�nary remed�es, on
account of the�r �neff�cacy? The numerous establ�shments �n favour
of the learned are only adapted to make men m�stake the objects of
the sc�ences, and turn men's attent�on to the cult�vat�on of them. One
would be �ncl�ned to th�nk, from the precaut�ons everywhere taken,
that we are overstocked w�th husbandmen, and are afra�d of a
shortage of ph�losophers. I w�ll not venture here to enter �nto a
compar�son between agr�culture and ph�losophy, as they would not
bear �t. I shall only ask What �s ph�losophy? What �s conta�ned �n the
wr�t�ngs of the most celebrated ph�losophers? What are the lessons
of these fr�ends of w�sdom. To hear them, should we not take them
for so many mountebanks, exh�b�t�ng themselves �n publ�c, and
cry�ng out, Here, Here, come to me, I am the only true doctor? One
of them teaches that there �s no such th�ng as matter, but that
everyth�ng ex�sts only �n representat�on. Another declares that there
�s no other substance than matter, and no other God than the world



�tself. A th�rd tells you that there are no such th�ngs as v�rtue and
v�ce, and that moral good and ev�l are ch�meras; wh�le a fourth
�nforms you that men are only beasts of prey, and may
consc�ent�ously devour one another. Why, my great ph�losophers, do
you not reserve these w�se and prof�table lessons for your fr�ends
and ch�ldren? You would soon reap the benef�t of them, nor should
we be under any apprehens�on of our own becom�ng your d�sc�ples.
Such are the wonderful men, whom the�r contemporar�es held �n the
h�ghest esteem dur�ng the�r l�ves, and to whom �mmortal�ty has been
attr�buted s�nce the�r decease. Such are the w�se max�ms we have
rece�ved from them, and wh�ch are transm�tted, from age to age, to
our descendants. Pagan�sm, though g�ven over to all the
extravagances of human reason, has left noth�ng to compare w�th
the shameful monuments wh�ch have been prepared by the art of
pr�nt�ng, dur�ng the re�gn of the gospel. The �mp�ous wr�t�ngs of
Leuc�ppus and D�agoras per�shed w�th the�r authors. The world, �n
the�r days, was �gnorant of the art of �mmortal�s�ng the errors and
extravaganc�es of the human m�nd. But thanks to the art of pr�nt�ng[6]

and the use we make of �t, the pern�c�ous reflect�ons of Hobbes and
Sp�noza w�ll last for ever. Go, famous wr�t�ngs, of wh�ch the
�gnorance and rust�c�ty of our forefathers would have been
�ncapable. Go to our descendants, along w�th those st�ll more
pern�c�ous works wh�ch reek of the corrupted manners of the present
age! Let them together convey to poster�ty a fa�thful h�story of the
progress and advantages of our arts and sc�ences. If they are read,
they w�ll leave not a doubt about the quest�on we are now
d�scuss�ng, and unless mank�nd should then be st�ll more fool�sh
than we, they w�ll l�ft up the�r hands to Heaven and excla�m �n
b�tterness of heart: "Alm�ghty God! thou who holdest �n Thy hand the
m�nds of men, del�ver us from the fatal arts and sc�ences of our
forefathers; g�ve us back �gnorance, �nnocence and poverty, wh�ch
alone can make us happy and are prec�ous �n Thy s�ght."
But �f the progress of the arts and sc�ences has added noth�ng to our
real happ�ness; �f �t has corrupted our morals, and �f that corrupt�on
has v�t�ated our taste, what are we to th�nk of the herd of text-book
authors, who have removed those �mped�ments wh�ch nature



purposely la�d �n the way to the Temple of the Muses, �n order to
guard �ts approach and try the powers of those who m�ght be
tempted to seek knowledge? What are we to th�nk of those comp�lers
who have �nd�screetly broken open the door of the sc�ences, and
�ntroduced �nto the�r sanctuary a populace unworthy to approach �t,
when �t was greatly to be w�shed that all who should be found
�ncapable of mak�ng a cons�derable progress �n the career of
learn�ng should have been repulsed at the entrance, and thereby
cast upon those arts wh�ch are useful to soc�ety. A man who w�ll be
all h�s l�fe a bad vers�f�er, or a th�rd-rate geometr�c�an, m�ght have
made nevertheless an excellent cloth�er. Those whom nature
�ntended for her d�sc�ples have not needed masters. Bacon,
Descartes and Newton, those teachers of mank�nd, had themselves
no teachers. What gu�de �ndeed could have taken them so far as
the�r subl�me gen�us d�rected them? Ord�nary masters would only
have cramped the�r �ntell�gence, by conf�n�ng �t w�th�n the narrow
l�m�ts of the�r own capac�ty. It was from the obstacles they met w�th at
f�rst, that they learned to exert themselves, and best�rred themselves
to traverse the vast f�eld wh�ch they covered. If �t be proper to allow
some men to apply themselves to the study of the arts and sc�ences,
�t �s only those who feel themselves able to walk alone �n the�r
footsteps and to outstr�p them. It belongs only to these few to ra�se
monuments to the glory of the human understand�ng. But �f we are
des�rous that noth�ng should be above the�r gen�us, noth�ng should
be beyond the�r hopes. Th�s �s the only encouragement they requ�re.
The soul �nsens�bly adapts �tself to the objects on wh�ch �t �s
employed, and thus �t �s that great occas�ons produce great men.
The greatest orator �n the world was Consul of Rome, and perhaps
the greatest of ph�losophers Lord Chancellor of England. Can �t be
conce�ved that, �f the former had only been a professor at some
Un�vers�ty, and the latter a pens�oner of some Academy, the�r works
would not have suffered from the�r s�tuat�on. Let not pr�nces d�sda�n
to adm�t �nto the�r counc�ls those who are most capable of g�v�ng
them good adv�ce. Let them renounce the old prejud�ce, wh�ch was
�nvented by the pr�de of the great, that the art of govern�ng mank�nd
�s more d�ff�cult than that of �nstruct�ng them; as �f �t was eas�er to
�nduce men to do good voluntar�ly, than to compel them to �t by force.



Let the learned of the f�rst rank f�nd an honourable refuge �n the�r
courts; let them there enjoy the only recompense worthy of them,
that of promot�ng by the�r �nfluence the happ�ness of the peoples
they have enl�ghtened by the�r w�sdom. It �s by th�s means only that
we are l�kely to see what v�rtue, sc�ence and author�ty can do, when
an�mated by the noblest emulat�on, and work�ng unan�mously for the
happ�ness of mank�nd.
But so long as power alone �s on one s�de, and knowledge and
Understand�ng alone on the other, the learned w�ll seldom make
great objects the�r study, pr�nces w�ll st�ll more rarely do great
act�ons, and the peoples w�ll cont�nue to be, as they are, mean,
corrupt and m�serable.
As for us, ord�nary men, on whom Heaven has not been pleased to
bestow such great talents; as we are not dest�ned to reap such glory,
let us rema�n �n our obscur�ty. Let us not covet a reputat�on we
should never atta�n, and wh�ch, �n the present state of th�ngs, would
never make up to us for the trouble �t would have cost us, even �f we
were fully qual�f�ed to obta�n �t. Why should we bu�ld our happ�ness
on the op�n�ons of others, when we can f�nd �t �n our own hearts? Let
us leave to others the task of �nstruct�ng mank�nd �n the�r duty, and
conf�ne ourselves to the d�scharge of our own. We have no occas�on
for greater knowledge than th�s.
V�rtue! subl�me sc�ence of s�mple m�nds, are such �ndustry and
preparat�on needed �f we are to know you? Are not your pr�nc�ples
graven on every heart? Need we do more, to learn your laws, than
exam�ne ourselves, and l�sten to the vo�ce of consc�ence, when the
pass�ons are s�lent?
Th�s �s the true ph�losophy, w�th wh�ch we must learn to be content,
w�thout envy�ng the fame of those celebrated men, whose names are
�mmortal �n the republ�c of letters. Let us, �nstead of envy�ng them,
endeavour to make, between them and us, that honourable
d�st�nct�on wh�ch was formerly seen to ex�st between two great
peoples, that the one knew how to speak, and the other how to act,
ar�ght.



[1] It �s easy to see the allegory �n the fable of Prometheus: and �t does not appear
that the Greeks, who cha�ned h�m to the Caucasus, had a better op�n�on of h�m
than the Egypt�ans had of the�r god Theutus. The Satyr, says an anc�ent fable, the
f�rst t�me he saw a f�re, was go�ng to k�ss and embrace �t; but Prometheus cr�ed out
to h�m to forbear, or h�s beard would rue �t. It burns, says he, everyth�ng that
touches �t.
[2] The less we know, the more we th�nk we know. The per�patet�cs doubted of
noth�ng. D�d not Descartes construct the un�verse w�th cubes and vort�ces? And �s
there �n all Europe one s�ngle phys�c�st who does not boldly expla�n the
�nexpl�cable myster�es of electr�c�ty, wh�ch w�ll, perhaps, be for ever the despa�r of
real ph�losophers?

[3] I am far from th�nk�ng that the ascendancy wh�ch women have obta�ned over
men �s an ev�l �n �tself. It �s a present wh�ch nature has made them for the good of
mank�nd. If better d�rected, �t m�ght be product�ve of as much good, as �t �s now of
ev�l. We are not suff�c�ently sens�ble of what advantage �t would be to soc�ety to
g�ve a better educat�on to that half of our spec�es wh�ch governs the other. Men w�ll
always be what women choose to make them. If you w�sh then that they should be
noble and v�rtuous, let women be taught what greatness of soul and v�rtue are.
The reflect�ons wh�ch th�s subject arouses, and wh�ch Plato formerly made,
deserve to be more fully developed by a pen worthy of follow�ng so great a master,
and defend�ng so great a cause.
[4] Pensées ph�losoph�ques (D�derot).

[5] Such was the educat�on of the Spartans w�th regard to one of the greatest of
the�r-k�ngs. It �s well worthy of not�ce, says Monta�gne, that the excellent
�nst�tut�ons of Lycurgus, wh�ch were �n truth m�raculously perfect, pa�d as much
attent�on to the br�ng�ng up of youth as �f th�s were the�r pr�nc�pal object, and yet, at
the very seat of the Muses, they make so l�ttle ment�on of learn�ng that �t seems as
�f the�r generous-sp�r�ted youth d�sda�ned every other restra�nt, and requ�red,
�nstead of masters of the sc�ences, �nstructors �n valour, prudence and just�ce
alone.
Let us hear next what the same wr�ter says of the anc�ent Pers�ans. Plato, says he,
relates that the he�r to the throne was thus brought up. At h�s b�rth he was
comm�tted, not to the care of women, but to eunuchs �n the h�ghest author�ty and
near the person of the k�ng, on account of the�r v�rtue. These undertook to render
h�s body beaut�ful and healthy. At seven years of age they taught h�m to r�de and
go hunt�ng. At fourteen he was placed �n the hands of four, the w�sest, the most
just, the most temperate and the bravest persons �n the k�ngdom. The f�rst
�nstructed h�m �n rel�g�on, the second taught h�m to adhere �nv�olably to truth, the
th�rd to conquer h�s pass�ons, and the fourth to be afra�d of noth�ng. All, I may add,
taught h�m to be a good man; but not one taught h�m to be learned.



Astyages, �n Xenophon, des�res Cyrus to g�ve h�m an account of h�s last lesson. It
was th�s, answered Cyrus, one of the b�g boys, of the school hav�ng a small coat,
gave �t to a l�ttle boy and took away from h�m h�s coat, wh�ch was larger. Our
master hav�ng appo�nted me arb�ter �n the d�spute, I ordered that matters should
stand as they were, as each boy seemed to be better su�ted than before. The
master, however, remonstrated w�th me, say�ng that I cons�dered only
conven�ence, whereas just�ce ought to have been the f�rst concern, and just�ce
teaches that no one should suffer forc�ble �nterference w�th what belongs to h�m.
He added that he was pun�shed for h�s wrong dec�s�on, just as boys are pun�shed
�n our country schools when they forget the f�rst aor�st of τύπτω. My tutor must
make me a f�ne harangue, �n genere demonstrat�ve, before he w�ll persuade me
that h�s school �s as good as th�s.
[6] If we cons�der the fr�ghtful d�sorders wh�ch pr�nt�ng has already caused �n
Europe, and judge of the future by the progress of �ts ev�ls from day to day, �t �s
easy to foresee that sovere�gns w�ll hereafter take as much pa�ns to ban�sh th�s
dreadful art from the�r dom�n�ons, as they ever took to encourage �t The Sultan
Achmet, y�eld�ng to the �mportun�t�es of certa�n pretenders to taste, consented to
have a press erected at Constant�nople; but �t was hardly set to work before they
were obl�ged to destroy �t, and throw the plant �nto a well.

It �s related that the Cal�ph Omar, be�ng asked what should be done w�th the l�brary
at Alexandr�a, answered �n these words. "If the books �n the l�brary conta�n
anyth�ng contrary to the Alcoran, they are ev�l and ought to be burnt; �f they conta�n
only what the Alcoran teaches, they are superfluous." Th�s reason�ng has been
c�ted by oar men of letters as the he�ght of absurd�ty; but �f Gregory the Great had
been �n the place of Omar, and the Gospel �n the place of the Alcoran, the l�brary
would st�ll have been burnt, and �t would have been perhaps the f�nest act�on of h�s
l�fe.

A DISCOURSE

ON A SUBJECT PROPOSED BY THE ACADEMY OF DIJON:

WHAT IS THE ORIGIN OF INEQUALITY AMONG MEN,
AND IS IT AUTHORISED BY NATURAL LAW?



Non �n depravat�s, sed �n h�s qua bene secundum naturam
se habent, cons�derandum est qu�d s�t naturale.

Ar�stotle, Pol�t�cs, Bk. �, ch.
2.

[We should cons�der what �s natural not �n th�ngs wh�ch are depraved
but �n those wh�ch are r�ghtly ordered accord�ng to nature.]

DEDICATION

TO THE

REPUBLIC OF GENEVA

MOST HONOURABLE, MAGNIFICENT AND SOVEREIGN LORDS, conv�nced
that only a v�rtuous c�t�zen can confer on h�s country honours wh�ch �t
can accept, I have been for th�rty years past work�ng to make myself
worthy to offer you some publ�c homage; and, th�s fortunate
opportun�ty supplement�ng �n some degree the �nsuff�c�ency of my
efforts, I have thought myself ent�tled to follow �n embrac�ng �t the
d�ctates of the zeal wh�ch �nsp�res me, rather than the r�ght wh�ch
should have been my author�sat�on. Hav�ng had the happ�ness to be
born among you, how could I reflect on the equal�ty wh�ch nature has
orda�ned between men, and the �nequal�ty wh�ch they have
�ntroduced, w�thout reflect�ng on the profound w�sdom by wh�ch both
are �n th�s State happ�ly comb�ned and made to co�nc�de, �n the
manner that �s most �n conform�ty w�th natural law, and most
favourable to soc�ety, to the ma�ntenance of publ�c order and to the
happ�ness of �nd�v�duals? In my researches after the best rules
common sense can lay down for the const�tut�on of a government, I
have been so struck at f�nd�ng them all �n actual�ty �n your own, that
even had I not been born w�th�n your walls I should have thought �t
�nd�spensable for me to offer th�s p�cture of human soc�ety to that
people, wh�ch of all others seems to be possessed of �ts greatest
advantages, and to have best guarded aga�nst �ts abuses.



If I had had to make cho�ce of the place of my b�rth, I should have
preferred a soc�ety wh�ch had an extent proport�onate to the l�m�ts of
the human facult�es; that �s, to the poss�b�l�ty of be�ng well governed:
�n wh�ch every person be�ng equal to h�s occupat�on, no one should
be obl�ged to comm�t to others the funct�ons w�th wh�ch he was
entrusted: a State, �n wh�ch all the �nd�v�duals be�ng well known to
one another, ne�ther the secret mach�nat�ons of v�ce, nor the
modesty of v�rtue should be able to escape the not�ce and judgment
of the publ�c; and �n wh�ch the pleasant custom of see�ng and
know�ng one another should make the love of country rather a love
of the c�t�zens than of �ts so�l.
I should have w�shed to be born �n a country �n wh�ch the �nterest of
the Sovere�gn and that of the people must be s�ngle and �dent�cal; to
the end that all the movements of the mach�ne m�ght tend always to
the general happ�ness. And as th�s could not be the case, unless the
Sovere�gn and the people were one and the same person, �t follows
that I should have w�shed to be born under a democrat�c
government, w�sely tempered.
I should have w�shed to l�ve and d�e free: that �s, so far subject to the
laws that ne�ther I, nor anybody else, should be able to cast off the�r
honourable yoke: the easy and salutary yoke wh�ch the haught�est
necks bear w�th the greater doc�l�ty, as they are made to bear no
other.
I should have w�shed then that no one w�th�n the State should be
able to say he was above the law; and that no one w�thout should be
able to d�ctate so that the State should be obl�ged to recogn�se h�s
author�ty. For, be the const�tut�on of a government what �t may, �f
there be w�th�n �ts jur�sd�ct�on a s�ngle man who �s not subject to the
law, all the rest are necessar�ly at h�s d�scret�on. And �f there be a
nat�onal ruler w�th�n, and a fore�gn ruler w�thout, however they may
d�v�de the�r author�ty, �t �s �mposs�ble that both should be duly
obeyed, or that the State should be well governed.
I should not have chosen to l�ve �n a republ�c of recent �nst�tut�on,
however excellent �ts laws; for fear the government, be�ng perhaps
otherw�se framed than the c�rcumstances of the moment m�ght



requ�re, m�ght d�sagree w�th the new c�t�zens, or they w�th �t, and the
State run the r�sk of overthrow and destruct�on almost as soon as �t
came �nto be�ng. For �t �s w�th l�berty as �t �s w�th those sol�d and
succulent foods, or w�th those generous w�nes wh�ch are well
adapted to nour�sh and fort�fy robust const�tut�ons that are used to
them, but ru�n and �ntox�cate weak and del�cate const�tut�ons to
wh�ch they are not su�ted. Peoples once accustomed to masters are
not �n a cond�t�on to do w�thout them. If they attempt to shake off the
yoke, they st�ll more estrange themselves from freedom, as, by
m�stak�ng for �t an unbr�dled l�cense to wh�ch �t �s d�ametr�cally
opposed, they nearly always manage, by the�r revolut�ons, to hand
themselves over to seducers, who only make the�r cha�ns heav�er
than before. The Roman people �tself, a model for all free peoples,
was wholly �ncapable of govern�ng �tself when �t escaped from the
oppress�on of the Tarqu�ns. Debased by slavery, and the �gnom�n�ous
tasks wh�ch had been �mposed upon �t, �t was at f�rst no better than a
stup�d mob, wh�ch �t was necessary to control and govern w�th the
greatest w�sdom; �n order that, be�ng accustomed by degrees to
breathe the health-g�v�ng a�r of l�berty, m�nds wh�ch had been
enervated or rather brutal�sed under tyranny, m�ght gradually acqu�re
that sever�ty of morals and sp�r�t of fort�tude wh�ch made �t at length
the people of all most worthy of respect. I should, then, have sought
out for my country some peaceful and happy Republ�c, of an
ant�qu�ty that lost �tself, as �t were, �n the n�ght of t�me: wh�ch had
exper�enced only such shocks as served to man�fest and strengthen
the courage and patr�ot�sm of �ts subjects; and whose c�t�zens, long
accustomed to a w�se �ndependence, were not only free, but worthy
to be so.
I should have w�shed to choose myself a country, d�verted, by a
fortunate �mpotence, from the brutal love of conquest, and secured,
by a st�ll more fortunate s�tuat�on, from the fear of becom�ng �tself the
conquest of other States: a free c�ty s�tuated between several
nat�ons, none of wh�ch should have any �nterest �n attack�ng �t, wh�le
each had an �nterest �n prevent�ng �t from be�ng attacked by the
others; �n short, a Republ�c wh�ch should have noth�ng to tempt the
amb�t�on of �ts ne�ghbours, but m�ght reasonably depend on the�r
ass�stance �n case of need. It follows that a republ�can State so



happ�ly s�tuated could have noth�ng to fear but from �tself; and that, �f
�ts members tra�ned themselves to the use of arms, �t would be
rather to keep al�ve that m�l�tary ardour and courageous sp�r�t wh�ch
are so proper among free-men, and tend to keep up the�r taste for
l�berty, than from the necess�ty of prov�d�ng for the�r defence.
I should have sought a country, �n wh�ch the r�ght of leg�slat�on was
vested �n all the c�t�zens; for who can judge better than they of the
cond�t�ons under wh�ch they had best dwell together �n the same
soc�ety? Not that I should have approved of Pleb�sc�ta, l�ke those
among the Romans; �n wh�ch the rulers �n the State, and those most
�nterested �n �ts preservat�on, were excluded from the del�berat�ons
on wh�ch �n many cases �ts secur�ty depended; and �n wh�ch, by the
most absurd �ncons�stency, the mag�strates were depr�ved of r�ghts
wh�ch the meanest c�t�zens enjoyed.
On the contrary, I should have des�red that, �n order to prevent self-
�nterested and �ll-conce�ved projects, and all such dangerous
�nnovat�ons as f�nally ru�ned the Athen�ans, each man should not be
at l�berty to propose new laws at pleasure; but that th�s r�ght should
belong exclus�vely to the mag�strates; and that even they should use
�t w�th so much caut�on, the people, on �ts s�de, be so reserved �n
g�v�ng �ts consent to such laws, and the promulgat�on of them be
attended w�th so much solemn�ty, that before the const�tut�on could
be upset by them, there m�ght be t�me enough for all to be
conv�nced, that �t �s above all the great ant�qu�ty of the laws wh�ch
makes them sacred and venerable, that men soon learn to desp�se
laws wh�ch they see da�ly altered, and that States, by accustom�ng
themselves to neglect the�r anc�ent customs under the pretext of
�mprovement, often �ntroduce greater ev�ls than those they
endeavour to remove.
I should have part�cularly avo�ded, as necessar�ly �ll-governed, a
Republ�c �n wh�ch the people, �mag�n�ng themselves �n a pos�t�on to
do w�thout mag�strates, or at least to leave them w�th only a
precar�ous author�ty, should �mprudently have kept for themselves
the adm�n�strat�on of c�v�l affa�rs and the execut�on of the�r own laws.
Such must have been the rude const�tut�on of pr�m�t�ve governments,



d�rectly emerg�ng from a state of nature; and th�s was another of the
v�ces that contr�buted to the downfall of the Republ�c of Athens.
But I should have chosen a commun�ty �n wh�ch the �nd�v�duals,
content w�th sanct�on�ng the�r laws, and dec�d�ng the most �mportant
publ�c affa�rs �n general assembly and on the mot�on of the rulers,
had establ�shed honoured tr�bunals, carefully d�st�ngu�shed the
several departments, and elected year by year some of the most
capable and upr�ght of the�r fellow-c�t�zens to adm�n�ster just�ce and
govern the State; a commun�ty, �n short, �n wh�ch the v�rtue of the
mag�strates thus bear�ng w�tness to the w�sdom of the people, each
class rec�procally d�d the other honour. If �n such a case any fatal
m�sunderstand�ngs arose to d�sturb the publ�c peace, even these
�ntervals of bl�ndness and error would bear the marks of moderat�on,
mutual esteem, and a common respect for the laws; wh�ch are sure
s�gns and pledges of a reconc�l�at�on as last�ng as s�ncere. Such are
the advantages, most honourable, magn�f�cent and sovere�gn lords,
wh�ch I should have sought �n the country �n wh�ch I should have
chosen to be born. And �f prov�dence had added to all these a
del�ghtful s�tuat�on, a temperate cl�mate, a fert�le so�l, and the most
beaut�ful countrys�de under Heaven, I should have des�red only, to
complete my fel�c�ty, the peaceful enjoyment of all these bless�ngs, �n
the bosom of th�s happy country; to l�ve at peace �n the sweet soc�ety
of my fellow-c�t�zens, and pract�s�ng towards them, from the�r own
example, the dut�es of fr�endsh�p, human�ty, and every other v�rtue,
to leave beh�nd me the honourable memory of a good man, and an
upr�ght and v�rtuous patr�ot.
But, �f less fortunate or too late grown w�se, I had seen myself
reduced to end an �nf�rm and langu�sh�ng l�fe �n other cl�mates, va�nly
regrett�ng that peaceful repose wh�ch I had forfe�ted �n the
�mprudence of youth, I should at least have enterta�ned the same
feel�ngs �n my heart, though den�ed the opportun�ty of mak�ng use of
them �n my nat�ve country. F�lled w�th a tender and d�s�nterested love
for my d�stant fellow-c�t�zens, I should have addressed them from my
heart, much �n the follow�ng terms.
"My dear fellow-c�t�zens, or rather my brothers, s�nce the t�es of
blood, as well as the laws, un�te almost all of us, �t g�ves me pleasure



that I cannot th�nk of you, w�thout th�nk�ng, at the same t�me, of all
the bless�ngs you enjoy, and of wh�ch none of you, perhaps, more
deeply feels the value than I who have lost them. The more I reflect
on your c�v�l and pol�t�cal cond�t�on, the less can I conce�ve that the
nature of human affa�rs could adm�t of a better. In all other
governments, when there �s a quest�on of ensur�ng the greatest good
of the State, noth�ng gets beyond projects and �deas, or at best bare
poss�b�l�t�es. But as for you, your happ�ness �s complete, and you
have noth�ng to do but enjoy �t; you requ�re noth�ng more to be made
perfectly happy, than to know how to be sat�sf�ed w�th be�ng so. Your
sovere�gnty, acqu�red or recovered by the sword, and ma�nta�ned for
two centur�es past by your valour and w�sdom, �s at length fully and
un�versally acknowledged. Your boundar�es are f�xed, your r�ghts
conf�rmed and your repose secured by honourable treat�es. Your
const�tut�on �s excellent, be�ng not only d�ctated by the profoundest
w�sdom, but guaranteed by great and fr�endly powers. Your State
enjoys perfect tranqu�ll�ty; you have ne�ther wars nor conquerors to
fear; you have no other master than the w�se laws you have
yourselves made; and these are adm�n�stered by upr�ght mag�strates
of your own choos�ng. You are ne�ther so wealthy as to be enervated
by effem�nacy, and thence to lose, �n the pursu�t of fr�volous
pleasures, the taste for real happ�ness and sol�d v�rtue; nor poor
enough to requ�re more ass�stance from abroad than your own
�ndustry �s suff�c�ent to procure you. In the meant�me the prec�ous
pr�v�lege of l�berty, wh�ch �n great nat�ons �s ma�nta�ned only by
subm�ss�on to the most exorb�tant �mpos�t�ons, costs you hardly
anyth�ng for �ts preservat�on.
May a Republ�c, so w�sely and happ�ly const�tuted, last for ever, for
an example to other nat�ons, and for the fel�c�ty of �ts own c�t�zens!
Th�s �s the only prayer you have left to make, the only precaut�on that
rema�ns to be taken. It depends, for the future, on yourselves alone
(not to make you happy, for your ancestors have saved you that
trouble), but to render that happ�ness last�ng, by your w�sdom �n �ts
enjoyment. It �s on your constant un�on, your obed�ence to the laws,
and your respect for the�r m�n�sters, that your preservat�on depends.
If there rema�ns among you the smallest trace of b�tterness or
d�strust, hasten to destroy �t, as an accursed leaven wh�ch sooner or



later must br�ng m�sfortune and ru�n on the State. I conjure you all to
look �nto your hearts, and to hearken to the secret vo�ce of
consc�ence. Is there any among you who can f�nd, throughout the
un�verse, a more upr�ght, more enl�ghtened and more honourable
body than your mag�stracy? Do not all �ts members set you an
example of moderat�on, of s�mpl�c�ty of manners, of respect for the
laws, and of the most s�ncere harmony? Place, therefore, w�thout
reserve, �n such w�se super�ors, that salutary conf�dence wh�ch
reason ever owes to v�rtue. Cons�der that they are your own cho�ce,
that they just�fy that cho�ce, and that the honours due to those whom
you have d�gn�f�ed are necessar�ly yours by reflex�on. Not one of you
�s so �gnorant as not to know that, when the laws lose the�r, force and
those who defend them the�r author�ty, secur�ty and l�berty are
un�versally �mposs�ble. Why, therefore, should you hes�tate to do that
cheerfully and w�th just conf�dence wh�ch you would all along have
been bound to do by your true �nterest, your duty and reason �tself?
Let not a culpable and pern�c�ous �nd�fference to the ma�ntenance of
the const�tut�on ever �nduce you to neglect, �n case of need, the
prudent adv�ce of the most enl�ghtened and zealous of your fellow-
c�t�zens; but let equ�ty, moderat�on and f�rmness of resolut�on
cont�nue to regulate all your proceed�ngs, and to exh�b�t you to the
whole un�verse as the example of a val�ant and modest people,
jealous equally of the�r honour and of the�r l�berty. Beware
part�cularly, as the last p�ece of adv�ce I shall g�ve you, of s�n�ster
construct�ons and venomous rumours, the secret mot�ves of wh�ch
are often more dangerous than the act�ons at wh�ch they are
levelled. A whole house w�ll be awake and take the f�rst alarm g�ven
by a good and trusty watch-dog, who barks only at the approach of
th�eves; but we hate the �mportun�ty of those no�sy curs, wh�ch are
perpetually d�sturb�ng the publ�c repose, and whose cont�nual �ll-
t�med warn�ngs prevent our attend�ng to them, when they may
perhaps be necessary."
And you, most honourable and magn�f�cent lords, the worthy and
revered mag�strates of a free people, perm�t me to offer you �n
part�cular my duty and homage. If there �s �n the world a stat�on
capable of conferr�ng honour on those who f�ll �t, �t �s undoubtedly



that wh�ch v�rtue and talents comb�ne to bestow, that of wh�ch you
have made yourselves worthy, and to wh�ch you have been
promoted by your fellow-c�t�zens. The�r worth adds a new lustre to
your own; wh�le, as you have been chosen, by men capable of
govern�ng others, to govern themselves, I cannot but hold you as
much super�or to all other mag�strates, as a free people, and
part�cularly that over wh�ch you have the honour to pres�de, �s by �ts
w�sdom and �ts reason super�or to the populace of other States.
Be �t perm�tted me to c�te an example of wh�ch there ought to have
ex�sted better records, and one wh�ch w�ll be ever near to my heart. I
cannot recall to m�nd, w�thout the sweetest emot�ons, the memory of
that v�rtuous c�t�zen, to whom I owe my be�ng, and by whom I was
often �nstructed, �n my �nfancy, �n the respect wh�ch �s due to you. I
see h�m st�ll, l�v�ng by the work of h�s hands, and feed�ng h�s soul on
the subl�mest truths. I see the works of Tac�tus, Plutarch and Grot�us,
ly�ng before h�m �n the m�dst of the tools of h�s trade. At h�s s�de
stands h�s dear son, rece�v�ng, alas w�th too l�ttle prof�t, the tender
�nstruct�ons of the best of fathers. But, �f the foll�es of youth made me
for a wh�le forget h�s w�se lessons, I have at length the happ�ness to
be consc�ous that, whatever propens�ty one may have to v�ce, �t �s
not easy for an educat�on, w�th wh�ch love has m�ngled, to be ent�rely
thrown away.
Such, my most honourable and magn�f�cent lords, are the c�t�zens,
and even the common �nhab�tants of the State wh�ch you govern;
such are those �ntell�gent and sens�ble men, of whom, under the
name of workmen and the people, �t �s usual, �n other nat�ons, to
have a low and false op�n�on. My father, I own w�th pleasure, was �n
no way d�st�ngu�shed among h�s fellow-c�t�zens. He was only such as
they all are; and yet, such as he was, there �s no country, �n wh�ch
h�s acqua�ntance would not have been coveted, and cult�vated even
w�th advantage by men of the h�ghest character. It would not become
me, nor �s �t, thank Heaven, at all necessary for me to rem�nd you of
the regard wh�ch such men have a r�ght to expect of the�r
mag�strates, to whom they are equal both by educat�on and by the
r�ghts of nature and b�rth, and �nfer�or only, by the�r own w�ll, by that
preference wh�ch they owe to your mer�t, and, for g�v�ng you, can



cla�m some sort of acknowledgment on your s�de. It �s w�th a l�vely
sat�sfact�on I understand that the greatest candour and
condescens�on attend, �n all your behav�our towards them, on that
grav�ty wh�ch becomes the m�n�sters of the law; and that you so well
repay them, by your esteem and attent�on, the respect and
obed�ence wh�ch they owe to you. Th�s conduct �s not only just but
prudent; as �t happ�ly tends to obl�terate the memory of many
unhappy events, wh�ch ought to be bur�ed �n eternal obl�v�on. It �s
also so much the more jud�c�ous, as �t tends to make th�s generous
and equ�table people f�nd a pleasure �n the�r duty; to make them
naturally love to do you honour, and to cause those who are the
most zealous �n the ma�ntenance of the�r own r�ghts to be at the
same t�me the most d�sposed to respect yours.
It ought not to be thought surpr�s�ng that the rulers of a c�v�l soc�ety
should have the welfare and glory of the�r commun�t�es at heart: but
�t �s uncommonly fortunate for the peace of men, when those
persons who look upon themselves as the mag�strates, or rather the
masters of a more holy and subl�me country, show some love for the
earthly country wh�ch ma�nta�ns them. I am happy �n hav�ng �t �n my
power to make so s�ngular an except�on �n our favour, and to be able
to rank, among �ts best c�t�zens, those zealous depos�tar�es of the
sacred art�cles of fa�th establ�shed by the laws, those venerable
shepherds of souls whose powerful and capt�vat�ng eloquence are
so much the better calculated to bear to men's hearts the max�ms of
the gospel, as they are themselves the f�rst to put them �nto pract�ce.
All the world knows of the great success w�th wh�ch the art of the
pulp�t �s cult�vated at Geneva; but men are so used to hear�ng
d�v�nes preach one th�ng and pract�se another, that few have a
chance of know�ng how far the sp�r�t of Chr�st�an�ty, hol�ness of
manners, sever�ty towards themselves and �ndulgence towards the�r
ne�ghbours, preva�l throughout the whole body of our m�n�sters. It �s,
perhaps, g�ven to the c�ty of Geneva alone, to produce the ed�fy�ng
example of so perfect a un�on between �ts clergy and men of letters.
It �s �n great measure on the�r w�sdom, the�r known moderat�on, and
the�r zeal for the prosper�ty of the State that I bu�ld my hopes of �ts
perpetual tranqu�ll�ty. At the same t�me, I not�ce, w�th a pleasure
m�ngled w�th surpr�se and venerat�on, how much they detest the



fr�ghtful max�ms of those accursed and barbarous men, of whom
h�story furn�shes us w�th more than one example; who, �n order to
support the pretended r�ghts of God, that �s to say the�r own
�nterests, have been so much the less greedy of human blood, as
they were more hopeful the�r own �n part�cular would be always
respected.
I must not forget that prec�ous half of the Republ�c, wh�ch makes the
happ�ness of the other; and whose sweetness and prudence
preserve �ts tranqu�ll�ty and v�rtue. Am�able and v�rtuous daughters of
Geneva, �t w�ll be always the lot of your sex to govern ours. Happy
are we, so long as your chaste �nfluence, solely exerc�sed w�th�n the
l�m�ts of conjugal un�on, �s exerted only for the glory of the State and
the happ�ness of the publ�c. It was thus the female sex commanded
at Sparta; and thus you deserve to command at Geneva. What man
can be such a barbar�an as to res�st the vo�ce of honour and reason,
com�ng from the l�ps of an affect�onate w�fe? Who would not desp�se;
the van�t�es of luxury, on behold�ng the s�mple and modest att�re
wh�ch, from the lustre �t der�ves from you, seems the most favourable
to beauty? It �s your task to perpetuate, by your �ns�nuat�ng �nfluence
and your �nnocent and am�able rule, a respect for the laws of the
State, and harmony among the c�t�zens. It �s yours to reun�te d�v�ded
fam�l�es by happy marr�ages; and, above all th�ngs, to correct, by the
persuas�ve sweetness of your lessons and the modest graces of
your conversat�on, those extravaganc�es wh�ch our young people
p�ck up �n other countr�es, whence, �nstead of many useful th�ngs by
wh�ch they m�ght prof�t, they br�ng home hardly anyth�ng, bes�des a
puer�le a�r and a r�d�culous manner, acqu�red among loose women,
but an adm�rat�on for I know not what so-called grandeur, and paltry
recompenses for be�ng slaves, wh�ch can never come near the real
greatness of l�berty. Cont�nue, therefore, always to be what you are,
the chaste guard�ans of our morals, and the sweet secur�ty for our
peace, exert�ng on every occas�on the pr�v�leges of the heart and of
nature, �n the �nterests of duty and v�rtue.
I flatter myself that I shall never be proved to have been m�staken, �n
bu�ld�ng on such a foundat�on my hopes of the general happ�ness of
the c�t�zens and the glory of the Republ�c. It must be confessed,



however, that w�th all these advantages, �t w�ll not sh�ne w�th that
lustre, by wh�ch the eyes of most men are dazzled; a puer�le and
fatal taste for wh�ch �s the most mortal enemy of happ�ness and
l�berty.
Let our d�ssolute youth seek elsewhere l�ght pleasures and long
repentances. Let our pretenders to taste adm�re elsewhere the
grandeur of palaces, the beauty of equ�pages, sumptuous furn�ture,
the pomp of publ�c enterta�nments, and all the ref�nements of luxury
and effem�nacy. Geneva boasts noth�ng but men; such a s�ght has
nevertheless a value of �ts own, and those who have a taste for �t are
well worth the adm�rers of all the rest.
De�gn, most honourable, magn�f�cent and sovere�gn lords, to rece�ve,
and w�th equal goodness, th�s respectful test�mony of the �nterest I
take �n your common prosper�ty. And, �f I have been so unhappy as
to be gu�lty of any �nd�screet transport �n th�s glow�ng effus�on of my
heart, I beseech you to pardon me, and to attr�bute �t to the tender
affect�on of a true patr�ot, and to the ardent and leg�t�mate zeal of a
man, who can �mag�ne for h�mself no greater fel�c�ty than to see you
happy.
Most honourable, magn�f�cent and sovere�gn lords, I am, w�th the
most profound respect,
Your most humble and obed�ent servant and fellow-c�t�zen.

J. J. ROUSSEAU.
Chambéry,

June 12, 1754.

PREFACE

Of all human sc�ences the most useful and most �mperfect appears
to me to be that of mank�nd: and I w�ll venture to say, the s�ngle
�nscr�pt�on on the Temple of Delph� conta�ned a precept more d�ff�cult
and more �mportant than �s to be found �n all the huge volumes that



moral�sts have ever wr�tten. I cons�der the subject of the follow�ng
d�scourse as one of the most �nterest�ng quest�ons ph�losophy can
propose, and unhapp�ly for us, one of, the most thorny that
ph�losophers can have to solve. For how shall we know the source of
�nequal�ty between men, �f we do not beg�n by know�ng mank�nd?
And how shall man hope to see h�mself as nature made h�m, across
all the changes wh�ch the success�on of place and t�me must have
produced �n h�s or�g�nal const�tut�on? How can he d�st�ngu�sh what �s
fundamental �n h�s nature from the changes and add�t�ons wh�ch h�s
c�rcumstances and the advances he has made have �ntroduced to
mod�fy h�s pr�m�t�ve cond�t�on? L�ke the statue of Glaucus, wh�ch was
so d�sf�gured by t�me, seas and tempests, that �t looked more l�ke a
w�ld beast than a god, the human soul, altered �n soc�ety by a
thousand causes perpetually recurr�ng, by the acqu�s�t�on of a
mult�tude of truths and errors, by the changes happen�ng to the
const�tut�on of the body, and by the cont�nual jarr�ng of the pass�ons,
has, so to speak, changed �n appearance, so as to be hardly
recogn�sable. Instead of a be�ng, act�ng constantly from f�xed and
�nvar�able pr�nc�ples, �nstead of that celest�al and majest�c s�mpl�c�ty,
�mpressed on �t by �ts d�v�ne Author, we f�nd �n �t only the fr�ghtful
contrast of pass�on m�stak�ng �tself for reason, and of understand�ng
grown del�r�ous.
It �s st�ll more cruel that, as every advance made by the human
spec�es removes �t st�ll farther from �ts pr�m�t�ve state, the more
d�scover�es we make, the more we depr�ve ourselves of the means
of mak�ng the most �mportant of all. Thus �t �s, �n one sense, by our
very study of man, that the knowledge of h�m �s put out of our power.
It �s easy to perce�ve that �t �s �n these success�ve changes �n the
const�tut�on of man that we must look for the or�g�n of those
d�fferences wh�ch now d�st�ngu�sh men, who, �t �s allowed, are as
equal among themselves as were the an�mals of every k�nd, before
phys�cal causes had �ntroduced those var�et�es wh�ch are now
observable among some of them.
It �s, �n fact, not to be conce�ved that these pr�mary changes,
however they may have ar�sen, could have altered, all at once and �n
the same manner, every �nd�v�dual of the spec�es. It �s natural to



th�nk that, wh�le the cond�t�on of some of them grew better or worse,
and they were acqu�r�ng var�ous good or bad qual�t�es not �nherent �n
the�r nature, there were others who cont�nued a longer t�me �n the�r
or�g�nal cond�t�on. Such was doubtless the f�rst source of the
�nequal�ty of mank�nd, wh�ch �t �s much eas�er to po�nt out thus �n
general terms, than to ass�gn w�th prec�s�on to �ts actual causes.
Let not my readers therefore �mag�ne that I flatter myself w�th hav�ng
seen what �t appears to me so d�ff�cult to d�scover. I have here
entered upon certa�n arguments, and r�sked some conjectures, less
�n the hope of solv�ng the d�ff�culty, than w�th a v�ew to throw�ng some
l�ght upon �t, and reduc�ng the quest�on to �ts proper form. Others
may eas�ly proceed farther on the same road, and yet no one f�nd �t
very easy to get to the end. For �t �s by no means a l�ght undertak�ng
to d�st�ngu�sh properly between what �s or�g�nal and what �s art�f�c�al
�n the actual nature of man, or to form a true �dea of a state wh�ch no
longer ex�sts, perhaps never d�d ex�st, and probably never w�ll ex�st;
and of wh�ch, �t �s, nevertheless, necessary to have true �deas, �n
order to form a proper judgment of our present state. It requ�res,
�ndeed, more ph�losophy than can be �mag�ned to enable any one to
determ�ne exactly what precaut�ons he ought to take, �n order to
make sol�d observat�ons on th�s subject; and �t appears to me that a
good solut�on of the follow�ng problem would be not unworthy of the
Ar�stotles and Pl�nys of the present age. What exper�ments would
have to be made, to d�scover the natural man? And how are those
exper�ments to be made �n a state of soc�ety?
So far am I from undertak�ng to solve th�s problem, that I th�nk I have
suff�c�ently, cons�dered the subject, to venture to declare beforehand
that our greatest ph�losophers would not be too good to d�rect such
exper�ments, and our most powerful sovere�gns to make them. Such
a comb�nat�on we have very l�ttle reason to expect, espec�ally
attended w�th the perseverance, or rather success�on of �ntell�gence
and good-w�ll necessary on both s�des to success.
These �nvest�gat�ons, wh�ch are so d�ff�cult to make, and have been
h�therto so l�ttle thought of, are, nevertheless, the only means that
rema�n of obv�at�ng a mult�tude of d�ff�cult�es wh�ch depr�ve us of the
knowledge of the real foundat�ons of human soc�ety. It �s th�s



�gnorance of the nature of man, wh�ch casts so much uncerta�nty and
obscur�ty on the true def�n�t�on of natural r�ght: for, the �dea of r�ght,
says Burlamaqu�, and more part�cularly that of natural r�ght, are
�deas man�festly relat�ve to the nature of man. It �s then from th�s very
nature �tself, he goes on, from the const�tut�on and state of man, that
we must deduce the f�rst pr�nc�ples of th�s sc�ence.
We cannot see w�thout surpr�se and d�sgust how l�ttle agreement
there �s between the d�fferent authors who have treated th�s great
subject. Among the more �mportant wr�ters there are scarcely two of
the same m�nd about �t. Not to speak of the anc�ent ph�losophers,
who seem to have done the�r best purposely to contrad�ct one
another on the most fundamental pr�nc�ples, the Roman jur�sts
subjected man and the other an�mals �nd�scr�m�nately to the same
natural law, because they cons�dered, under that name, rather the
law wh�ch nature �mposes on herself than that wh�ch she prescr�bes
to others; or rather because of the part�cular acceptat�on of the term
law among those jur�sts; who seem on th�s occas�on to have
understood noth�ng more by �t than the general relat�ons establ�shed
by nature between all an�mated be�ngs, for the�r common
preservat�on. The moderns, understand�ng, by the term law, merely a
rule prescr�bed to a moral be�ng, that �s to say �ntell�gent, free and
cons�dered �n h�s relat�ons to other be�ngs, consequently conf�ne the
jur�sd�ct�on of natural law to man, an the only an�mal endowed w�th
reason. But, def�n�ng th�s law, each after h�s own fash�on, they have
establ�shed �t on such metaphys�cal pr�nc�ples, that there are very
few persons among us capable of comprehend�ng them, much less
of d�scover�ng them for themselves. So that the def�n�t�ons of these
learned men, all d�ffer�ng �n everyth�ng else, agree only �n th�s, that �t
�s �mposs�ble to comprehend the law of nature, and consequently to
obey �t, w�thout be�ng a very subtle casu�st and a profound
metaphys�c�an. All wh�ch �s as much as to say that mank�nd must
have employed, �n the establ�shment of soc�ety, a capac�ty wh�ch �s
acqu�red only w�th great d�ff�culty, and by very few persons, even �n a
state of soc�ety.
Know�ng so l�ttle of nature, and agree�ng so �ll about the mean�ng of
the word law, �t would be d�ff�cult for us to f�x on a good def�n�t�on of



natural law. Thus all the def�n�t�ons we meet w�th �n books, sett�ng:
as�de the�r defect �n po�nt of un�form�ty, have yet another fault, �n that
they are der�ved from many k�nds of knowledge, wh�ch men do not
possess naturally, and from advantages of wh�ch they can have no
�dea unt�l they have already departed from that state. Modern wr�ters
beg�n by �nqu�r�ng what rules �t would be exped�ent for men to agree
on for the�r common �nterest, and then g�ve the name of natural law
to a collect�on of these rules, w�thout any other proof than the good
that would result from the�r be�ng un�versally pract�sed. Th�s �s
undoubtedly a s�mple way of mak�ng def�n�t�ons, and of expla�n�ng
the nature of th�ngs by almost arb�trary conven�ences.
But as long as we are �gnorant of the natural man, �t �s �n va�n for us
to attempt to determ�ne e�ther the law or�g�nally prescr�bed to h�m, or
that wh�ch �s best adapted to h�s const�tut�on. All we can know w�th
any certa�nty respect�ng th�s law �s that, �f �t �s to be a law, not only
the w�lls of those �t obl�ges must be sens�ble of the�r subm�ss�on to �t;
but also, to be natural, �t must come d�rectly from the vo�ce of nature.
Throw�ng as�de, therefore, all those sc�ent�f�c books, wh�ch teach us
only to see men such as they have made themselves, and
contemplat�ng the f�rst and most s�mple operat�ons of the human
soul, I th�nk I can perce�ve �n �t two pr�nc�ples pr�or to reason, one of
them deeply �nterest�ng us �n our own welfare and preservat�on, and
the other exc�t�ng a natural repugnance at see�ng any other sens�ble
be�ng, and part�cularly any of our own spec�es, suffer pa�n or death.
It �s from the agreement and comb�nat�on wh�ch the understand�ng �s
�n a pos�t�on to establ�sh between these two pr�nc�ples, w�thout �ts
be�ng necessary to �ntroduce that of soc�ab�l�ty, that all the rules of
natural r�ght appear to me to be der�ved—rules wh�ch our reason �s
afterwards obl�ged to establ�sh on other foundat�ons, when by �ts
success�ve developments �t has been led to suppress nature �tself.
In proceed�ng thus, we shall not be obl�ged to make man a
ph�losopher before he �s a man. H�s dut�es toward others are not
d�ctated to h�m only by the later lessons of w�sdom and, so long as
he does not res�st the �nternal �mpulse of compass�on, he w�ll never
hurt any other man, nor even any sent�ent be�ng; except on those
lawful occas�ons on wh�ch h�s own preservat�on �s concerned and he



�s obl�ged to g�ve h�mself the preference. By th�s method also we put
an end to the t�me-honoured d�sputes concern�ng the part�c�pat�on of
an�mals �n natural law: for �t �s clear that, be�ng dest�tute of
�ntell�gence and l�berty, they cannot recogn�se that law; as they
partake, however, �n some measure of our nature, �n consequence of
the sens�b�l�ty w�th wh�ch they are endowed, they ought to partake of
natural r�ghts so that mank�nd �s subjected to a k�nd of obl�gat�on
even toward the brutes. It appears, �n fact, that �f I am bound to do
no �njury to my fellow-creatures, th�s �s less because they are rat�onal
than because they are sent�ent be�ngs: and th�s qual�ty, be�ng
common both to men and beasts, ought to ent�tle the latter at least to
the pr�v�lege of not be�ng wantonly �ll-treated by the former.
The very study of the or�g�nal man, of h�s real wants, and the
fundamental pr�nc�ples of h�s duty, �s bes�des the only proper method
we can adopt to obv�ate all the d�ff�cult�es wh�ch the or�g�n of moral
�nequal�ty presents, on the true foundat�ons of the body pol�t�c, on the
rec�procal r�ghts of �ts members, and on many other s�m�lar top�cs
equally �mportant and obscure.
If we look at human soc�ety w�th a calm and d�s�nterested eye, �t
seems, at f�rst, to show us only the v�olence of the powerful and the
oppress�on of the weak. The m�nd �s shocked at the cruelty of the
one, or �s �nduced to lament the bl�ndness of the other; and as
noth�ng �s less permanent �n l�fe than those external relat�ons, wh�ch
are more frequently produced by acc�dent than w�sdom, and wh�ch
are called weakness or power, r�ches or poverty, all human
�nst�tut�ons seem at f�rst glance to be founded merely on banks of
sh�ft�ng sand. It �s only by tak�ng a closer look, and remov�ng the dust
and sand that surround the ed�f�ce, that we perce�ve the �mmovable
bas�s on wh�ch �t �s ra�sed, and learn to respect �ts foundat�ons. Now,
w�thout a ser�ous study of man, h�s natural facult�es and the�r
success�ve development, we shall never be able to make these
necessary d�st�nct�ons, or to separate, �n the actual const�tut�on of
th�ngs, that wh�ch �s the effect of the d�v�ne w�ll, from the �nnovat�ons
attempted by human art. The pol�t�cal and moral �nvest�gat�ons,
therefore, to wh�ch the �mportant quest�on before us leads, are �n



every respect useful; wh�le the hypothet�cal h�story of governments
affords a lesson equally �nstruct�ve to mank�nd.
In cons�der�ng what we should have become, had we been left to
ourselves, we should learn to bless H�m, whose grac�ous hand,
correct�ng our �nst�tut�ons, and g�v�ng them an �mmovable bas�s, has
prevented those d�sorders wh�ch would otherw�se have ar�sen from
them, and caused our happ�ness to come from those very sources
wh�ch seemed l�kely to �nvolve us �n m�sery.

Quem te deus esse
Juss�t, et humanâ quâ parte locatus es �n re,
D�sce.

Pers�us, Sat�re ���, 71.

A DISSERTATION

ON THE ORIGIN AND FOUNDATION OF THE INEQUALITY OF
MANKIND

It �s of man that I have to speak; and the quest�on I am �nvest�gat�ng
shows me that �t �s to men that I must address myself: for quest�ons
of th�s sort are not asked by those who are afra�d to honour truth. I
shall then conf�dently uphold the cause of human�ty before the w�se
men who �nv�te me to do so, and shall not be d�ssat�sf�ed �f I acqu�t
myself �n a manner worthy of my subject and of my judges.
I conce�ve that there are two k�nds of �nequal�ty among the human
spec�es; one, wh�ch I call natural or phys�cal, because �t �s
establ�shed by nature, and cons�sts �n a d�fference of age, health,
bod�ly strength, and the qual�t�es of the m�nd or of the soul: and
another, wh�ch may be called moral or pol�t�cal �nequal�ty, because �t
depends on a k�nd of convent�on, and �s establ�shed, or at least
author�sed by the consent of men. Th�s latter cons�sts of the d�fferent
pr�v�leges, wh�ch some men enjoy to the prejud�ce of others; such as



that of be�ng more r�ch, more honoured, more powerful or even �n a
pos�t�on to exact obed�ence.



It �s useless to ask what �s the source of natural �nequal�ty, because
that quest�on �s answered by the s�mple def�n�t�on of the word. Aga�n,
�t �s st�ll more useless to �nqu�re whether there �s any essent�al
connect�on between the two �nequal�t�es; for th�s would be only
ask�ng, �n other words, whether those who command are necessar�ly
better than those who obey, and �f strength of body or of m�nd,
w�sdom or v�rtue are always found �n part�cular �nd�v�duals, �n
proport�on to the�r power or wealth: a quest�on f�t perhaps to be
d�scussed by slaves �n the hear�ng of the�r masters, but h�ghly
unbecom�ng to reasonable and free men �n search of the truth.
The subject of the present d�scourse, therefore, �s more prec�sely
th�s. To mark, �n the progress of th�ngs, the moment at wh�ch r�ght
took the place of v�olence and nature became subject to law, and to
expla�n by what sequence of m�racles the strong came to subm�t to
serve the weak, and the people to purchase �mag�nary repose at the
expense of real fel�c�ty.
The ph�losophers, who have �nqu�red �nto the foundat�ons of soc�ety,
have all felt the necess�ty of go�ng back to a state of nature; but not
one of them has got there. Some of them have not hes�tated to
ascr�be to man, �n such a state, the �dea of just and unjust, w�thout
troubl�ng themselves to show that he must be possessed of such an
�dea, or that �t could be of any use to h�m. Others have spoken of the
natural r�ght of every man to keep what belongs to h�m, w�thout
expla�n�ng what they meant by belongs. Others aga�n, beg�nn�ng by
g�v�ng the strong author�ty over the weak, proceeded d�rectly to the
b�rth of government, w�thout regard to the t�me that must have
elapsed before the mean�ng of the words author�ty and government
could have ex�sted among men. Every one of them, �n short,
constantly dwell�ng on wants, av�d�ty, oppress�on, des�res and pr�de,
has transferred to the state of nature �deas wh�ch were acqu�red �n
soc�ety; so that, �n speak�ng of the savage, they descr�bed the soc�al
man. It has not even entered �nto the heads of most of our wr�ters to
doubt whether the state of nature ever ex�sted; but �t �s clear from the
Holy Scr�ptures that the f�rst man, hav�ng rece�ved h�s understand�ng
and commandments �mmed�ately from God, was not h�mself �n such
a state; and that, �f we g�ve such cred�t to the wr�t�ngs of Moses as



every Chr�st�an ph�losopher ought to g�ve, we must deny that, even
before the deluge, men were ever �n the pure state of nature; unless,
�ndeed, they fell back �nto �t from some very extraord�nary
c�rcumstance; a paradox wh�ch �t would be very embarrass�ng to
defend, and qu�te �mposs�ble to prove.
Let us beg�n then by lay�ng facts as�de, as they do not affect the
quest�on. The �nvest�gat�ons we may enter �nto, �n treat�ng th�s
subject, must not be cons�dered as h�stor�cal truths, but only as mere
cond�t�onal and hypothet�cal reason�ngs, rather calculated to expla�n
the nature of th�ngs, than to ascerta�n the�r actual or�g�n; just l�ke the
hypotheses wh�ch our phys�c�sts da�ly form respect�ng the format�on
of the world. Rel�g�on commands us to bel�eve that, God H�mself
hav�ng taken men out of a state of nature �mmed�ately after the
creat�on, they are unequal only because �t �s H�s w�ll they should be
so: but �t does not forb�d us to form conjectures based solely on the
nature of man, and the be�ngs around h�m, concern�ng what m�ght
have become of the human race, �f �t had been left to �tself. Th�s then
�s the quest�on asked me, and that wh�ch I propose to d�scuss �n the
follow�ng d�scourse. As my subject �nterests mank�nd �n general, I
shall endeavour to make use of a style adapted to all nat�ons, or
rather, forgett�ng t�me and place, to attend only to men to whom I am
speak�ng. I shall suppose myself �n the Lyceum of Athens, repeat�ng
the lessons of my masters, w�th Plato and Xenocrates for judges,
and the whole human race for aud�ence.
O man, of whatever country you are, and whatever your op�n�ons
may be, behold your h�story, such as I have thought to read �t, not �n
books wr�tten by your fellow-creatures, who are l�ars, but �n nature,
wh�ch never l�es. All that comes from her w�ll be true; nor w�ll you
meet w�th anyth�ng false, unless I have �nvoluntar�ly put �n someth�ng
of my own. The t�mes of wh�ch I am go�ng to speak are very remote:
how much are you changed from what you once were! It �s so to
speak, the l�fe of your spec�es wh�ch I am go�ng to wr�te, after the
qual�t�es wh�ch you have rece�ved, wh�ch your educat�on and hab�ts
may have depraved, but cannot have ent�rely destroyed. There �s, I
feel, an age at wh�ch the �nd�v�dual man would w�sh to stop; you are
about to �nqu�re about the age at wh�ch you would have l�ked your



whole spec�es to stand st�ll. D�scontented w�th your present state, for
reasons wh�ch threaten your unfortunate descendants w�th st�ll
greater d�scontent, you w�ll perhaps w�sh �t were �n your power to go
back; and th�s feel�ng should be a panegyr�c on your f�rst ancestors,
a cr�t�c�sm of your contemporar�es, and a terror to the unfortunates
who w�ll come after you.

THE FIRST PART

Important as �t may be, �n order to judge r�ghtly of the natural state of
man, to cons�der h�m from h�s or�g�n, and to exam�ne h�m, as �t were,
�n the embryo of h�s spec�es; I shall not follow h�s organ�sat�on
through �ts success�ve developments, nor shall I stay to �nqu�re what
h�s an�mal system must have been at the beg�nn�ng, �n order to
become at length what �t actually �s. I shall not ask whether h�s long
na�ls were at f�rst, as Ar�stotle supposes, only crooked talons;
whether h�s whole body, l�ke that of a bear, was not covered w�th
ha�r; or whether the fact that he walked upon all fours, w�th h�s looks
d�rected toward the earth, conf�ned to a hor�zon of a few paces, d�d
not at once po�nt out the nature and l�m�ts of h�s �deas. On th�s
subject I could form none but vague and almost �mag�nary
conjectures. Comparat�ve anatomy has as yet made too l�ttle
progress, and the observat�ons of natural�sts are too uncerta�n, to
afford an adequate bas�s for any sol�d reason�ng. So that, w�thout
hav�ng recourse to the supernatural �nformat�on g�ven us on th�s
head, or pay�ng any regard to the changes wh�ch must have taken
place �n the �nternal, as well as the external, conformat�on of man, as
he appl�ed h�s l�mbs to new uses, and fed h�mself on new k�nds of
food, I shall suppose h�s conformat�on to have been at all t�mes what
�t appears to us at th�s day; that he always walked on two legs, made
use of h�s hands as we do, d�rected h�s looks over all nature, and
measured w�th h�s eyes the vast expanse of Heaven.
If we str�p th�s be�ng, thus const�tuted, of all the supernatural g�fts he
may have rece�ved, and all the art�f�c�al facult�es he can have



acqu�red only by a long process; �f we cons�der h�m, �n a word, just
as he must have come from the hands of nature, we behold �n h�m
an an�mal weaker than some, and less ag�le than others; but, tak�ng
h�m all round, the most advantageously organ�sed of any. I see h�m
sat�sfy�ng h�s hunger at the f�rst oak, and slak�ng h�s th�rst at the f�rst
brook; f�nd�ng h�s bed at the foot of the tree wh�ch afforded h�m a
repast; and, w�th that, all h�s wants suppl�ed.
Wh�le the earth was left to �ts natural fert�l�ty and covered w�th
�mmense forests, whose trees were never mut�lated by the axe, �t
would present on every s�de both sustenance and shelter for every
spec�es of an�mal. Men d�spersed up and down among the rest,
would observe and �m�tate the�r �ndustry, and thus atta�n even to the
�nst�nct of the beasts, w�th the advantage that, whereas every
spec�es of brutes was conf�ned to one part�cular �nst�nct, man, who
perhaps has not any one pecul�ar to h�mself, would appropr�ate them
all, and l�ve upon most of those d�fferent foods, wh�ch other an�mals
shared among themselves; and thus would f�nd h�s subs�stence
much more eas�ly than any of the rest.
Accustomed from the�r �nfancy to the �nclemenc�es of the weather
and the r�gour of the seasons, �nured to fat�gue, and forced, naked
and unarmed, to defend themselves and the�r prey from other
feroc�ous an�mals, or to escape them by fl�ght, men would acqu�re a
robust and almost unalterable const�tut�on. The ch�ldren, br�ng�ng
w�th them �nto the world the excellent const�tut�on of the�r parents,
and fort�fy�ng �t by the very exerc�ses wh�ch f�rst produced �t, would
thus acqu�re all the v�gour of wh�ch the human frame �s capable.
Nature �n th�s case treats them exactly as Sparta treated the ch�ldren
of her c�t�zens: those who come well formed �nto the world she
renders strong and robust, and all the rest she destroys; d�ffer�ng �n
th�s respect from our modern commun�t�es, �n wh�ch the State, by
mak�ng ch�ldren a burden to the�r parents, k�lls them �nd�scr�m�nately
before they are born.
The body of a savage man be�ng the only �nstrument he
understands, he uses �t for var�ous purposes, of wh�ch ours, for want
of pract�ce, are �ncapable: for our �ndustry depr�ves us of that force
and ag�l�ty, wh�ch necess�ty obl�ges h�m to acqu�re. If he had had an



axe, would he have been able w�th h�s naked arm to break so large a
branch from a tree? If he had had a sl�ng, would he have been able
to throw a stone w�th so great veloc�ty? If he had had a ladder, would
he have been so n�mble �n cl�mb�ng a tree? If he had had a horse,
would he have been h�mself so sw�ft of foot? G�ve c�v�l�sed man t�me
to gather all h�s mach�nes about h�m, and he w�ll no doubt eas�ly beat
the savage; but �f you would see a st�ll more unequal contest, set
them together naked and unarmed, and you w�ll soon see the
advantage of hav�ng all our forces constantly at our d�sposal, of
be�ng always prepared for every event, and of carry�ng one's self, as
�t were, perpetually whole and ent�re about one.
Hobbes contends that man �s naturally �ntrep�d, and �s �ntent only
upon attack�ng and f�ght�ng. Another �llustr�ous ph�losopher holds the
oppos�te, and Cumberland and Puffendorf also aff�rm that noth�ng �s
more t�m�d and fearful than man �n the state of nature; that he �s
always �n a tremble, and ready to fly at the least no�se or the
sl�ghtest movement. Th�s may be true of th�ngs he does not know;
and I do not doubt h�s be�ng terr�f�ed by every novelty that presents
�tself, when he ne�ther knows the phys�cal good or ev�l he may
expect from �t, nor can make a compar�son between h�s own strength
and the dangers he �s about to encounter. Such c�rcumstances,
however, rarely occur �n a state of nature, �n wh�ch all th�ngs proceed
�n a un�form manner, and the face of the earth �s not subject to those
sudden and cont�nual changes wh�ch ar�se from the pass�ons and
capr�ces of bod�es of men l�v�ng together. But savage man, l�v�ng
d�spersed among other an�mals and f�nd�ng h�mself bet�mes �n a
s�tuat�on to measure h�s strength w�th the�rs, soon comes to compare
h�mself w�th them; and, perce�v�ng that he surpasses them more �n
adro�tness than they surpass h�m �n strength, learns to be no longer
afra�d of them. Set a bear, or a wolf, aga�nst a robust, ag�le, and
resolute savage, as they all are, armed w�th stones and a good
cudgel, and you w�ll see that the danger w�ll be at least on both
s�des, and that, after a few tr�als of th�s k�nd, w�ld beasts, wh�ch are
not fond of attack�ng each other, w�ll not be at all ready to attack
man, whom they w�ll have found to be as w�ld and feroc�ous as
themselves. W�th regard to such an�mals as have really more
strength than man has adro�tness, he �s �n the same s�tuat�on as all



weaker an�mals, wh�ch notw�thstand�ng are st�ll able to subs�st;
except �ndeed that he has the advantage that, be�ng equally sw�ft of
foot, and f�nd�ng an almost certa�n place of refuge �n every tree, he �s
at l�berty to take or leave �t at every encounter, and thus to f�ght or fly,
as he chooses. Add to th�s that �t does not appear that any an�mal
naturally makes war on man, except �n case of self-defence or
excess�ve hunger, or betrays any of those v�olent ant�path�es, wh�ch
seem to �nd�cate that one spec�es �s �ntended by nature for the food
of another.
Th�s �s doubtless why negroes and savages are so l�ttle afra�d of the
w�ld beasts they may meet �n the woods. The Cara�bs of Venezuela
among others l�ve �n th�s respect �n absolute secur�ty and w�thout the
smallest �nconven�ence. Though they are almost naked, Franc�s
Correal tells us, they expose themselves freely �n the woods, armed
only w�th bows and arrows; but no one has ever heard of one of
them be�ng devoured by w�ld beasts.
But man has other enem�es more form�dable, aga�nst wh�ch he �s not
prov�ded w�th such means of defence: these are the natural
�nf�rm�t�es of �nfancy, old age, and �llness of every k�nd, melancholy
proofs of our weakness, of wh�ch the two f�rst are common to all
an�mals, and the last belongs ch�efly to man �n a state of soc�ety.
W�th regard to �nfancy, �t �s observable that the mother, carry�ng her
ch�ld always w�th her, can nurse �t w�th much greater ease than the
females of many other an�mals, wh�ch are forced to be perpetually
go�ng and com�ng, w�th great fat�gue, one way to f�nd subs�stence,
and another to suckle or feed the�r young. It �s true that �f the woman
happens to per�sh, the �nfant �s �n great danger of per�sh�ng w�th her;
but th�s r�sk �s common to many other spec�es of an�mals, whose
young take a long t�me before they are able to prov�de for
themselves. And �f our �nfancy �s longer than the�rs, our l�ves are
longer �n proport�on; so that all th�ngs are �n th�s respect fa�rly equal;
though there are other rules to be cons�dered regard�ng the durat�on
of the f�rst per�od of l�fe, and the number of young, wh�ch do not
affect the present subject. In old age, when men are less act�ve and
persp�re l�ttle, the need for food d�m�n�shes w�th the ab�l�ty to prov�de
�t. As the savage state also protects them from gout and rheumat�sm,



and old age �s, of all �lls, that wh�ch human a�d can least allev�ate,
they cease to be, w�thout others perce�v�ng that they are no more,
and almost w�thout perce�v�ng �t themselves.
W�th respect to s�ckness, I shall not repeat the va�n and false
declamat�ons wh�ch most healthy people pronounce aga�nst
med�c�ne; but I shall ask �f any sol�d observat�ons have been made
from wh�ch �t may be justly concluded that, �n the countr�es where the
art of med�c�ne �s most neglected, the mean durat�on of man's l�fe �s
less than �n those where �t �s most cult�vated. How �ndeed can th�s be
the case, �f we br�ng on ourselves more d�seases than med�c�ne can
furn�sh remed�es? The great �nequal�ty �n manner of l�v�ng, the
extreme �dleness of some, and the excess�ve labour of others, the
eas�ness of exc�t�ng and grat�fy�ng our sensual appet�tes, the too
exqu�s�te foods of the wealthy wh�ch overheat and f�ll them w�th
�nd�gest�on, and, on the other hand, the unwholesome food of the
poor, often, bad as �t �s, �nsuff�c�ent for the�r needs, wh�ch �nduces
them, when opportun�ty offers, to eat vorac�ously and overcharge
the�r stomachs; all these, together w�th s�tt�ng up late, and excesses
of every k�nd, �mmoderate transports of every pass�on, fat�gue,
mental exhaust�on, the �nnumerable pa�ns and anx�et�es �nseparable
from every cond�t�on of l�fe, by wh�ch the m�nd of man �s �ncessantly
tormented; these are too fatal proofs that the greater part of our �lls
are of our own mak�ng, and that we m�ght have avo�ded them nearly
all by adher�ng to that s�mple, un�form and sol�tary manner of l�fe
wh�ch nature prescr�bed. If she dest�ned man to be healthy, I venture
to declare that a state of reflect�on �s a state contrary to, nature, and
that a th�nk�ng man �s a depraved an�mal. When we th�nk of the good
const�tut�on of the savages, at least of those whom we have not
ru�ned w�th our sp�r�tuous l�quors, and reflect that they are troubled
w�th hardly any d�sorders, save wounds and old age, we are tempted
to bel�eve that, �n follow�ng the h�story of c�v�l soc�ety, we shall be
tell�ng also that of human s�ckness. Such, at least, was the op�n�on of
Plato, who �nferred from certa�n remed�es prescr�bed, or approved,
by Podal�r�us and Machaon at the s�ege of Troy, that several
s�cknesses wh�ch these remed�es gave r�se to �n h�s t�me, were not
then known to mank�nd: and Celsus tells us that d�et, wh�ch �s now
so necessary, was f�rst �nvented by H�ppocrates.



Be�ng subject therefore to so few causes of s�ckness, man, �n the
state of nature, can have no need of remed�es, and st�ll less of
phys�c�ans: nor �s the human race �n th�s respect worse off than other
an�mals, and �t �s easy to learn from hunters whether they meet w�th
many �nf�rm an�mals �n the course of the chase. It �s certa�n they
frequently meet w�th such as carry the marks of hav�ng been
cons�derably wounded, w�th many that have had bones or even
l�mbs broken, yet have been healed w�thout any Other surg�cal
ass�stance than that of t�me, or any other reg�men than that of the�r
ord�nary l�fe. At the same t�me the�r cures seem not to have been
less perfect, for the�r not hav�ng been tortured by �nc�s�ons, po�soned
w�th drugs, or wasted by fast�ng. In short, however useful med�c�ne,
properly adm�n�stered, may be among us, �t �s certa�n that, �f the
savage, when he �s s�ck and left to h�mself, has noth�ng to hope but
from nature, he has, on the other hand, noth�ng to fear but from h�s
d�sease; wh�ch renders h�s s�tuat�on often preferable to our own.
We should beware, therefore, of confound�ng the savage man w�th
the men we have da�ly before our eyes. Nature treats all the an�mals
left to her care w�th a pred�lect�on that seems to show how jealous
she �s of that r�ght. The horse, the cat, the bull, and even the ass are
generally of greater stature, and always more robust, and have more
v�gour, strength and courage, when they run w�ld �n the forests than
when bred �n the stall. By becom�ng domest�cated, they lose half
these advantages; and �t seems as �f all our care to feed and treat
them well serves only to deprave them. It �s thus w�th man also: as
he becomes soc�able and a slave, he grows weak, t�m�d and serv�le;
h�s effem�nate way of l�fe totally enervates h�s strength and courage.
To th�s �t may be added that there �s st�ll a greater d�fference between
savage and c�v�l�sed man, than between w�ld and tame beasts: for
men and brutes hav�ng been treated al�ke by nature, the several
conven�ences �n wh�ch men �ndulge themselves st�ll more than they
do the�r beasts, are so many add�t�onal causes of the�r deeper
degeneracy.
It �s not therefore so great a m�sfortune to these pr�m�t�ve men, nor
so great an obstacle to the�r preservat�on, that they go naked, have
no dwell�ngs and lack all the superflu�t�es wh�ch we th�nk so



necessary. If the�r sk�ns are not covered w�th ha�r, they have no need
of such cover�ng �n warm cl�mates; and, �n cold countr�es, they soon
learn to appropr�ate the sk�ns of the beasts they have overcome. If
they have but two legs to run w�th, they have two arms to defend
themselves w�th, and prov�de for the�r wants. The�r ch�ldren are
slowly and w�th d�ff�culty taught to walk; but the�r mothers are able to
carry them w�th ease; advantage wh�ch other an�mals lack, as the
mother, �f pursued, �s forced e�ther to abandon her young, or to
regulate her pace by the�rs. Unless, �n short, we suppose a s�ngular
and fortu�tous concurrence of c�rcumstances of wh�ch I shall speak
later, and wh�ch would be unl�kely to ex�st, �t �s pla�n �n every state of
the case, that the man who f�rst made h�mself clothes or a dwell�ng
was furn�sh�ng h�mself w�th th�ngs not at all necessary; for he had t�ll
then done w�thout them, and there �s no reason why he should not
have been able to put up �n manhood w�th the same k�nd of l�fe as
had been h�s �n �nfancy.
Sol�tary, �ndolent, and perpetually accompan�ed by danger, the
savage cannot but be fond of sleep; h�s sleep too must be l�ght, l�ke
that of the an�mals, wh�ch th�nk but l�ttle and may be sa�d to slumber
all the t�me they do not th�nk. Self-preservat�on be�ng h�s ch�ef and
almost sole concern, he must exerc�se most those facult�es wh�ch
are most concerned w�th attack or defence, e�ther for overcom�ng h�s
prey, or for prevent�ng h�m from becom�ng the prey of other an�mals.
On the other hand, those organs wh�ch are perfected only by
softness and sensual�ty w�ll rema�n �n a gross and �mperfect state,
�ncompat�ble w�th any sort of del�cacy; so that, h�s senses be�ng
d�v�ded on th�s head, h�s touch and taste w�ll be extremely coarse,
h�s s�ght, hear�ng and smell exceed�ngly f�ne and subtle. Such �n
general �s the an�mal cond�t�on, and such, accord�ng to the narrat�ves
of travellers, �s that of most savage nat�ons. It �s therefore no matter
for surpr�se that the Hottentots of the Cape of Good Hope d�st�ngu�sh
sh�ps at sea, w�th the naked eye, at as great a d�stance as the Dutch
can do w�th the�r telescopes; or that the savages of Amer�ca should
trace the Span�ards, by the�r smell, as well as the best dogs could
have done; or that these barbarous peoples feel no pa�n �n go�ng
naked, or that they use large quant�t�es of p�emento w�th the�r food,
and dr�nk the strongest European l�quors l�ke water.



H�therto I have cons�dered merely the phys�cal man; let us now take
a v�ew of h�m on h�s metaphys�cal and moral s�de.
I see noth�ng �n any an�mal but an �ngen�ous mach�ne, to wh�ch
nature hath g�ven senses to w�nd �tself up, and to guard �tself, to a
certa�n degree, aga�nst anyth�ng that m�ght tend to d�sorder or
destroy �t. I perce�ve exactly the same th�ngs �n the human mach�ne,
w�th th�s d�fference, that �n the operat�ons of the brute, nature �s the
sole agent, whereas man has some share �n h�s own operat�ons, �n
h�s character as a free agent. The one chooses and refuses by
�nst�nct, the other from an act of free-w�ll: hence the brute cannot
dev�ate from the rule prescr�bed to �t, even when �t would be
advantageous for �t to do so; and, on the contrary, man frequently
dev�ates from such rules to h�s own prejud�ce. Thus a p�geon would
be starved to death by the s�de of a d�sh of the cho�cest meats, and a
cat on a heap of fru�t or gra�n; though �t �s certa�n that e�ther m�ght
f�nd nour�shment �n the foods wh�ch �t thus rejects w�th d�sda�n, d�d �t
th�nk of try�ng them. Hence �t �s that d�ssolute men run �nto excesses
wh�ch br�ng on fevers and death; because the m�nd depraves the
senses, and the w�ll cont�nues to speak when nature �s s�lent.
Every an�mal has �deas, s�nce �t has senses; �t even comb�nes those
�deas �n a certa�n degree; and �t �s only �n degree that man d�ffers, �n
th�s respect, from the brute. Some ph�losophers have even
ma�nta�ned that there �s a greater d�fference between one man and
another than between some men and some beasts. It �s not,
therefore, so much the understand�ng that const�tutes the spec�f�c
d�fference between the man and the brute, as the human qual�ty of
free-agency. Nature lays her commands on every an�mal, and the
brute obeys her vo�ce. Man rece�ves the same �mpuls�on, but at the
same t�me knows h�mself at l�berty to acqu�esce or res�st: and �t �s
part�cularly �n h�s consc�ousness of th�s l�berty that the sp�r�tual�ty of
h�s soul �s d�splayed. For phys�cs may expla�n, �n some measure, the
mechan�sm of the senses and the format�on of �deas; but �n the
power of w�ll�ng or rather of choos�ng, and �n the feel�ng of th�s
power, noth�ng �s to be found but acts wh�ch are purely sp�r�tual and
wholly �nexpl�cable by the laws of mechan�sm.



However, even �f the d�ff�cult�es attend�ng all these quest�ons should
st�ll leave room for d�fference �n th�s respect between men and
brutes, there �s another very spec�f�c qual�ty wh�ch d�st�ngu�shes
them, and wh�ch w�ll adm�t of no d�spute. Th�s �s the faculty of self-
�mprovement, wh�ch, by the help of c�rcumstances, gradually
develops all the rest of our facult�es, and �s �nherent �n the spec�es as
�n the �nd�v�dual: whereas a brute �s, at the end of a few months, all
he w�ll ever be dur�ng h�s whole l�fe, and h�s spec�es, at the end of a
thousand years, exactly what �t was the f�rst year of that thousand.
Why �s man alone l�able to grow �nto a dotard? Is �t not because he
returns, �n th�s, to h�s pr�m�t�ve state; and that, wh�le the brute, wh�ch
has acqu�red noth�ng and has therefore noth�ng to lose, st�ll reta�ns
the force of �nst�nct, man, who loses, by age or acc�dent, all that h�s
perfect�b�l�ty had enabled h�m to ga�n, falls by th�s means lower than
the brutes themselves? It would be melancholy, were we forced to
adm�t that th�s d�st�nct�ve and almost unl�m�ted faculty �s the source
of all human m�sfortunes; that �t �s th�s wh�ch, �n t�me, draws man out
of h�s or�g�nal state, �n wh�ch he would have spent h�s days
�nsens�bly �n peace and �nnocence; that �t �s th�s faculty, wh�ch,
success�vely produc�ng �n d�fferent ages h�s d�scover�es and h�s
errors, h�s v�ces and h�s v�rtues, makes h�m at length a tyrant both
over h�mself and over nature.[1] It would be shock�ng to be obl�ged to
regard as a benefactor the man who f�rst suggested to the Oroonoko
Ind�ans the use of the boards they apply to the temples of the�r
ch�ldren, wh�ch secure to them some part at least of the�r �mbec�l�ty
and or�g�nal happ�ness.
Savage man, left by nature solely to the d�rect�on of �nst�nct, or rather
�ndemn�f�ed for what he may lack by facult�es capable at f�rst of
supply�ng �ts place, and afterwards of ra�s�ng h�m much above �t,
must accord�ngly beg�n w�th purely an�mal funct�ons: thus see�ng and
feel�ng must be h�s f�rst cond�t�on, wh�ch would be common to h�m
and all other an�mals. To w�ll, and not to w�ll, to des�re and to fear,
must be the f�rst, and almost the only operat�ons of h�s soul, t�ll new
c�rcumstances occas�on new developments of h�s facult�es.
Whatever moral�sts may hold, the human understand�ng �s greatly
�ndebted to the pass�ons, wh�ch, �t �s un�versally allowed, are also



much �ndebted to the understand�ng. It �s by the act�v�ty of the
pass�ons that pur reason �s �mproved; for we des�re knowledge only
because we w�sh to enjoy; and �t �s �mposs�ble to conce�ve any
reason why a person who has ne�ther fears nor des�res should g�ve
h�mself the trouble of reason�ng. The pass�ons, aga�n, or�g�nate �n
our wants, and the�r progress depends on that of our knowledge; for
we cannot des�re or fear anyth�ng, except from the �dea we have of
�t, or from the s�mple �mpulse of nature. Now savage man, be�ng
dest�tute of every spec�es of �ntell�gence, can have no pass�ons save
those of the latter k�nd: h�s des�res never go beyond h�s phys�cal
wants. The only goods he recogn�ses �n the un�verse are food, a
female, and sleep: the only ev�ls he fears are pa�n and hunger. I say
pa�n, and not death: for no an�mal can know what �t �s to d�e; the
knowledge of death and �ts terrors be�ng one of the f�rst acqu�s�t�ons
made by man �n depart�ng from an an�mal state.
It would be easy, were �t necessary, to support th�s op�n�on by facts,
and to show that, �n all the nat�ons of the world, the progress of the
understand�ng has been exactly proport�onate to the wants wh�ch the
peoples had rece�ved from nature, or been subjected to by
c�rcumstances, and �n consequence to the pass�ons that �nduced
them to prov�de for those necess�t�es. I m�ght �nstance the arts, r�s�ng
up �n Egypt and expand�ng w�th the �nundat�on of the N�le. I m�ght
follow the�r progress �nto Greece, where they took root afresh, grew
up and towered to the sk�es, among the rocks and sands of Att�ca,
w�thout be�ng able to germ�nate on the fert�le banks of the Eurotas: I
m�ght observe that �n general, the people of the North are more
�ndustr�ous than those of the South, because they cannot get on so
well w�thout be�ng so: as �f nature wanted to equal�se matters by
g�v�ng the�r understand�ngs the fert�l�ty she had refused to the�r so�l.
But who does not see, w�thout recurr�ng to the uncerta�n test�mony of
h�story, that everyth�ng seems to remove from savage man both the
temptat�on and the means of chang�ng h�s cond�t�on? H�s �mag�nat�on
pa�nts no p�ctures; h�s heart makes no demands on h�m. H�s few
wants are so read�ly suppl�ed, and he �s so far from hav�ng the
knowledge wh�ch �s needful to make h�m want more, that he can
have ne�ther fores�ght nor cur�os�ty. The face of nature becomes



�nd�fferent to h�m as �t grows fam�l�ar. He sees �n �t always the same
order, the same success�ons: he has not understand�ng enough to
wonder at the greatest m�racles; nor �s �t �n h�s m�nd that we can
expect to f�nd that ph�losophy man needs, �f he �s to know how to
not�ce for once what he sees every day. H�s soul, wh�ch noth�ng
d�sturbs, �s wholly wrapped up �n the feel�ng of �ts present ex�stence,
w�thout any �dea of the future, however near at hand; wh�le h�s
projects, as l�m�ted as h�s v�ews, hardly extend to the close of day.
Such, even at present, �s the extent of the nat�ve Car�bean's
fores�ght: he w�ll �mprov�dently sell you h�s cotton-bed �n the morn�ng,
and come cry�ng �n the even�ng to buy �t aga�n, not hav�ng foreseen
he would want �t aga�n the next n�ght.
The more we reflect on th�s subject, the greater appears the d�stance
between pure sensat�on and the most s�mple knowledge: �t �s
�mposs�ble �ndeed to conce�ve how a man, by h�s own powers alone,
w�thout the a�d of commun�cat�on and the spur of necess�ty, could
have br�dged so great a gap. How many ages may have elapsed
before mank�nd were �n a pos�t�on to behold any other Are than that
of the heavens. What a mult�pl�c�ty of chances must have happened
to teach them the commonest uses of that element! How often must
they have let �t out before they acqu�red the art of reproduc�ng �t?
and how often may not such a secret have d�ed w�th h�m who had
d�scovered �t? What shall we say of agr�culture, an art wh�ch requ�res
so much labour and fores�ght, wh�ch �s so dependent on others that �t
�s pla�n �t could only be pract�sed �n a soc�ety wh�ch had at least
begun, and wh�ch does not serve so much to draw the means of
subs�stence from the earth —for these �t would produce of �tself—but
to compel �t to produce what �s most to our taste? But let us suppose
that men had so mult�pl�ed that the natural produce of the earth was
no longer suff�c�ent for the�r support; a suppos�t�on, by the way, wh�ch
would prove such a l�fe to be very advantageous for the human race;
let us suppose that, w�thout forges or workshops, the �nstruments of
husbandry had dropped from the sky �nto the hands of savages; that
they had overcome the�r natural avers�on to cont�nual labour; that
they had learnt so much fores�ght for the�r needs; that they had
d�v�ned how to cult�vate the earth, to sow gra�n and plant trees; that
they had d�scovered the arts of gr�nd�ng corn, and of sett�ng the



grape to ferment—all be�ng th�ngs that must have been taught them
by the gods, s�nce �t �s not to be conce�ved how they could d�scover
them for themselves—yet after all th�s, what man among them would
be so absurd as to take the trouble of cult�vat�ng a f�eld, wh�ch m�ght
be str�pped of �ts crop by the f�rst comer, man or beast, that m�ght
take a l�k�ng to �t; and how should each of them resolve to pass h�s
l�fe �n wear�some labour, when, the more necessary to h�m the
reward of h�s labour m�ght be, the surer he would be of not gett�ng �t?
In a word, how could such a s�tuat�on �nduce men to cult�vate the
earth, t�ll �t was regularly parcelled out among them; that �s to say, t�ll
the state of nature had been abol�shed?
Were we to suppose savage man as tra�ned �n the art of th�nk�ng as
ph�losophers make h�m; were we, l�ke them, to suppose h�m a very
ph�losopher capable of �nvest�gat�ng the subl�mest truths, and of
form�ng, by h�ghly abstract cha�ns of reason�ng, max�ms of reason
and just�ce, deduced from the love of order �n general, or the known
w�ll of h�s Creator; �n a word, were we to suppose h�m as �ntell�gent
and enl�ghtened, as he must have been, and �s �n fact found to have
been, dull and stup�d, what advantage Would accrue to the spec�es,
from all such metaphys�cs, wh�ch could not be commun�cated by one
to another, but must end w�th h�m who made them? What progress
could be made by mank�nd, wh�le d�spersed �n the woods among
other an�mals? and how far could men �mprove or mutually enl�ghten
one another, when, hav�ng no f�xed hab�tat�on, and no need of one
another's ass�stance, the same persons hardly met tw�ce �n the�r
l�ves, and perhaps then, w�thout know�ng one another or speak�ng
together?
Let �t be cons�dered how many �deas we owe to the use of speech;
how far grammar exerc�ses the understand�ng and fac�l�tates �ts
operat�ons. Let us reflect on the �nconce�vable pa�ns and the �nf�n�te
space of t�me that the f�rst �nvent�on of languages must have cost. To
these reflect�ons add what preceded, and then judge how many
thousand ages must have elapsed �n the success�ve development �n
the human m�nd of those operat�ons of wh�ch �t �s capable.
I shall here take the l�berty for a moment, of cons�der�ng the
d�ff�cult�es of the or�g�n of languages, on wh�ch subject I m�ght



content myself w�th a s�mple repet�t�on of the Abbé Cond�llac's
�nvest�gat�ons, as they fully conf�rm my system, and perhaps even
f�rst suggested �t. But �t �s pla�n, from the manner �n wh�ch th�s
ph�losopher solves the d�ff�cult�es he h�mself ra�ses, concern�ng the
or�g�n of arb�trary s�gns, that he assumes what I quest�on, v�z. that a
k�nd of soc�ety, must already have ex�sted among the f�rst �nventors
of language. Wh�le I refer, therefore, to h�s observat�ons on th�s
head, I th�nk �t r�ght to g�ve my own, �n order to exh�b�t the same
d�ff�cult�es �n a l�ght adapted to my subject. The f�rst wh�ch presents
�tself �s to conce�ve how language can have become necessary; for
as there was no commun�cat�on among men and no need for any,
we can ne�ther conce�ve the necess�ty of th�s �nvent�on, nor the
poss�b�l�ty of �t, �f �t was not somehow �nd�spensable. I m�ght aff�rm,
w�th many others, that languages arose �n the domest�c �ntercourse
between parents and the�r ch�ldren. But th�s exped�ent would not
obv�ate the d�ff�culty, and would bes�des �nvolve the blunder made by
those who, �n reason�ng on the state of nature, always �mport �nto �t
�deas gathered �n a state of soc�ety. Thus they constantly cons�der
fam�l�es as l�v�ng together under one roof, and the �nd�v�duals of each
as observ�ng among themselves a un�on as �nt�mate and permanent
as that wh�ch ex�sts among us, where so many common �nterests
un�te them: whereas, �n th�s pr�m�t�ve state, men had ne�ther houses,
nor huts, nor any k�nd of property whatever; every one l�ved where
he could, seldom for more than a s�ngle n�ght; the sexes un�ted
w�thout des�gn, as acc�dent, opportun�ty or �ncl�nat�on brought them
together, nor had they any great need of words to commun�cate the�r
des�gns to each other; and they parted w�th the same �nd�fference.
The mother gave suck to her ch�ldren at f�rst for her own sake; and
afterwards, when hab�t had made them dear, for the�rs: but as soon
as they were strong enough to go �n search of the�r own food, they
forsook her of the�r own accord; and, as they had hardly any other
method of not los�ng one another than that of rema�n�ng cont�nually
w�th�n s�ght, they soon became qu�te �ncapable of recogn�s�ng one
another when they happened to meet aga�n. It �s farther to be
observed that the ch�ld, hav�ng all h�s wants to expla�n, and of course
more to say to h�s mother than the mother could have to say to h�m,
must have borne the brunt of the task of �nvent�on, and the language



he used would be of h�s own dev�ce, so that the number of
languages would be equal to that of the �nd�v�duals speak�ng them,
and the var�ety would be �ncreased by the vagabond and rov�ng l�fe
they led, wh�ch would not g�ve t�me for any �d�om to become
constant. For to say that the mother d�ctated to her ch�ld the words
he was to use �n ask�ng her for one th�ng or another, �s an
explanat�on of how languages already formed are taught, but by no
means expla�ns how languages were or�g�nally formed.
We w�ll suppose, however, that th�s f�rst d�ff�culty �s obv�ated. Let us
for a moment then take ourselves as be�ng on th�s s�de of the vast
space wh�ch must l�e between a pure state of nature and that �n
wh�ch languages had become necessary, and, adm�tt�ng the�r
necess�ty, let us �nqu�re how they could f�rst be establ�shed. Here we
have a new and worse d�ff�culty to grapple w�th; for �f men need
speech to learn to th�nk, they must have stood �n much greater need
of the art of th�nk�ng, to be able to �nvent that of speak�ng. And
though we m�ght conce�ve how the art�culate sounds of the vo�ce
came to be taken as the convent�onal �nterpreters of our �deas, �t
would st�ll rema�n for us to �nqu�re what could have been the
�nterpreters of th�s convent�on for those �deas, wh�ch, answer�ng to
no sens�ble objects, could not be �nd�cated e�ther by gesture or
vo�ce; so that we can hardly form any tolerable conjectures about the
or�g�n of th�s art of commun�cat�ng our thoughts and establ�sh�ng a
correspondence between m�nds: an art so subl�me, that far d�stant
as �t �s from �ts or�g�n, ph�losophers st�ll behold �t at such an
�mmeasurable d�stance from perfect�on, that there �s none rash
enough to aff�rm �t w�ll ever reach �t, even though the revolut�ons t�me
necessar�ly produces were suspended �n �ts favour, though prejud�ce
should be ban�shed from our academ�es or condemned to s�lence,
and those learned soc�et�es should devote themselves
un�nterruptedly for whole ages to th�s thorny quest�on.
The f�rst language of mank�nd, the most un�versal and v�v�d, �n a
word the only language man needed, before he had occas�on to
exert h�s eloquence to persuade assembled mult�tudes, was the
s�mple cry of nature. But as th�s was exc�ted only by a sort of �nst�nct
on urgent occas�ons, to �mplore ass�stance �n case of danger, or



rel�ef �n case of suffer�ng, �t could be of l�ttle use �n the ord�nary
course of l�fe, �n wh�ch more moderate feel�ngs preva�l. When the
�deas of men began to expand and mult�ply, and closer
commun�cat�on took place among them, they strove to �nvent more
numerous s�gns and a more cop�ous language. They mult�pl�ed the
�nflect�ons of the vo�ce, and added gestures, wh�ch are �n the�r own
nature more express�ve, and depend less for the�r mean�ng on a
pr�or determ�nat�on. V�s�ble and movable objects were therefore
expressed by gestures, and aud�ble ones by �m�tat�ve sounds: but,
as hardly anyth�ng can be �nd�cated by gestures, except objects
actually present or eas�ly descr�bed, and v�s�ble act�ons; as they are
not un�versally useful—for darkness or the �nterpos�t�on of a mater�al
object destroys the�r eff�cacy—and as bes�des they rather request
than secure our attent�on; men at length bethought themselves of
subst�tut�ng for them the art�culate sounds of the vo�ce, wh�ch,
w�thout bear�ng the same relat�on to any part�cular �deas, are better
calculated to express them all, as convent�onal s�gns. Such an
�nst�tut�on could only be made by common consent, and must have
been effected �n a manner not very easy for men whose gross
organs had not been accustomed to any such exerc�se. It �s also �n
�tself st�ll more d�ff�cult to conce�ve, s�nce such a common agreement
must have had mot�ves, and speech seems to have been h�ghly
necessary to establ�sh the use of �t.
It �s reasonable to suppose that the words f�rst made use of by
mank�nd had a much more extens�ve s�gn�f�cat�on than those used �n
languages already formed, and that �gnorant as they were of the
d�v�s�on of d�scourse �nto �ts const�tuent parts, they at f�rst gave every
s�ngle word the sense of a whole propos�t�on. When they began to
d�st�ngu�sh subject and attr�bute, and noun and verb, wh�ch was �tself
no common effort of gen�us, substant�ves were at f�rst only so many
proper names; the present �nf�n�t�ve was the only tense of verbs; and
the very �dea of adject�ves must have been developed w�th great
d�ff�culty; for every adject�ve �s an abstract �dea, and abstract�ons are
pa�nful and unnatural operat�ons.
Every object at f�rst rece�ved a part�cular name w�thout regard to
genus or spec�es, wh�ch these pr�m�t�ve or�g�nators were not �n a



pos�t�on to d�st�ngu�sh; every �nd�v�dual presented �tself to the�r m�nds
�n �solat�on, as they are �n the p�cture of nature. If one oak was called
A, another was called B; for the pr�m�t�ve �dea of two th�ngs �s that
they are not the same, and �t often takes a long t�me for what they
have �n common to be seen: so that, the narrower the l�m�ts of the�r
knowledge of th�ngs, the more cop�ous the�r d�ct�onary must have
been. The d�ff�culty of us�ng such a vocabulary could not be eas�ly
removed; for, to arrange be�ngs under common and gener�c
denom�nat�ons, �t became necessary to know the�r d�st�ngu�sh�ng
propert�es: the need arose for observat�on and def�n�t�on, that �s to
say, for natural h�story and metaphys�cs of a far more developed k�nd
than men can at that t�me have possessed.
Add to th�s, that general �deas cannot be �ntroduced �nto the m�nd
w�thout the ass�stance of words, nor can the understand�ng se�ze
them except by means of propos�t�ons. Th�s �s one of the reasons
why an�mals cannot form such �deas, or ever acqu�re that capac�ty
for self-�mprovement wh�ch depends on them. When a monkey goes
from one nut to another, are we to conce�ve that he enterta�ns any
general �dea of that k�nd of fru�t, and compares �ts archetype w�th the
two �nd�v�dual nuts? Assuredly he does not; but the s�ght of one of
these nuts recalls to h�s memory the sensat�ons wh�ch he rece�ved
from the other, and h�s eyes, be�ng mod�f�ed after a certa�n manner,
g�ve �nformat�on to the palate of the mod�f�cat�on �t �s about to
rece�ve. Every general �dea �s purely �ntellectual; �f the �mag�nat�on
meddles w�th �t ever so l�ttle, the �dea �mmed�ately becomes
part�cular. If you endeavour to trace �n your m�nd the �mage of a tree
�n general, you never atta�n to your end. In sp�te of all you can do,
you w�ll have to see �t as great or l�ttle, bare or leafy, l�ght or dark,
and were you capable of see�ng noth�ng �n �t but what �s common to
all trees, �t would no longer be l�ke a tree at all. Purely abstract
be�ngs are perce�vable �n the same manner, or are only conce�vable
by the help of language. The def�n�t�on of a tr�angle alone g�ves you a
true �dea of �t: the moment you �mag�ne a tr�angle �n your m�nd, �t �s
some part�cular tr�angle and not another, and you cannot avo�d
g�v�ng �t sens�ble l�nes and a coloured area. We must then make use
of propos�t�ons and of language �n order to form general �deas. For
no sooner does the �mag�nat�on cease to operate than the



understand�ng proceeds only by the help of words. If then the f�rst
�nventors of speech could g�ve names only to �deas they already
had, �t follows that the f�rst substant�ves could be noth�ng more than
proper names.
But when our new grammar�ans, by means of wh�ch I have no
concept�on, began to extend the�r �deas and general�se the�r terms,
the �gnorance of the �nventors must have conf�ned th�s method w�th�n
very narrow l�m�ts; and, as they had at f�rst gone too far �n mult�ply�ng
the names of �nd�v�duals, from �gnorance of the�r genus and spec�es,
they made afterwards too few of these, from not hav�ng cons�dered
be�ngs �n all the�r spec�f�c d�fferences. It would �ndeed have needed
more knowledge and exper�ence than they could have, and more
pa�ns and �nqu�ry than they would have bestowed, to carry these
d�st�nct�ons to the�r proper length. If, even to-day, we are cont�nually
d�scover�ng new spec�es, wh�ch have h�therto escaped observat�on,
let us reflect how many of them must have escaped men who judged
th�ngs merely from the�r f�rst appearance! It �s superfluous to add that
the pr�m�t�ve classes and the most general not�ons must necessar�ly
have escaped the�r not�ce also. How, for �nstance, could they have
understood or thought of the words matter, sp�r�t, substance, mode,
f�gure, mot�on, when even our ph�losophers, who have so long been
mak�ng use of them, have themselves the greatest d�ff�culty �n
understand�ng them; and when, the �deas attached to them be�ng
purely metaphys�cal, there are no models of them to be found �n
nature?
But I stop at th�s po�nt, and ask my judges to suspend the�r read�ng a
wh�le, to cons�der, after the �nvent�on of phys�cal substant�ves, wh�ch
�s the eas�est part of language to �nvent, that there �s st�ll a great way
to go, before the thoughts of men w�ll have found perfect express�on
and constant form, such as would answer the purposes of publ�c
speak�ng, and produce the�r effect on soc�ety. I beg of them to
cons�der how much t�me must have been spent, and how much
knowledge needed, to f�nd out numbers, abstract terms, aor�sts and
all the tenses of verbs, part�cles, syntax, the method of connect�ng
propos�t�ons, the forms of reason�ng, and all the log�c of speech. For
myself, I am so aghast at the �ncreas�ng d�ff�cult�es wh�ch present



themselves, and so well conv�nced of the almost demonstrable
�mposs�b�l�ty that languages should owe the�r or�g�nal �nst�tut�on to
merely human means, that I leave, to any one who w�ll undertake �t,
the d�scuss�on of the d�ff�cult problem, wh�ch was most necessary,
the ex�stence of soc�ety to the �nvent�on of language, or the �nvent�on
of language to the establ�shment of soc�ety. But be the or�g�n of
language and soc�ety what they may, �t may be at least �nferred, from
the l�ttle care wh�ch nature has taken to un�te mank�nd by mutual
wants, and to fac�l�tate the use of speech, that she has contr�buted
l�ttle to make them soc�able, and has put l�ttle of her own �nto all they
have done to create such bonds of un�on. It �s �n fact �mposs�ble to
conce�ve why, �n a state of nature, one man should stand more �n
need of the ass�stance of another, than a monkey or a wolf of the
ass�stance of another of �ts k�nd: or, grant�ng that he d�d, what
mot�ves could �nduce that other to ass�st h�m; or, even then, by what
means they could agree about the cond�t�ons. I know �t �s �ncessantly
repeated that man would �n such a state have been the most
m�serable of creatures; and �ndeed, �f �t be true, as I th�nk I have
proved, that he must have l�ved many ages, before he could have
e�ther des�re or an opportun�ty of emerg�ng from �t, th�s would only be
an accusat�on aga�nst nature, and not aga�nst the be�ng wh�ch she
had thus unhapp�ly const�tuted. But as I understand the word
m�serable, �t e�ther has no mean�ng at all, or else s�gn�f�es only a
pa�nful pr�vat�on of someth�ng, or a state of suffer�ng e�ther �n body or
soul. I should be glad to have expla�ned to me, what k�nd of m�sery a
free be�ng, whose heart �s at ease and whose body �s �n health, can
poss�bly suffer. I would ask also, whether a soc�al or a natural l�fe �s
most l�kely to become �nsupportable to those who enjoy �t. We see
around us hardly a creature �n c�v�l soc�ety, who does not lament h�s
ex�stence: we even see many depr�ve themselves of as much of �t as
they can, and laws human and d�v�ne together can hardly put a stop
to the d�sorder. I ask, �f �t was ever known that a savage took �t �nto
h�s head, when at l�berty, to compla�n of l�fe or to make away w�th
h�mself. Let us therefore judge, w�th less van�ty, on wh�ch s�de the
real m�sery �s found. On the other hand, noth�ng could be more
unhappy than savage man, dazzled by sc�ence, tormented by h�s
pass�ons, and reason�ng about a state d�fferent from h�s own. It



appears that Prov�dence most w�sely determ�ned that the facult�es,
wh�ch he potent�ally possessed, should develop themselves only as
occas�on offered to exerc�se them, �n order that they m�ght not be
superfluous or perplex�ng to h�m, by appear�ng before the�r t�me, nor
slow and useless when the need for them arose. In �nst�nct alone, he
had all he requ�red for l�v�ng �n the state of nature; and w�th a
developed understand�ng he has only just enough to support l�fe �n
soc�ety.
It appears, at f�rst v�ew, that men �n a state of nature, hav�ng no
moral relat�ons or determ�nate obl�gat�ons one w�th another, could
not be e�ther good nor bad, v�rtuous or v�c�ous; unless we take these
terms �n a phys�cal sense, and call, �n an �nd�v�dual, those qual�t�es
v�ces wh�ch may be �njur�ous to h�s preservat�on, and those v�rtues
wh�ch contr�bute to �t; �n wh�ch case, he would have to be accounted
most v�rtuous, who put least check on the pure �mpulses of nature.
But w�thout dev�at�ng from the ord�nary sense of the words, �t w�ll be
proper to suspend the judgment we m�ght be led to form on such a
state, and be on our guard aga�nst our prejud�ces, t�ll we have
we�ghed the matter �n the scales of �mpart�al�ty, and seen whether
v�rtues or v�ces preponderate among c�v�l�sed men; and whether the�r
v�rtues do them more good than the�r v�ces do harm; t�ll we have
d�scovered, whether the progress of the sc�ences suff�c�ently
�ndemn�f�es them for the m�sch�efs they do one another, �n proport�on
as they are better �nformed of the good they ought to do; or whether
they would not be, on the whole, �n a much happ�er cond�t�on �f they
had noth�ng to fear or to hope from any one, than as they are,
subjected to un�versal dependence, and obl�ged to take everyth�ng
from those who engage to g�ve them noth�ng �n return.
Above all, let us not conclude, w�th Hobbes, that because man has
no �dea of goodness, he must be naturally w�cked; that he �s v�c�ous
because he does not know v�rtue; that he always refuses to do h�s
fellow-creatures serv�ces wh�ch he does not th�nk they have a r�ght to
demand; or that by v�rtue of the r�ght he truly cla�ms to everyth�ng he
needs, he fool�shly �mag�nes h�mself the sole propr�etor of the whole
un�verse. Hobbes had seen clearly the defects of all the modern
def�n�t�ons of natural r�ght: but the consequences wh�ch he deduces



from h�s own show that he understands �t �n an equally false sense.
In reason�ng on the pr�nc�ples he lays down, he ought to have sa�d
that the state of nature, be�ng that �n wh�ch the care for our own
preservat�on �s the least prejud�c�al to that of others, was
consequently the best calculated to promote peace, and the most
su�table for mank�nd. He does say the exact oppos�te, �n
consequence of hav�ng �mproperly adm�tted, as a part of savage
man's care for self-preservat�on, the grat�f�cat�on of a mult�tude of
pass�ons wh�ch are the work of soc�ety, and have made laws
necessary. A bad man, he says, �s a robust ch�ld. But �t rema�ns to
be proved whether man �n a state of nature �s th�s robust ch�ld: and,
should we grant that he �s, what would he �nfer? Why truly, that �f th�s
man, when robust and strong, were dependent on others as he �s
when feeble, there �s no extravagance he would not be gu�lty of; that
he would beat h�s mother when she was too slow �n g�v�ng h�m her
breast; that he would strangle one of h�s younger brothers, �f he
should be troublesome to h�m, or b�te the arm of another, �f he put
h�m to any �nconven�ence. But that man �n the state of nature �s both
strong and dependent �nvolves two contrary suppos�t�ons. Man �s
weak when he �s dependent, and �s h�s own master before he comes
to be strong. Hobbes d�d not reflect that the same cause, wh�ch
prevents a savage from mak�ng use of h�s reason, as our jur�sts hold,
prevents h�m also from abus�ng h�s facult�es, as Hobbes h�mself
allows: so that �t may be justly sa�d that savages are not bad merely
because they do not know what �t �s to be good: for �t �s ne�ther the
development of the understand�ng nor the restra�nt of law that
h�nders them from do�ng �ll; but the peacefulness of the�r pass�ons,
and the�r �gnorance of v�ce: tanto plus �n �ll�s prof�c�t v�t�orum
�gnorat�o, quam �n h�s cogn�t�o v�rtut�s.[2] There �s another pr�nc�ple
wh�ch has escaped Hobbes; wh�ch, hav�ng been bestowed on
mank�nd, to moderate, on certa�n occas�ons, the �mpetuos�ty of
ego�sm, or, before �ts b�rth, the des�re of self-preservat�on, tempers
the ardour w�th wh�ch he pursues h�s own welfare, by an �nnate
repugnance at see�ng a fellow-creature suffer.[3] I th�nk I need not
fear contrad�ct�on �n hold�ng man to be possessed of the only natural
v�rtue, wh�ch could not be den�ed h�m by the most v�olent detractor of
human v�rtue. I am speak�ng of compass�on wh�ch �s a d�spos�t�on



su�table to creatures so weak and subject to so many ev�ls as we
certa�nly are: by so much the more un�versal and useful to mank�nd,
as �t comes before any k�nd of reflect�on; and at the same t�me so
natural, that the very brutes themselves somet�mes g�ve ev�dent
proofs of �t. Not to ment�on the tenderness of mothers for the�r
offspr�ng and the per�ls they encounter to save them from danger, �t
�s well known that horses show a reluctance to trample on l�v�ng
bod�es. One an�mal never passes by the dead body of another of �ts
spec�es: there are even some wh�ch g�ve the�r fellows a sort of bur�al;
wh�le the mournful low�ngs of the cattle when they enter the
slaughter-house show the �mpress�ons made on them by the horr�ble
spectacle wh�ch meets them. We f�nd, w�th pleasure, the author of
the Fable of the Bees obl�ged to own that man �s a compass�onate
and sens�ble be�ng, and lay�ng as�de h�s cold subtlety of style, �n the
example he g�ves, to present us w�th the pathet�c descr�pt�on of a
man who, from a place of conf�nement, �s compelled to behold a w�ld
beast tear a ch�ld from the arms of �ts mother, gr�nd�ng �ts tender
l�mbs w�th �ts murderous teeth, and tear�ng �ts palp�tat�ng entra�ls w�th
�ts claws. What horr�d ag�tat�on must not the eye-w�tness of such a
scene exper�ence, although he would not be personally concerned!
What anx�ety would he not suffer at not be�ng able to g�ve any
ass�stance to the fa�nt�ng mother and the dy�ng �nfant!
Such �s the pure emot�on of nature, pr�or to all k�nds of reflect�on!
Such �s the force of natural compass�on, wh�ch the greatest deprav�ty
of morals has as yet hardly been able to destroy! for we da�ly f�nd at
our theatres men affected, nay shedd�ng tears at the suffer�ngs of a
wretch who, were he �n the tyrant's place, would probably even add
to the torments of h�s enem�es; l�ke the bloodth�rsty Sulla, who was
so sens�t�ve to �lls he had not caused, or that Alexander of Pheros
who d�d not dare to go and see any tragedy acted, for fear of be�ng
seen weep�ng w�th Andromache and Pr�am, though he could l�sten
w�thout emot�on to the cr�es of all the c�t�zens who were da�ly
strangled at h�s command.

Moll�ss�ma corda
Humano gener� dare se natura fatetur,



Qua lacr�mas ded�t.
Juvenal, Sat�re xv, 151.[4]

Mandev�lle well knew that, �n sp�te of all the�r moral�ty, men would
have never been better than monsters, had not nature bestowed on
them a sense of compass�on, to a�d the�r reason: but he d�d not see
that from th�s qual�ty alone flow all those soc�al v�rtues, of wh�ch he
den�ed man the possess�on. But what �s generos�ty, clemency or
human�ty but compass�on appl�ed to the weak, to the gu�lty, or to
mank�nd �n general? Even benevolence and fr�endsh�p are, �f we
judge r�ghtly, only the effects of compass�on, constantly set upon a
part�cular object: for how �s �t d�fferent to w�sh that another person
may not suffer pa�n and uneas�ness and to w�sh h�m happy? Were �t
even true that p�ty �s no more than a feel�ng, wh�ch puts us �n the
place of the sufferer, a feel�ng, obscure yet l�vely �n a savage,
developed yet feeble �n c�v�l�sed man; th�s truth would have no other
consequence than to conf�rm my argument. Compass�on must, �n
fact, be the stronger, the more the an�mal behold�ng any k�nd of
d�stress �dent�f�es h�mself w�th the an�mal that suffers. Now, �t �s pla�n
that such �dent�f�cat�on must have been much more perfect �n a state
of nature than �t �s �n a state of reason. It �s reason that engenders
self-respect, and reflect�on that conf�rms �t: �t �s reason wh�ch turns
man's m�nd back upon �tself, and d�v�des h�m from everyth�ng that
could d�sturb or affl�ct h�m. It �s ph�losophy that �solates h�m, and b�ds
h�m say, at s�ght of the m�sfortunes of others: "Per�sh �f you w�ll, I am
secure." Noth�ng but such general ev�ls as threaten the whole
commun�ty can d�sturb the tranqu�l sleep of the ph�losopher, or tear
h�m from h�s bed. A murder may w�th �mpun�ty be comm�tted under
h�s w�ndow; he has only to put h�s hands to h�s ears and argue a l�ttle
w�th h�mself, to prevent nature, wh�ch �s shocked w�th�n h�m, from
�dent�fy�ng �tself w�th the unfortunate sufferer. Unc�v�l�sed man has
not th�s adm�rable talent; and for want of reason and w�sdom, �s
always fool�shly ready to obey the f�rst prompt�ngs of human�ty. It �s
the populace that flocks together at r�ots and street-brawls, wh�le the
w�se man prudently makes off. It �s the mob and the market-women,
who part the combatants, and h�nder gentle-folks from cutt�ng one
another's throats.



It �s then certa�n that compass�on �s a natural feel�ng wh�ch, by
moderat�ng the v�olence of love of self �n each �nd�v�dual, contr�butes
to the preservat�on of the whole spec�es. It �s th�s compass�on that
hurr�es us w�thout reflect�on to the rel�ef of those who are �n d�stress:
�t �s th�s wh�ch �n a state of nature suppl�es the place of laws, morals
and v�rtues, w�th the advantage that none are tempted to d�sobey �ts
gentle vo�ce: �t �s th�s wh�ch w�ll always prevent a sturdy savage from
robb�ng a weak ch�ld or a feeble old man of the sustenance they may
have w�th pa�n and d�ff�culty acqu�red, �f he sees a poss�b�l�ty of
prov�d�ng for h�mself by other means: �t �s th�s wh�ch, �nstead of
�nculcat�ng that subl�me max�m of rat�onal just�ce, Do to others as
you would have them do unto you, �nsp�res all men w�th that other
max�m of natural goodness, much less perfect �ndeed, but perhaps
more useful; Do good to yourself w�th as l�ttle ev�l as poss�ble to
others. In a word, �t �s rather �n th�s natural feel�ng than �n any subtle
arguments that we must look for the cause of that repugnance,
wh�ch every man would exper�ence �n do�ng ev�l, even �ndependently
of the max�ms of educat�on. Although �t m�ght belong to Socrates and
other m�nds of the l�ke craft to acqu�re v�rtue by reason, the human
race would long s�nce have ceased to be, had �ts preservat�on
depended only on the reason�ngs of the �nd�v�duals compos�ng �t.
W�th pass�ons so l�ttle act�ve, and so good a curb, men, be�ng rather
w�ld than w�cked, and more �ntent to guard themselves aga�nst the
m�sch�ef that m�ght be done them, than to do m�sch�ef to others,
were by no means subject to very per�lous d�ssens�ons. They
ma�nta�ned no k�nd of �ntercourse w�th one another, and were
consequently strangers to van�ty, deference, esteem and contempt;
they had not the least �dea of meum and tuum, and no true
concept�on of just�ce; they looked upon every v�olence to wh�ch they
were subjected, rather as an �njury that m�ght eas�ly be repa�red than
as a cr�me that ought to be pun�shed; and they never thought of
tak�ng revenge, unless perhaps mechan�cally and on the spot, as a
dog w�ll somet�mes b�te the stone wh�ch �s thrown at h�m. The�r
quarrels therefore would seldom have very bloody consequences;
for the subject of them would be merely the quest�on of subs�stence.
But I am aware of one greater danger, wh�ch rema�ns to be not�ced.



Of the pass�ons that st�r the heart of man, there �s one wh�ch makes
the sexes necessary to each other, and �s extremely ardent and
�mpetuous; a terr�ble pass�on that braves danger, surmounts all
obstacles, and �n �ts transports seems calculated to br�ng destruct�on
on the human race wh�ch �t �s really dest�ned to preserve. What must
become of men who are left to th�s brutal and boundless rage,
w�thout modesty, w�thout shame, and da�ly uphold�ng the�r amours at
the pr�ce of the�r blood?
It must, �n the f�rst place, be allowed that, the more v�olent the
pass�ons are, the more are laws necessary to keep them under
restra�nt. But, sett�ng as�de the �nadequacy of laws to effect th�s
purpose, wh�ch �s ev�dent from the cr�mes and d�sorders to wh�ch
these pass�ons da�ly g�ve r�se among us, we should do well to �nqu�re
�f these ev�ls d�d not spr�ng up w�th the laws themselves; for �n th�s
case, even �f the laws were capable of repress�ng such ev�ls, �t �s the
least that could be expected from them, that they should check a
m�sch�ef wh�ch would not have ar�sen w�thout them.
Let us beg�n by d�st�ngu�sh�ng between the phys�cal and moral
�ngred�ents �n the feel�ng of love. The phys�cal part of love �s that
general des�re wh�ch urges the sexes to un�on w�th each other. The
moral part �s that wh�ch determ�nes and f�xes th�s des�re exclus�vely
upon one part�cular object; or at least g�ves �t a greater degree of
energy toward the object thus preferred. It �s easy to see that the
moral part of love �s a fact�t�ous feel�ng, born of soc�al usage, and
enhanced by the women w�th much care and cleverness, to establ�sh
the�r emp�re, and put �n power the sex wh�ch ought to obey. Th�s
feel�ng, be�ng founded on certa�n �deas of beauty and mer�t wh�ch a
savage �s not �n a pos�t�on to acqu�re, and on compar�sons wh�ch he
�s �ncapable of mak�ng, must be for h�m almost non-ex�stent; for, as
h�s m�nd cannot form abstract �deas of proport�on and regular�ty, so
h�s heart �s not suscept�ble of the feel�ngs of love and adm�rat�on,
wh�ch are even �nsens�bly produced by the appl�cat�on of these
�deas. He follows solely the character nature has �mplanted �n h�m,
and not tastes wh�ch he could never have acqu�red; so that every
woman equally answers h�s purpose.



Men �n a state of nature be�ng conf�ned merely to what �s phys�cal �n
love, and fortunate enough to be �gnorant of those excellences,
wh�ch whet the appet�te wh�le they �ncrease the d�ff�culty of grat�fy�ng
�t, must be subject to fewer and less v�olent f�ts of pass�on, and
consequently fall �nto fewer and less v�olent d�sputes. The
�mag�nat�on, wh�ch causes such ravages among us, never speaks to
the heart of savages, who qu�etly awa�t the �mpulses of nature, y�eld
to them �nvoluntar�ly, w�th more pleasure than ardour, and, the�r
wants once sat�sf�ed, lose the des�re. It �s therefore �ncontestable
that love, as well as all other pass�ons, must have acqu�red �n soc�ety
that glow�ng �mpetuos�ty, wh�ch makes �t so often fatal to mank�nd.
And �t �s the more absurd to represent savages as cont�nually cutt�ng
one another's throats to �ndulge the�r brutal�ty, because th�s op�n�on
�s d�rectly contrary to exper�ence; the Car�beans, who have as yet
least of all dev�ated from the state of nature, be�ng �n fact the most
peaceable of people �n the�r amours, and the least subject to
jealousy, though they l�ve �n a hot cl�mate wh�ch seems always to
�nflame the pass�ons.
W�th regard to the �nferences that m�ght be drawn, �n the case of
several spec�es of an�mals, the males of wh�ch f�ll our poultry-yards
w�th blood and slaughter, or �n spr�ng make the forests resound w�th
the�r quarrels over the�r females; we must beg�n by exclud�ng all
those spec�es, �n wh�ch nature has pla�nly establ�shed, �n the
comparat�ve power of the sexes, relat�ons d�fferent from those wh�ch
ex�st among us: thus we can base no conclus�on about men on the
hab�ts of f�ght�ng cocks. In those spec�es where the proport�on �s
better observed, these battles must be ent�rely due to the scarc�ty of
females �n compar�son w�th males; or, what amounts to the same
th�ng, to the �ntervals dur�ng wh�ch the female constantly refuses the
advances of the male: for �f each female adm�ts the male but dur�ng
two months �n the year, �t �s the same as �f the number of females
were f�ve-s�xths less. Now, ne�ther of these two cases �s appl�cable to
the human spec�es, �n wh�ch the number of females usually exceeds
that of males, and among whom �t has never been observed, even
among savages, that the females have, l�ke those of other an�mals,
the�r stated t�mes of pass�on and �nd�fference. Moreover, �n several of
these spec�es, the �nd�v�duals all take f�re at once, and there comes a



fearful moment of un�versal pass�on, tumult and d�sorder among
them; a scene wh�ch �s never beheld �n the human spec�es, whose
love �s not thus seasonal. We must not then conclude from the
combats of such an�mals for the enjoyment of the females, that the
case would be the same w�th mank�nd �n a state of nature: and, even
�f we drew such a conclus�on, we see that such contests do not
exterm�nate other k�nds of an�mals, and we have no reason to th�nk
they would be more fatal to ours. It �s �ndeed clear that they would do
st�ll less m�sch�ef than �s the case �n a state of soc�ety; espec�ally �n
those countr�es �n wh�ch, morals be�ng st�ll held �n some repute, the
jealousy of lovers and the vengeance of husbands are the da�ly
cause of duels, murders, and even worse cr�mes; where the
obl�gat�on of eternal f�del�ty only occas�ons adultery, and the very
laws of honour and cont�nence necessar�ly �ncrease debauchery and
lead to the mult�pl�cat�on of abort�ons.
Let us conclude then that man �n a state of nature, wander�ng up and
down the forests, w�thout �ndustry, w�thout speech, and w�thout
home, an equal stranger to war and to all t�es, ne�ther stand�ng �n
need of h�s fellow-creatures nor hav�ng any des�re to hurt them, and
perhaps even not d�st�ngu�sh�ng them one from another; let us
conclude that, be�ng self-suff�c�ent and subject to so few pass�ons,
he could have no feel�ngs or knowledge but such as bef�tted h�s
s�tuat�on; that he felt only h�s actual necess�t�es, and d�sregarded
everyth�ng he d�d not th�nk h�mself �mmed�ately concerned to not�ce,
and that h�s understand�ng made no greater progress than h�s van�ty.
If by acc�dent he made any d�scovery, he was the less able to
commun�cate �t to others, as he d�d not know even h�s own ch�ldren.
Every art would necessar�ly per�sh w�th �ts �nventor, where there was
no k�nd of educat�on among men, and generat�ons succeeded
generat�ons w�thout the least advance; when, all sett�ng out from the
same po�nt, centur�es must have elapsed �n the barbar�sm of the f�rst
ages; when the race was already old, and man rema�ned a ch�ld.
If I have expat�ated at such length on th�s supposed pr�m�t�ve state, �t
�s because I had so many anc�ent errors and �nveterate prejud�ces to
erad�cate, and therefore thought �t �ncumbent on me to d�g down to
the�r very root, and show, by means of a true p�cture of the state of



nature, how far even the natural �nequal�t�es of mank�nd are from
hav�ng that real�ty and �nfluence wh�ch modern wr�ters suppose.
It �s �n fact easy to see that many of the d�fferences wh�ch d�st�ngu�sh
men are merely the effect of hab�t and the d�fferent methods of l�fe
men adopt �n soc�ety. Thus a robust or del�cate const�tut�on, and the
strength or weakness attach�ng to �t, are more frequently the effects
of a hardy or effem�nate method of educat�on than of the or�g�nal
endowment of the body. It �s the same w�th the powers of the m�nd;
for educat�on not only makes a d�fference between such as are
cultured and such as are not, but even �ncreases the d�fferences
wh�ch ex�st among the former, �n proport�on to the�r respect�ve
degrees of culture: as the d�stance between a g�ant and a dwarf on
the same road �ncreases w�th every step they take. If we compare
the prod�g�ous d�vers�ty, wh�ch obta�ns �n the educat�on and manner
of l�fe of the var�ous orders of men �n the state of soc�ety, w�th the
un�form�ty and s�mpl�c�ty of an�mal and savage l�fe, �n wh�ch every
one l�ves on the same k�nd of food and �n exactly the same manner,
and does exactly the same th�ngs, �t �s easy to conce�ve how much
less the d�fference between man and man must be �n a state of
nature than �n a state of soc�ety, and how greatly the natural
�nequal�ty of mank�nd must be �ncreased by the �nequal�t�es of soc�al
�nst�tut�ons.
But even �f nature really affected, �n the d�str�but�on of her g�fts, that
part�al�ty wh�ch �s �mputed to her, what advantage would the greatest
of her favour�tes der�ve from �t, to the detr�ment of others, �n a state
that adm�ts of hardly any k�nd of relat�on between them? Where
there �s no love, of what advantage �s beauty? Of what use �s w�t to
those who do not converse, or cunn�ng to those who have no
bus�ness w�th others? I hear �t constantly repeated that, �n such a
state, the strong would oppress the weak; but what �s here meant by
oppress�on? Some, �t �s sa�d, would v�olently dom�neer over others,
who would groan under a serv�le subm�ss�on to the�r capr�ces. Th�s
�ndeed �s exactly what I observe to be the case among us; but I do
not see how �t can be �nferred of men �n a state of nature, who could
not eas�ly be brought to conce�ve what we mean by dom�n�on and
serv�tude. One man, �t �s true, m�ght se�ze the fru�ts wh�ch another



had gathered, the game he had k�lled, or the cave he had chosen for
shelter; but how would he ever be able to exact obed�ence, and what
t�es of dependence could there be among men w�thout possess�ons?
If, for �nstance, I am dr�ven from one tree, I can go to the next; �f I am
d�sturbed �n one place, what h�nders me from go�ng to another?
Aga�n, should I happen to meet w�th a man so much stronger than
myself, and at the same t�me so depraved, so �ndolent, and so
barbarous, as to compel me to prov�de for h�s sustenance wh�le he
h�mself rema�ns �dle; he must take care not to have h�s eyes off me
for a s�ngle moment; he must b�nd me fast before he goes to sleep,
or I shall certa�nly e�ther knock h�m on the head or make my escape.
That �s to say, he must �n such a case voluntar�ly expose h�mself to
much greater trouble than he seeks to avo�d, or can g�ve me. After
all th�s, let h�m be off h�s guard ever so l�ttle; let h�m but turn h�s head
as�de at any sudden no�se, and I shall be �nstantly twenty paces off,
lost �n the forest, and, my fetters burst asunder, he would never see
me aga�n.
W�thout my expat�at�ng thus uselessly on these deta�ls, every one
must see that as the bonds of serv�tude are formed merely by the
mutual dependence of men on one another and the rec�procal needs
that un�te them, �t �s �mposs�ble to make any man a slave, unless he
be f�rst reduced to a s�tuat�on �n wh�ch he cannot do w�thout the help
of others: and, s�nce such a s�tuat�on does not ex�st �n a state of
nature, every one �s there h�s own master, and the law of the
strongest �s of no effect.
Hav�ng proved that the �nequal�ty of mank�nd �s hardly felt, and that
�ts �nfluence �s next to noth�ng �n a state of nature, I must next show
�ts or�g�n and trace �ts progress �n the success�ve developments of
the human m�nd. Hav�ng shown that human perfect�b�l�ty, the soc�al
v�rtues, and the other facult�es wh�ch natural man potent�ally
possessed, could never develop of themselves, but must requ�re the
fortu�tous concurrence of many fore�gn causes that m�ght never
ar�se, and w�thout wh�ch he would have rema�ned for ever �n h�s
pr�m�t�ve cond�t�on, I must now collect and cons�der the d�fferent
acc�dents wh�ch may have �mproved the human understand�ng wh�le
deprav�ng the spec�es, and made man w�cked wh�le mak�ng h�m



soc�able; so as to br�ng h�m and the world from that d�stant per�od to
the po�nt at wh�ch we now behold them.
I confess that, as the events I am go�ng to descr�be m�ght have
happened �n var�ous ways, I have noth�ng to determ�ne my cho�ce
but conjectures: but such conjectures become reasons, when they
are the most probable that can be drawn from the nature of th�ngs,
and the only means of d�scover�ng the truth. The consequences,
however, wh�ch I mean to deduce w�ll not be barely conjectural; as,
on the pr�nc�ples just la�d down, �t would be �mposs�ble to form any
other theory that would not furn�sh the same results, and from wh�ch
I could not draw the same conclus�ons.
Th�s w�ll be a suff�c�ent apology for my not dwell�ng on the manner �n
wh�ch the lapse of t�me compensates for the l�ttle probab�l�ty �n the
events; on the surpr�s�ng power of tr�v�al causes, when the�r act�on �s
constant; on the �mposs�b�l�ty, on the one hand, of destroy�ng certa�n
hypotheses, though on the other we cannot g�ve them the certa�nty
of known matters of fact; on �ts be�ng w�th�n the prov�nce of h�story,
when two facts are g�ven as real, and have to be connected by a
ser�es of �ntermed�ate facts, wh�ch are unknown or supposed to be
so, to supply such facts as may connect them; and on �ts be�ng �n the
prov�nce of ph�losophy when h�story �s s�lent, to determ�ne s�m�lar
facts to serve the same end; and lastly, on the �nfluence of s�m�lar�ty,
wh�ch, �n the case of events, reduces the facts to a much smaller
number of d�fferent classes than �s commonly �mag�ned. It �s enough
for me to offer these h�nts to the cons�derat�on of my judges, and to
have so arranged that the general reader has no need to cons�der
them at all.



[1] See Append�x.

[2] Just�n. H�st, ��, 2. So much more does the �gnorance of v�ce prof�t the one sort
than the knowledge of v�rtue the other.
[3] Ego�sm must not be confused w�th self-respect: for they d�ffer both �n
themselves and �n the�r effects. Self-respect �s a natural feel�ng wh�ch leads every
an�mal to look to �ts own preservat�on, and wh�ch, gu�ded �n man by reason and
mod�f�ed by compass�on, creates human�ty and v�rtue. Ego�sm �s a purely relat�ve
and fact�t�ous feel�ng, wh�ch ar�ses �n the state of soc�ety, leads each �nd�v�dual to
make more of h�mself than of any other, causes all the mutual damage men �nfl�ct
one on another, and �s the real source of the "sense of honour." Th�s be�ng
understood, I ma�nta�n that, �n our pr�m�t�ve cond�t�on, �n the true state of nature,
ego�sm d�d not ex�st; for as each man regarded h�mself as the only observer of h�s
act�ons, the only be�ng �n the un�verse who took any �nterest �n h�m, and the sole
judge of h�s deserts, no feel�ng ar�s�ng from compar�sons he could not be led to
make could take root �n h�s soul; and for the same reason, he could know ne�ther
hatred nor the des�re for revenge, s�nce these pass�ons can spr�ng only from a
sense of �njury: and as �t �s the contempt or the �ntent�on to hurt, and not the harm
done, wh�ch const�tutes the �njury, men who ne�ther valued nor compared
themselves could do one another much v�olence, when �t su�ted them, w�thout
feel�ng any sense of �njury. In a word, each man, regard�ng h�s fellows almost as
he regarded an�mals of d�fferent spec�es, m�ght se�ze the prey of a weaker or y�eld
up h�s own to a stronger, and yet cons�der these acts of v�olence as mere natural
occurrences, w�thout the sl�ghtest emot�on of �nsolence or desp�te, or any other
feel�ng than the joy or gr�ef of success or fa�lure.

[4] Nature avows she gave the human race the softest hearts, who gave < them
tears.

THE SECOND PART

The f�rst man who, hav�ng enclosed a p�ece of ground, bethought
h�mself of say�ng Th�s �s m�ne, and found people s�mple enough to
bel�eve h�m, was the real founder of c�v�l soc�ety. From how many
cr�mes, wars and murders, from how many horrors and m�sfortunes
m�ght not any one have saved mank�nd, by pull�ng up the stakes, or
f�ll�ng up the d�tch, and cry�ng to h�s fellows, "Beware of l�sten�ng to
th�s �mpostor; you are undone �f you once forget that the fru�ts of the



earth, belong to us all, and the earth �tself to nobody." But there �s
great probab�l�ty that th�ngs had then already come to such a p�tch,
that they could no longer cont�nue as they were; for the �dea of
property depends on many pr�or �deas, wh�ch could only be acqu�red
success�vely, and cannot have been formed all at once �n the human
m�nd.
Mank�nd must have made very cons�derable progress, and acqu�red
cons�derable knowledge and �ndustry wh�ch they must also have
transm�tted and �ncreased from age to age, before they arr�ved at
th�s last po�nt of the state of nature. Let us then go farther back and
endeavour to un�fy under a s�ngle po�nt of v�ew that slow success�on
of events and d�scover�es �n the most natural order.
Man's f�rst feel�ng was that of h�s own ex�stence, and h�s f�rst care
that of self-preservat�on. The produce of the earth furn�shed h�m w�th
all he needed, and �nst�nct told h�m how to use �t. Hunger and other
appet�tes made h�m at var�ous t�mes exper�ence var�ous modes of
ex�stence; and among these was one wh�ch urged h�m to propagate
h�s spec�es—a bl�nd propens�ty that, hav�ng noth�ng to do w�th the
heart, produced a merely an�mal act. The want once grat�f�ed, the
two sexes knew each other no more; and even the offspr�ng was
noth�ng to �ts mother, as soon as �t could do w�thout her.
Such was the cond�t�on of �nfant man; the l�fe of an an�mal l�m�ted at
f�rst to mere sensat�ons, and hardly prof�t�ng by the g�fts nature
bestowed on h�m, much less capable of enterta�n�ng a thought of
forc�ng anyth�ng from her. But d�ff�cult�es soon presented themselves,
and �t became necessary to learn how to surmount them: the he�ght
of the trees, wh�ch prevented h�m from gather�ng the�r fru�ts, the
compet�t�on of other an�mals des�rous of the same fru�ts, and the
feroc�ty of those who needed them for the�r own preservat�on, all
obl�ged h�m to apply h�mself to bod�ly exerc�ses. He had to be act�ve,
sw�ft of foot, and v�gorous �n l�ght. Natural weapons, stones and
st�cks, were eas�ly found: he learnt to surmount the obstacles of
nature, to contend �n case of necess�ty w�th other an�mals, and to
d�spute for the means of subs�stence even w�th other men, or to
�ndemn�fy h�mself for what he was forced to g�ve up to a stronger.



In proport�on as the human race grew more numerous, men's cares
�ncreased. The d�fference of so�ls, cl�mates and seasons, must have
�ntroduced some d�fferences �nto the�r manner of l�v�ng. Barren
years, long and sharp w�nters, scorch�ng summers wh�ch parched
the fru�ts of the earth, must have demanded a new �ndustry. On the
sea-shore and the banks of r�vers, they �nvented the hook and l�ne,
and became f�shermen and eaters of f�sh. In the forests they made
bows and arrows, and became huntsmen and warr�ors. In cold
countr�es they clothed themselves w�th the sk�ns of the beasts they
had sla�n. The l�ghtn�ng, a volcano, or some lucky chance acqua�nted
them w�th f�re, a new resource aga�nst the r�gours of w�nter: they next
learned how to preserve th�s element, then how to reproduce �t, and
f�nally how to prepare w�th �t the flesh of an�mals wh�ch before they
had eaten raw.
Th�s repeated relevance of var�ous be�ngs to h�mself, and one to
another, would naturally g�ve r�se �n the human m�nd to the
percept�ons of certa�n relat�ons between them. Thus the relat�ons
wh�ch we denote by the terms, great, small, strong, weak, sw�ft, slow,
fearful, bold, and the l�ke, almost �nsens�bly compared at need, must
have at length produced �n h�m a k�nd of reflect�on, or rather a
mechan�cal prudence, wh�ch would �nd�cate to h�m the precaut�ons
most necessary to h�s secur�ty.
The new �ntell�gence wh�ch resulted from th�s development �ncreased
h�s super�or�ty over other an�mals, by mak�ng h�m sens�ble of �t. He
would now endeavour, therefore, to ensnare them, would play them
a thousand tr�cks, and though many of them m�ght surpass h�m �n
sw�ftness or �n strength, would �n t�me become the master of some
and the scourge of others. Thus, the f�rst t�me he looked �nto h�mself,
he felt the f�rst emot�on of pr�de; and, at a t�me when he scarce knew
how to d�st�ngu�sh the d�fferent orders of be�ngs, by look�ng upon h�s
spec�es as of the h�ghest order, he prepared the way for assum�ng
pre-em�nence as an �nd�v�dual.
Other men, �t �s true, were not then to h�m what they now are to us,
and he had no greater �ntercourse w�th them than w�th other an�mals;
yet they were not neglected �n h�s observat�ons. The conform�t�es,
wh�ch he would �n t�me d�scover between them, and between h�mself



and h�s female, led h�m to judge of others wh�ch were not then
percept�ble; and f�nd�ng that they all behaved as he h�mself would
have done �n l�ke c�rcumstances, he naturally �nferred that the�r
manner of th�nk�ng and act�ng was altogether �n conform�ty w�th h�s
own. Th�s �mportant truth, once deeply �mpressed on h�s m�nd, must
have �nduced h�m, from an �ntu�t�ve feel�ng more certa�n and much
more rap�d than any k�nd of reason�ng, to pursue the rules of
conduct, wh�ch he had best observe towards them, for h�s own
secur�ty and advantage.
Taught by exper�ence that the love of well-be�ng �s the sole mot�ve of
human act�ons, he found h�mself �n a pos�t�on to d�st�ngu�sh the few
cases, �n wh�ch mutual �nterest m�ght just�fy h�m �n rely�ng upon the
ass�stance of h�s fellows; and also the st�ll fewer cases �n wh�ch a
confl�ct of �nterests m�ght g�ve cause to suspect them. In the former
case, he jo�ned �n the same herd w�th them, or at most �n some k�nd
of loose assoc�at�on, that la�d no restra�nt on �ts members, and lasted
no longer than the trans�tory occas�on that formed �t. In the latter
case, every one sought h�s own pr�vate advantage, e�ther by open
force, �f he thought h�mself strong enough, or by address and
cunn�ng, �f he felt h�mself the weaker.
In th�s manner, men may have �nsens�bly acqu�red some gross �deas
of mutual undertak�ngs, and of the advantages of fulf�ll�ng them: that
�s, just so far as the�r present and apparent �nterest was concerned:
for they were perfect strangers to fores�ght, and were so far from
troubl�ng themselves about the d�stant future, that they hardly
thought of the morrow. If a deer was to be taken, every one saw that,
�n order to succeed, he must ab�de fa�thfully by h�s post: but �f a hare
happened to come w�th�n the reach of any one of them, �t �s not to be
doubted that he pursued �t w�thout scruple, and, hav�ng se�zed h�s
prey, cared very l�ttle, �f by so do�ng he caused h�s compan�ons to
m�ss the�rs.
It �s easy to understand that such �ntercourse would not requ�re a
language much more ref�ned than that of rooks or monkeys, who
assoc�ate together for much the same, purpose. Inart�culate cr�es,
plenty of gestures and some �m�tat�ve sounds, must have been for a
long t�me the un�versal language; and by the add�t�on, �n every



country, of some convent�onal art�culate sounds (of wh�ch, as I have
already �nt�mated, the f�rst �nst�tut�on �s not too easy to expla�n)
part�cular languages were produced; but these were rude and
�mperfect, and nearly such as now to be found among some savage
nat�ons.
Hurr�ed on by the rap�d�ty of t�me, by the abundance of th�ngs I have
to say, and by the almost �nsens�ble progress of th�ngs �n the�r
beg�nn�ngs, I pass over �n an �nstant a mult�tude of ages; for the
slower the events were �n the�r success�on, the more rap�dly may
they be descr�bed.
These f�rst advances enabled men to make others w�th greater
rap�d�ty. In proport�on as they grew enl�ghtened, they grew
�ndustr�ous. They ceased to fall asleep under the f�rst tree, or �n the
f�rst cave that afforded them shelter; they �nvented several k�nds of
�mplements of hard and sharp stones, wh�ch they used to d�g up the
earth, and to cut wood; they then made huts out of branches, and
afterwards learnt to plaster them over w�th mud and clay. Th�s was
the epoch of a f�rst revolut�on, wh�ch establ�shed and d�st�ngu�shed
fam�l�es, and �ntroduced a k�nd of property, �n �tself the source of a
thousand quarrels and confl�cts. As, however, the strongest were
probably the f�rst to bu�ld themselves huts wh�ch they felt themselves
able to defend, �t may be concluded that the weak found �t much
eas�er and safer to �m�tate, than to attempt to d�slodge them: and of
those who were once prov�ded w�th huts, none could have any
�nducement to appropr�ate that of h�s ne�ghbour; not �ndeed so much
because �t d�d not belong to h�m, as because �t could be of no use,
and he could not make h�mself master of �t w�thout expos�ng h�mself
to a desperate battle w�th the fam�ly wh�ch occup�ed �t.
The f�rst expans�ons of the human heart were the effects of a novel
s�tuat�on, wh�ch un�ted husbands and w�ves, fathers and ch�ldren,
under one roof. The hab�t of l�v�ng together soon gave r�se to the
f�nest feel�ngs known to human�ty, conjugal love and paternal
affect�on. Every fam�ly became a l�ttle soc�ety, the more un�ted
because l�berty—and rec�procal attachment were the only bonds of
�ts un�on. The sexes, whose manner of l�fe had been h�therto the
same, began now to adopt d�fferent ways of l�v�ng. The women



became more sedentary, and accustomed themselves to m�nd the
hut and the�r ch�ldren, wh�le the men went abroad �n search of the�r
common subs�stence. From l�v�ng a softer l�fe, both sexes also
began to lose someth�ng of the�r strength and feroc�ty: but, �f
�nd�v�duals became to some extent less able to encounter w�ld
beasts separately, they found �t, on the other hand, eas�er to
assemble and res�st �n common.
The s�mpl�c�ty and sol�tude of man's l�fe �n th�s new cond�t�on, the
pauc�ty of h�s wants, and the �mplements he had �nvented to sat�sfy
them, left h�m a great deal of le�sure, wh�ch he employed to furn�sh
h�mself w�th many conven�ences unknown to h�s fathers: and th�s
was the f�rst yoke he �nadvertently �mposed on h�mself, and the f�rst
source of the ev�ls he prepared for h�s descendants. For, bes�des
cont�nu�ng thus to enervate both body and m�nd, these conven�ences
lost w�th use almost all the�r power to please, and even degenerated
�nto real needs, t�ll the want of them became far more d�sagreeable
than the possess�on of them had been pleasant. Men would have
been unhappy at the loss of them, though the possess�on d�d not
make them happy.
We can here see a l�ttle better how the use of speech became
establ�shed, and �nsens�bly �mproved �n each fam�ly, and we may
form a conjecture also concern�ng the manner �n wh�ch var�ous
causes may have extended and accelerated the progress of
language, by mak�ng �t more and more necessary. Floods or
earthquakes surrounded �nhab�ted d�str�cts w�th prec�p�ces or waters:
revolut�ons of the globe tore off port�ons from the cont�nent, and
made them �slands. It �s read�ly seen that among men thus collected
and compelled to l�ve together, a common �d�om must have ar�sen
much more eas�ly than among those who st�ll wandered through the
forests of the cont�nent. Thus �t �s very poss�ble that after the�r f�rst
essays �n nav�gat�on the �slanders brought over the use of speech to
the cont�nent: and �t �s at least very probable that commun�t�es and
languages were f�rst establ�shed �n �slands, and even came to
perfect�on there before they were known on the ma�nland.
Everyth�ng now beg�ns to change �ts aspect. Men, who have up to
now been rov�ng �n the woods, by tak�ng to a more settled manner of



l�fe, come gradually together, form separate bod�es, and at length �n
every country ar�ses a d�st�nct nat�on, un�ted �n character and
manners, not by regulat�ons or laws, but by un�form�ty of l�fe and
food, and the common �nfluence of cl�mate. Permanent
ne�ghbourhood could not fa�l to produce, �n t�me, some connect�on
between d�fferent fam�l�es. Among young people of oppos�te sexes,
l�v�ng �n ne�ghbour�ng huts, the trans�ent commerce requ�red by
nature soon led, through mutual �ntercourse, to another k�nd not less
agreeable, and more permanent. Men began now to take the
d�fference between objects �nto account, and to make compar�sons;
they acqu�red �mpercept�bly the �deas of beauty and mer�t, wh�ch
soon gave r�se to feel�ngs of preference. In consequence of see�ng
each other often, they could not do w�thout see�ng each other
constantly. A tender and pleasant feel�ng �ns�nuated �tself �nto the�r
souls, and the least oppos�t�on turned �t �nto an �mpetuous fury: w�th
love arose jealousy; d�scord tr�umphed, and human blood was
sacr�f�ced to the gentlest of all pass�ons.
As �deas and feel�ngs succeeded one another, and heart and head
were brought �nto play, men cont�nued to lay as�de the�r or�g�nal
w�ldness; the�r pr�vate connect�ons became every day more �nt�mate
as the�r l�m�ts extended. They accustomed themselves to assemble
before the�r huts round a large tree; s�ng�ng and danc�ng, the true
offspr�ng of love and le�sure, became the amusement, or rather the
occupat�on, of men and women thus assembled together w�th
noth�ng else to do. Each one began to cons�der the rest, and to w�sh
to be cons�dered �n turn; and thus a—value came to be attached to
publ�c esteem. Whoever sang or danced best, whoever was the
handsomest, the strongest, the most dexterous, or the most
eloquent, came to be of most cons�derat�on; and th�s was the f�rst
step towards �nequal�ty, and at the same t�me towards v�ce. From
these f�rst d�st�nct�ons arose on the one s�de van�ty and contempt
and on the other shame and envy: and the fermentat�on caused by
these new leavens ended by produc�ng comb�nat�ons fatal to
�nnocence and happ�ness.
As soon as men began to value one another, and the �dea of
cons�derat�on had got a foot�ng �n the m�nd, every one put �n h�s



cla�m to �t, and �t became �mposs�ble to refuse �t to any w�th �mpun�ty.
Hence arose the f�rst obl�gat�ons of c�v�l�ty even among savages; and
every �ntended �njury became an affront; because, bes�des the hurt
wh�ch m�ght result from �t, the party �njured was certa�n to f�nd �n �t a
contempt for h�s person, wh�ch was often more �nsupportable than
the hurt �tself.
Thus, as every man pun�shed the contempt shown h�m by others, �n
proport�on to h�s op�n�on of h�mself, revenge became terr�ble, and
men bloody and cruel. Th�s �s prec�sely the state reached by most of
the savage nat�ons known to us: and �t �s for want of hav�ng made a
proper d�st�nct�on �n our �deas, and seen how very far they already
are from the state of nature, that so many wr�ters have hast�ly
concluded that man �s naturally cruel, and requ�res c�v�l �nst�tut�ons to
make h�m more m�ld; whereas noth�ng �s more gentle than man �n h�s
pr�m�t�ve state, as he �s placed by nature at an equal d�stance from
the stup�d�ty of brutes, and the fatal �ngenu�ty of c�v�l�sed man.
Equally conf�ned by �nst�nct and reason to the sole care of guard�ng
h�mself aga�nst the m�sch�efs wh�ch threaten h�m, he �s restra�ned by
natural compass�on from do�ng any �njury to others, and �s not led to
do such a th�ng even �n return for �njur�es rece�ved. For, accord�ng to
the ax�om of the w�se Locke, There can be no �njury, where there �s
no property.
But �t must be remarked that the soc�ety thus formed, and the
relat�ons thus establ�shed among men, requ�red of them qual�t�es
d�fferent from those wh�ch they possessed from the�r pr�m�t�ve
const�tut�on. Moral�ty began to appear �n human act�ons, and every
one, before the �nst�tut�on of law, was the only judge and avenger of
the �njur�es done h�m, so that the goodness wh�ch was su�table �n the
pure state of nature was no longer proper �n the new-born state of
soc�ety. Pun�shments had to be made more severe, as opportun�t�es
of offend�ng became more frequent, and the dread of vengeance had
to take the place of the r�gour of the law. Thus, though men had
become less pat�ent, and the�r natural compass�on had already
suffered some d�m�nut�on, th�s per�od of expans�on of the human
facult�es, keep�ng a just mean between the �ndolence of the pr�m�t�ve
state and the petulant act�v�ty of our ego�sm, must have been the



happ�est and most stable of epochs. The more we reflect on �t, the
more we shall f�nd that th�s state was the least subject to revolut�ons,
and altogether the very best man could exper�ence; so that he can
have departed from �t only through some fatal acc�dent, wh�ch, for
the publ�c good, should never have happened. The example of
savages, most of whom have been found �n th�s state, seems to
prove that men were meant to rema�n �n �t, that �t �s the real youth of
the world, and that all subsequent advances have been apparently
so many steps towards the perfect�on of the �nd�v�dual, but �n real�ty
towards the decrep�tude of the spec�es.
So long as men rema�ned content w�th the�r rust�c huts, so long as
they were sat�sf�ed w�th clothes made of the sk�ns of an�mals and
sewn together w�th thorns and f�sh-bones, adorned themselves only
w�th feathers and shells, and cont�nued to pa�nt the�r bod�es d�fferent
colours, to �mprove and beaut�fy the�r bows and arrows and to make
w�th sharp-edged stones f�sh�ng boats or clumsy mus�cal
�nstruments; �n a word, so long as they undertook only what a s�ngle
person could accompl�sh, and conf�ned themselves to such arts as
d�d not requ�re the jo�nt labour of several hands, they l�ved free,
healthy, honest and happy l�ves, so long as the�r nature allowed, and
as they cont�nued to enjoy the pleasures of mutual and �ndependent
�ntercourse. But from the moment one man began to stand �n need
of the help of another; from the moment �t appeared advantageous to
any one man to have enough prov�s�ons for two, equal�ty
d�sappeared, property was �ntroduced, work became �nd�spensable,
and vast forests became sm�l�ng f�elds, wh�ch man had to water w�th
the sweat of h�s brow, and where slavery and m�sery were soon seen
to germ�nate and grow up w�th the crops.
Metallurgy and agr�culture were the two arts wh�ch produced th�s
great revolut�on. The poets tell us �t was gold and s�lver, but, for the
ph�losophers, �t was �ron and corn, wh�ch f�rst c�v�l�sed men, and
ru�ned human�ty. Thus both were unknown to the savages of
Amer�ca, who for that reason are st�ll savage; the other nat�ons also
seem to have cont�nued �n a state of barbar�sm wh�le they pract�sed
only one of these arts. One of the best reasons, perhaps, why
Europe has been, �f not longer, at least more constantly and h�ghly



c�v�l�sed than the rest of the world, �s that �t �s at once the most
abundant �n �ron and the most fert�le �n corn.
It �s d�ff�cult to conjecture how men f�rst came to know and use �ron;
for �t �s �mposs�ble to suppose they would of themselves th�nk of
d�gg�ng the ore out of the m�ne, and prepar�ng �t for smelt�ng, before
they knew what would be the result. On the other hand, we have the
less reason to suppose th�s d�scovery the effect of any acc�dental
f�re, as m�nes are only formed �n barren places, bare of trees and
plants; so that �t looks as �f nature had taken pa�ns to keep the fatal
secret from us. There rema�ns, therefore, only the extraord�nary
acc�dent of some volcano wh�ch, by eject�ng metall�c substances
already �n fus�on, suggested to the spectators the �dea of �m�tat�ng
the natural operat�on. And we must further conce�ve them as
possessed of uncommon courage and fores�ght, to undertake so
labor�ous a work, w�th so d�stant a prospect of draw�ng advantage
from �t; yet these qual�t�es are un�ted only �n m�nds more advanced
than we can suppose those of these f�rst d�scoverers to have been.
W�th regard to agr�culture, the pr�nc�ples of �t were known long before
they were put �n pract�ce; and �t �s �ndeed hardly poss�ble that men,
constantly employed �n draw�ng the�r subs�stence from plants and
trees, should not read�ly acqu�re a knowledge of the means made
use of by nature for the propagat�on of vegetables. It was �n all
probab�l�ty very fang, however, before the�r �ndustry took that turn,
e�ther because trees, wh�ch together w�th hunt�ng and f�sh�ng
afforded them food, d�d not requ�re the�r attent�on; or because they
were �gnorant of the use of corn, or w�thout �nstruments to cult�vate �t;
or because they lacked fores�ght to future needs; or lastly, because
they were w�thout means of prevent�ng others from robb�ng them of
the fru�t of the�r labour.
When they grew more �ndustr�ous, �t �s natural to bel�eve that they
began, w�th the help of sharp stones and po�nted st�cks, to cult�vate a
few vegetables or roots around the�r huts; though �t was long before
they knew how to prepare corn, or were prov�ded w�th the
�mplements necessary for ra�s�ng �t �n any large quant�ty; not to
ment�on how essent�al �t �s, for husbandry, to consent to �mmed�ate
loss, �n order to reap a future ga�n—a precaut�on very fore�gn to the



turn of a savage's m�nd; for, as I have sa�d, he hardly foresees �n the
morn�ng what he w�ll need at n�ght.
The �nvent�on of the other arts must therefore have been necessary
to compel mank�nd to apply themselves to agr�culture. No sooner
were art�f�cers wanted to smelt and forge �ron, than others were
requ�red to ma�nta�n them; the more hands that were employed �n
manufactures, the fewer were left to prov�de for the common
subs�stence, though the number of mouths to be furn�shed w�th food
rema�ned the same: and as some requ�red commod�t�es �n exchange
for the�r �ron, the rest at length d�scovered the method of mak�ng �ron
serve for the mult�pl�cat�on of commod�t�es. By th�s means the arts of
husbandry and agr�culture were establ�shed on the one hand, and
the art of work�ng metals and mult�ply�ng the�r uses on the other.
The cult�vat�on of the earth necessar�ly brought about �ts d�str�but�on;
and property, once recogn�sed, gave r�se to the f�rst rules of just�ce;
for, to secure each man h�s own, �t had to be poss�ble for each to
have someth�ng. Bes�des, as men began to look forward to the
future, and all had someth�ng to lose, every one had reason to
apprehend that repr�sals would follow any �njury he m�ght do to
another. Th�s or�g�n �s so much the more natural, as �t �s �mposs�ble
to conce�ve how property can come from anyth�ng but manual
labour: for what else can a man add to th�ngs wh�ch he does not
or�g�nally create, so as to make them h�s own property? It �s the
husbandman's labour alone that, g�v�ng h�m a t�tle to the produce of
the ground he has t�lled, g�ves h�m a cla�m also to the land �tself, at
least t�ll harvest; and so, from year to year, a constant possess�on
wh�ch �s eas�ly transformed �nto property. When the anc�ents, says
Grot�us, gave to Ceres the t�tle of Leg�slatr�x, and to a fest�val
celebrated �n her honour the name of Thesmophor�a, they meant by
that that the d�str�but�on of lands had produced a new k�nd of r�ght:
that �s to say, the r�ght of property, wh�ch �s d�fferent from the r�ght
deduc�ble from the law of nature.
In th�s state of affa�rs, equal�ty m�ght have been susta�ned, had the
talents of �nd�v�duals been equal, and had, for example, the use of
�ron and the consumpt�on of commod�t�es always exactly balanced
each other; but, as there was noth�ng to preserve th�s balance, �t was



soon d�sturbed; the strongest d�d most work; the most sk�lful turned
h�s labour to best account; the most �ngen�ous dev�sed methods of
d�m�n�sh�ng h�s labour: the husbandman wanted more �ron, or the
sm�th more corn, and, wh�le both laboured equally, the one ga�ned a
great deal by h�s work, wh�le the other could hardly support h�mself.
Thus natural �nequal�ty unfolds �tself �nsens�bly w�th that of
comb�nat�on, and the d�fference between men, developed by the�r
d�fferent c�rcumstances, becomes more sens�ble and permanent �n
�ts effects, and beg�ns to have an �nfluence, �n the same proport�on,
over the lot of �nd�v�duals.
Matters once at th�s p�tch, �t �s easy to �mag�ne the rest. I shall not
deta�n the reader w�th a descr�pt�on of the success�ve �nvent�on of
other arts, the development of language, the tr�al and ut�l�sat�on of
talents, the �nequal�ty of fortunes, the use and abuse of r�ches, and
all the deta�ls connected w�th them wh�ch the reader can eas�ly
supply for h�mself. I shall conf�ne myself to a glance at mank�nd �n
th�s new s�tuat�on.
Behold then all human facult�es developed, memory and �mag�nat�on
�n full play, ego�sm �nterested, reason act�ve, and the m�nd almost at
the h�ghest po�nt of �ts perfect�on. Behold all the natural qual�t�es �n
act�on, the rank and cond�t�on of every man ass�gned h�m; not merely
h�s share of property and h�s power to serve or �njure others, but also
h�s w�t, beauty, strength or sk�ll, mer�t or talents: and these be�ng the
only qual�t�es capable of command�ng respect, �t soon became
necessary to possess or to affect them.
It now became the �nterest of men to appear what they really were
not. To be and to seem became two totally d�fferent th�ngs; and from
th�s d�st�nct�on sprang �nsolent pomp and cheat�ng tr�ckery, w�th all
the numerous v�ces that go �n the�r tra�n. On the other hand, free and
�ndependent as men were before, they were now, �n consequence of
a mult�pl�c�ty of new wants, brought �nto subject�on, as �t were, to all
nature, and part�cularly to one another; and each became �n some
degree a slave even �n becom�ng the master of other men: �f r�ch,
they stood �n need of the serv�ces of others; �f poor, of the�r
ass�stance; and even a m�ddle cond�t�on d�d not enable them to do
w�thout one another. Man must now, therefore, have been



perpetually employed �n gett�ng others to �nterest themselves �n h�s
lot, and �n mak�ng them, apparently at least, �f not really, f�nd the�r
advantage �n promot�ng h�s own. Thus he must have been sly and
artful �n h�s behav�our to some, and �mper�ous and cruel to others;
be�ng under a k�nd of necess�ty to �ll-use all the persons of whom he
stood �n need, when he could not fr�ghten them �nto compl�ance, and
d�d not judge �t h�s �nterest to be useful to them. Insat�able amb�t�on,
the th�rst of ra�s�ng the�r respect�ve fortunes, not so much from real
want as from the des�re to surpass others, �nsp�red all men w�th a
v�le propens�ty to �njure one another, and w�th a secret jealousy,
wh�ch �s the more dangerous, as �t puts on the mask of benevolence,
to carry �ts po�nt w�th greater secur�ty. In a word, there arose r�valry
and compet�t�on on the one hand, and confl�ct�ng �nterests on the
other, together w�th a secret des�re on both of prof�t�ng at the
expense of others. All these ev�ls were the f�rst effects of property,
and the �nseparable attendants of grow�ng �nequal�ty.
Before the �nvent�on of s�gns to represent r�ches, wealth could hardly
cons�st �n anyth�ng but lands and cattle, the only real possess�ons
men can have. But, when �nher�tances so �ncreased �n number and
extent as to occupy the whole of the land, and to border on one
another, one man could aggrand�se h�mself only at the expense of
another; at the same t�me the supernumerar�es, who had been too
weak or too �ndolent to make such acqu�s�t�ons, and had grown poor
w�thout susta�n�ng any loss, because, wh�le they saw everyth�ng
change around them, they rema�ned st�ll the same, were obl�ged to
rece�ve the�r subs�stence, or steal �t, from the r�ch; and th�s soon
bred, accord�ng to the�r d�fferent characters, dom�n�on and slavery, or
v�olence and rap�ne. The wealthy, on the�r part, had no sooner begun
to taste the pleasure of command, than they d�sda�ned all others,
and, us�ng the�r old slaves to acqu�re new, thought of noth�ng but
subdu�ng and enslav�ng the�r ne�ghbours; l�ke ravenous wolves,
wh�ch, hav�ng once tasted human flesh, desp�se every other food
and thenceforth seek only men to devour.
Thus, as the most powerful or the most m�serable cons�dered the�r
m�ght or m�sery as a k�nd of r�ght to the possess�ons of others,
equ�valent, �n the�r op�n�on, to that of property, the destruct�on of



equal�ty was attended by the most terr�ble d�sorders. Usurpat�ons by
the r�ch, robbery by the poor, and the unbr�dled pass�ons of both,
suppressed the cr�es of natural compass�on and the st�ll feeble vo�ce
of just�ce, and f�lled men w�th avar�ce, amb�t�on and v�ce. Between
the t�tle of the strongest and that of the f�rst occup�er, there arose
perpetual confl�cts, wh�ch never ended but �n battles and bloodshed.
The new-born state of soc�ety thus gave r�se to a horr�ble state of
war; men thus harassed and depraved were no longer capable of
retrac�ng the�r steps or renounc�ng the fatal acqu�s�t�ons they had
made, but, labour�ng by the abuse of the facult�es wh�ch do them
honour, merely to the�r own confus�on, brought themselves to the
br�nk of ru�n.

Atton�tus nov�tate mal�, d�vesque m�serque,
Effugere optat opes; et quæ modô voverat od�t.[5]

It �s �mposs�ble that men should not at length have reflected on so
wretched a s�tuat�on, and on the calam�t�es that overwhelmed them.
The r�ch, �n part�cular, must have felt how much they suffered by a
constant state of war, of wh�ch they bore all the expense; and �n
wh�ch, though all r�sked the�r l�ves, they alone r�sked the�r property.
Bes�des, however spec�ously they m�ght d�sgu�se the�r usurpat�ons,
they knew that they were founded on precar�ous and false t�tles; so
that, �f others took from them by force what they themselves had
ga�ned by force, they would have no reason to compla�n. Even those
who had been enr�ched by the�r own �ndustry, could hardly base the�r
propr�etorsh�p on better cla�ms. It was �n va�n to repeat, "I bu�lt th�s
well; I ga�ned th�s spot by my �ndustry." Who gave you your stand�ng,
�t m�ght be answered, and what r�ght have you to demand payment
of us for do�ng what we never asked you to do? Do you not know
that numbers of your fellow-creatures are starv�ng, for want of what
you have too much of? You ought to have had the express and
un�versal consent of mank�nd, before appropr�at�ng more of the
common subs�stence than you needed for your own ma�ntenance.
Dest�tute of val�d reasons to just�fy and suff�c�ent strength to defend
h�mself, able to crush �nd�v�duals w�th ease, but eas�ly crushed
h�mself by a troop of band�ts, one aga�nst all, and �ncapable, on
account of mutual jealousy, of jo�n�ng w�th h�s equals aga�nst



numerous enem�es un�ted by the common hope of plunder, the r�ch
man, thus urged by necess�ty, conce�ved at length the profoundest
plan that ever entered the m�nd of man: th�s was to employ �n h�s
favour the forces of those who attacked h�m, to make all�es of h�s
adversar�es, to �nsp�re them w�th d�fferent max�ms, and to g�ve them
other �nst�tut�ons as favourable to h�mself as the law of nature was
unfavourable.
W�th th�s v�ew, after hav�ng represented to h�s ne�ghbours the horror
of a s�tuat�on wh�ch armed every man aga�nst the rest, and made
the�r possess�ons as burdensome to them as the�r wants, and �n
wh�ch no safety could be expected e�ther �n r�ches or �n poverty, he
read�ly dev�sed plaus�ble arguments to make them close w�th h�s
des�gn. "Let us jo�n," sa�d he, "to guard the weak from oppress�on, to
restra�n the amb�t�ous, and secure to every man the possess�on of
what belongs to h�m: let us �nst�tute rules of just�ce and peace, to
wh�ch all w�thout except�on may be obl�ged to conform; rules that
may �n some measure make amends for the capr�ces of fortune, by
subject�ng equally the powerful and the weak to the observance of
rec�procal obl�gat�ons. Let us, �n a word, �nstead of turn�ng our forces
aga�nst ourselves, collect them �n a supreme power wh�ch may
govern us by w�se laws, protect and defend all the members of the
assoc�at�on, repulse the�r common enem�es, and ma�nta�n eternal
harmony among us."
Far fewer words to th�s purpose would have been enough to �mpose
on men so barbarous and eas�ly seduced; espec�ally as they had too
many d�sputes among themselves to do w�thout arb�trators, and too
much amb�t�on and avar�ce to go long w�thout masters. All ran
headlong to the�r cha�ns, �n hopes of secur�ng the�r l�berty; for they
had just w�t enough to perce�ve the advantages of pol�t�cal
�nst�tut�ons, w�thout exper�ence enough to enable them to foresee the
dangers. The most capable of fore-see�ng the dangers were the very
persons who expected to benef�t by them; and even the most
prudent judged �t not �nexped�ent to sacr�f�ce one part of the�r
freedom to ensure the rest; as a wounded man has h�s arm cut off to
save the rest of h�s body.



Such was, or may well have been, the or�g�n of soc�ety and law,
wh�ch bound new fetters on the poor, and gave new powers to the
r�ch; wh�ch �rretr�evably destroyed natural l�berty, eternally f�xed the
law of property and �nequal�ty, converted clever usurpat�on �nto
unalterable r�ght, and, for the advantage of a few amb�t�ous
�nd�v�duals, subjected all mank�nd to perpetual labour, slavery and
wretchedness. It �s easy to see how the establ�shment of one
commun�ty made that of all the rest necessary, and how, �n order to
make head aga�nst un�ted forces, the rest of mank�nd had to un�te �n
turn. Soc�et�es soon mult�pl�ed and spread over the face of the earth,
t�ll hardly a corner of the world was left �n wh�ch a man could escape
the yoke, and w�thdraw h�s head from beneath the sword wh�ch he
saw perpetually hang�ng over h�m by a thread. C�v�l r�ght hav�ng thus
become the common rule among the members of each commun�ty,
the law of nature ma�nta�ned �ts place only between d�fferent
commun�t�es, where, under the name of the r�ght of nat�ons, �t was
qual�f�ed by certa�n tac�t convent�ons, �n order to make commerce
pract�cable, and serve as a subst�tute for natural compass�on, wh�ch
lost, when appl�ed to soc�et�es, almost all the �nfluence �t had over
�nd�v�duals, and surv�ved no longer except �n some great
cosmopol�tan sp�r�ts, who, break�ng down the �mag�nary barr�ers that
separate d�fferent peoples, follow the example of our Sovere�gn
Creator, and �nclude the whole human race �n the�r benevolence.
But bod�es pol�t�c, rema�n�ng thus �n a state of nature among
themselves, presently exper�enced the �nconven�ences wh�ch had
obl�ged �nd�v�duals to forsake �t; for th�s state became st�ll more fatal
to these great bod�es than �t had been to the �nd�v�duals of whom
they were composed. Hence arose nat�onal wars, battles, murders,
and repr�sals, wh�ch shock nature and outrage reason; together w�th
all those horr�ble prejud�ces wh�ch class among the v�rtues the
honour of shedd�ng human blood. The most d�st�ngu�shed men
hence learned to cons�der cutt�ng each other's throats a duty; at
length men massacred the�r fellow-creatures by thousands w�thout
so much as know�ng why, and comm�tted more murders �n a s�ngle
day's f�ght�ng, and more v�olent outrages �n the sack of a s�ngle town,
than were comm�tted �n the state of nature dur�ng whole ages over
the whole earth. Such were the f�rst effects wh�ch we can see to



have followed the d�v�s�on of mank�nd �nto d�fferent commun�t�es. But
let us return to the�r �nst�tut�ons.
I know that some wr�ters have g�ven other explanat�ons of the or�g�n
of pol�t�cal soc�et�es, such as the conquest of the powerful, or the
assoc�at�on of the weak. It �s, �ndeed, �nd�fferent to my argument
wh�ch of these causes we choose. That wh�ch I have just la�d down,
however, appears to me the most natural for the follow�ng reasons.
F�rst: because, �n the f�rst case, the r�ght of conquest, be�ng no r�ght,
�n �tself, could not serve as a foundat�on on wh�ch to bu�ld any other;
the v�ctor and the vanqu�shed people st�ll rema�ned w�th respect to
each other �n the state of war, unless the vanqu�shed, restored to the
full possess�on of the�r l�berty, voluntar�ly made cho�ce of the v�ctor
for the�r ch�ef. For t�ll then, whatever cap�tulat�on may have been
made be�ng founded on v�olence, and therefore �pso facto vo�d, there
could not have been on th�s hypothes�s e�ther a real soc�ety or body
pol�t�c, or any law other than that of the strongest. Secondly:
because the words strong and weak are, �n the second case,
amb�guous; for dur�ng the �nterval between the establ�shment of a
r�ght of property, or pr�or occupancy, and that of pol�t�cal government,
the mean�ng of these words �s better expressed by the terms r�ch
and poor: because, �n fact, before the �nst�tut�on of laws, men had no
other way of reduc�ng the�r equals to subm�ss�on, than by attack�ng
the�r goods, or mak�ng some of the�r own over to them. Th�rdly:
because, as the poor had noth�ng but the�r freedom to lose, �t would
have been �n the h�ghest degree absurd for them to res�gn voluntar�ly
the only good they st�ll enjoyed, w�thout gett�ng anyth�ng �n
exchange: whereas the r�ch hav�ng feel�ngs, �f I may so express
myself, �n every part of the�r possess�ons, �t was much eas�er to
harm them, and therefore more necessary for them to take
precaut�ons aga�nst �t; and, �n short, because �t �s more reasonable to
suppose a th�ng to have been �nvented by those to whom �t would be
of serv�ce, than by those whom �t must have harmed.
Government had, �n �ts �nfancy, no regular and constant form. The
want of exper�ence and ph�losophy prevented men from see�ng any
but present �nconven�ences, and they thought of prov�d�ng aga�nst
others only as they presented themselves. In sp�te of the endeavours



of the w�sest leg�slators, the pol�t�cal state rema�ned �mperfect,
because �t was l�ttle more than the work of chance; and, as �t had
begun �ll, though t�me revealed �ts defects and suggested remed�es,
the or�g�nal faults were never repa�red. It was cont�nually be�ng
patched up, when the f�rst task should have been to get the s�te
cleared and all the old mater�als removed, as was done by Lycurgus
at Sparta, �f a stable and last�ng ed�f�ce was to be erected. Soc�ety
cons�sted at f�rst merely of a few general convent�ons, wh�ch every
member bound h�mself to observe; and for the performance of
covenants the whole body went secur�ty to each �nd�v�dual.
Exper�ence only could show the weakness of such a const�tut�on,
and how eas�ly �t m�ght be �nfr�nged w�th �mpun�ty, from the d�ff�culty
of conv�ct�ng men of faults, where the publ�c alone was to be w�tness
and judge: the laws could not but be eluded �n many ways; d�sorders
and �nconven�ences could not but mult�ply cont�nually, t�ll �t became
necessary to comm�t the dangerous trust of publ�c author�ty to
pr�vate persons, and the care of enforc�ng obed�ence to the
del�berat�ons of the people to the mag�strate. For to say that ch�efs
were chosen before the confederacy was formed, and that the
adm�n�strators of the laws were there before the laws themselves, �s
too absurd a suppos�t�on to cons�der ser�ously.
It would be as unreasonable to suppose that men at f�rst threw
themselves �rretr�evably and uncond�t�onally �nto the arms of an
absolute master, and that the f�rst exped�ent wh�ch proud and
unsubdued men h�t upon for the�r common secur�ty was to run
headlong �nto slavery. For what reason, �n fact, d�d they take to
themselves super�ors, �f �t was not �n order that they m�ght be
defended from oppress�on, and have protect�on for the�r l�ves,
l�bert�es and propert�es, wh�ch are, so to speak, the const�tuent
elements of the�r be�ng? Now, �n the relat�ons between man and
man, the worst that can happen �s for one to f�nd h�mself at the
mercy of another, and �t would have been �ncons�stent w�th common-
sense to beg�n by bestow�ng on a ch�ef the only th�ngs they wanted
h�s help to preserve. What equ�valent could he offer them for so
great a r�ght? And �f he had presumed to exact �t under pretext of
defend�ng them, would he not have rece�ved the answer recorded �n
the fable: "What more can the enemy do to us?" It �s therefore



beyond d�spute, and �ndeed the fundamental max�m of all pol�t�cal
r�ght, that people have set up ch�efs to protect the�r l�berty, and not to
enslave them. If we have a pr�nce, sa�d Pl�ny to Trajan, �t �s to save
ourselves from hav�ng a master.
Pol�t�c�ans �ndulge �n the same soph�stry about the love of l�berty as
ph�losophers about the state of nature. They judge, by what they
see, of very d�fferent th�ngs, wh�ch they have not seen; and attr�bute
to man a natural propens�ty to serv�tude, because the slaves w�th�n
the�r observat�on are seen to bear the yoke w�th pat�ence; they fa�l to
reflect that �t �s w�th l�berty as w�th �nnocence and v�rtue; the value �s
known only to those who possess them, and the taste for them �s
forfe�ted when they are forfe�ted themselves. "I know the charms of
your country," sa�d Bras�das to a Satrap, who was compar�ng the l�fe
at Sparta w�th that at Persepol�s, "but you cannot know the pleasures
of m�ne."
An unbroken horse erects h�s mane, paws the ground and starts
back �mpetuously at the s�ght of the br�dle; wh�le one wh�ch �s
properly tra�ned suffers pat�ently even wh�p and spur: so savage man
w�ll not bend h�s neck to the yoke to wh�ch c�v�l�sed man subm�ts
w�thout a murmur, but prefers the most turbulent state of l�berty to
the most peaceful slavery. We cannot therefore, from the serv�l�ty of
nat�ons already enslaved, judge of the natural d�spos�t�on of mank�nd
for or aga�nst slavery; we should go by the prod�g�ous efforts of every
free people to save �tself from oppress�on. I know that the former are
for ever hold�ng forth �n pra�se of the tranqu�ll�ty they enjoy �n the�r
cha�ns, and that they call a state of wretched serv�tude a state of
peace: m�serr�mam serv�tutem pacem appellant.[6] But when I
observe the latter sacr�f�c�ng pleasure, peace, wealth, power and l�fe
�tself to the preservat�on of that one treasure, wh�ch �s so d�sda�ned
by those who have lost �t; when I see free-born an�mals dash the�r
bra�ns out aga�nst the bars of the�r cage, from an �nnate �mpat�ence
of capt�v�ty; when I behold numbers of naked savages, that desp�se
European pleasures, brav�ng hunger, f�re, the sword and death, to
preserve noth�ng but the�r �ndependence, I feel that �t �s not for
slaves to argue about l�berty.



W�th regard to paternal author�ty, from wh�ch some wr�ters have
der�ved absolute government and all soc�ety, �t �s enough, w�thout
go�ng back to the contrary arguments of Locke and S�dney, to
remark that noth�ng on earth can be further from the feroc�ous sp�r�t
of despot�sm than the m�ldness of that author�ty wh�ch looks more to
the advantage of h�m who obeys than to that of h�m who commands;
that, by the law of nature, the father �s the ch�ld's master no longer
than h�s help �s necessary; that from that t�me they are both equal,
the son be�ng perfectly �ndependent of the father, and ow�ng h�m only
respect and not obed�ence. For grat�tude �s a duty wh�ch ought to be
pa�d, but not a r�ght to be exacted: �nstead of say�ng that c�v�l soc�ety
�s der�ved from paternal author�ty, we ought to say rather that the
latter der�ves �ts pr�nc�pal force from the former. No �nd�v�dual was
ever acknowledged as the father of many, t�ll h�s sons and daughters
rema�ned settled around h�m. The goods of the father, of wh�ch he �s
really the master, are the t�es wh�ch keep h�s ch�ldren �n
dependence, and he may bestow on them, �f he pleases, no share of
h�s property, unless they mer�t �t by constant deference to h�s w�ll.
But the subjects of an arb�trary despot are so far from hav�ng the l�ke
favour to expect from the�r ch�ef, that they themselves and
everyth�ng they possess are h�s property, or at least are cons�dered
by h�m as such; so that they are forced to rece�ve, as a favour, the
l�ttle of the�r own he �s pleased to leave them. When he despo�ls
them, he does but just�ce, and mercy �n that he perm�ts them to l�ve.
By proceed�ng thus to test fact by r�ght, we should d�scover as l�ttle
reason as truth �n the voluntary establ�shment of tyranny. It would
also be no easy matter to prove the val�d�ty of a contract b�nd�ng on
only one of the part�es, where all the r�sk �s on one s�de, and none on
the other; so that no one could suffer but he who bound h�mself. Th�s
hateful system �s �ndeed, even �n modern t�mes, very far from be�ng
that of w�se and good monarchs, and espec�ally of the k�ngs of
France; as may be seen from several passages �n the�r ed�cts;
part�cularly from the follow�ng passage �n a celebrated ed�ct
publ�shed �n 1667 �n the name and by order of Lou�s XIV.
"Let �t not, therefore, be sa�d that the Sovere�gn �s not subject to the
laws of h�s State; s�nce the contrary �s a true propos�t�on of the r�ght



of nat�ons, wh�ch flattery has somet�mes attacked but good pr�nces
have always defended as the tutelary d�v�n�ty of the�r dom�n�ons.
How much more leg�t�mate �s �t to say w�th the w�se Plato, that the
perfect fel�c�ty of a k�ngdom cons�sts �n the obed�ence of subjects to
the�r pr�nce, and of the pr�nce to the laws, and �n the laws be�ng just
and constantly d�rected to the publ�c good!"[7]

I shall not stay here to �nqu�re whether, as l�berty �s the noblest
faculty of man, �t �s not degrad�ng our very nature, reduc�ng
ourselves to the level of the brutes, wh�ch are mere slaves of �nst�nct,
and even an affront to the Author of our be�ng, to renounce w�thout
reserve the most prec�ous of all H�s g�fts, and to bow to the necess�ty
of comm�tt�ng all the cr�mes He has forb�dden, merely to grat�fy a
mad or a cruel master; or �f th�s subl�me craftsman ought not to be
less angered at see�ng H�s workmansh�p ent�rely destroyed than thus
d�shonoured. I w�ll wa�ve (�f my opponents please) the author�ty of
Barbeyrac, who, follow�ng Locke, roundly declares that no man can
so far sell h�s l�berty as to subm�t to an arb�trary power wh�ch may
use h�m as �t l�kes. For, he adds, th�s would be to sell h�s own l�fe, of
wh�ch he �s not master. I shall ask only what r�ght those who were
not afra�d thus to debase themselves could have to subject the�r
poster�ty to the same �gnom�ny, and to renounce for them those
bless�ngs wh�ch they do not owe to the l�beral�ty of the�r progen�tors,
and w�thout wh�ch l�fe �tself must be a burden to all who are worthy of
�t.
Puffendorf says that we may d�vest ourselves of our l�berty �n favour
of other men, just as we transfer our property from one to another by
contracts and agreements. But th�s seems a very weak argument.
For �n the f�rst place, the property I al�enate becomes qu�te fore�gn to
me, nor can I suffer from the abuse of �t; but �t very nearly concerns
me that my l�berty should not be abused, and I cannot w�thout
�ncurr�ng the gu�lt of the cr�mes I may be compelled to comm�t,
expose myself to become an �nstrument of cr�me. Bes�des, the r�ght
of property be�ng only a convent�on of human �nst�tut�on, men may
d�spose of what they possess as they please: but th�s �s not the case
w�th the essent�al g�fts of nature, such as l�fe and l�berty, wh�ch every
man �s perm�tted to enjoy, and of wh�ch �t �s at least doubtful whether



any have a r�ght to d�vest themselves. By g�v�ng up the one, we
degrade our be�ng; by g�v�ng up the other, we do our best to annul �t;
and, as no temporal good can �ndemn�fy us for the loss of e�ther, �t
would be an offence aga�nst both reason and nature to renounce
them at any pr�ce whatsoever. But, even �f we could transfer our
l�berty, as we do our property, there would be a great d�fference w�th
regard to the ch�ldren, who enjoy the father's substance only by the
transm�ss�on of h�s r�ght; whereas, l�berty be�ng a g�ft wh�ch they hold
from nature as be�ng men, the�r parents have no r�ght whatever to
depr�ve them of �t. As then, to establ�sh slavery, �t was necessary to
do v�olence to nature, so, �n order to perpetuate such a r�ght, nature
would have to be changed. Jur�sts, who have gravely determ�ned
that the ch�ld of a slave comes �nto the world a slave, have dec�ded,
�n other words, that a man shall come �nto the world not a man.
I regard �t then as certa�n, that government d�d not beg�n w�th
arb�trary power, but that th�s �s the depravat�on, the extreme term, of
government, and br�ngs �t back, f�nally, to just the law of the
strongest, wh�ch �t was or�g�nally des�gned to remedy. Suppos�ng,
however, �t had begun �n th�s manner, such power, be�ng �n �tself
�lleg�t�mate, could not have served as a bas�s for the laws of soc�ety,
nor, consequently, for the �nequal�ty they �nst�tuted.
W�thout enter�ng at present upon the �nvest�gat�ons wh�ch st�ll rema�n
to be made �nto the nature of the fundamental compact underly�ng all
government, I content myself w�th adopt�ng the common op�n�on
concern�ng �t, and regard the establ�shment of the pol�t�cal body as a
real contract between the people and the ch�efs chosen by them: a
contract by wh�ch both part�es b�nd themselves to observe the laws
there�n expressed, wh�ch form the t�es of the�r un�on. The people
hav�ng �n respect of the�r soc�al relat�ons concentrated all the�r w�lls
�n one, the several art�cles, concern�ng wh�ch th�s w�ll �s expla�ned,
become so many fundamental laws, obl�gatory on all the members of
the State w�thout except�on, and one of these art�cles regulates the
cho�ce and power of the mag�strates appo�nted to watch over the
execut�on of the rest. Th�s power extends to everyth�ng wh�ch may
ma�nta�n the const�tut�on, w�thout go�ng so far as to alter �t. It �s
accompan�ed by honours, �n order to br�ng the laws and the�r



adm�n�strators �nto respect. The m�n�sters are also d�st�ngu�shed by
personal prerogat�ves, �n order to recompense them for the cares
and labour wh�ch good adm�n�strat�on �nvolves. The mag�strate, on
h�s s�de, b�nds h�mself to use the power he �s entrusted w�th only �n
conform�ty w�th the �ntent�on of h�s const�tuents, to ma�nta�n them all
�n the peaceable possess�on of what belongs to them, and to prefer
on every occas�on the publ�c �nterest to h�s own.
Before exper�ence had shown, or knowledge of the human heart
enabled men to foresee, the unavo�dable abuses of such a
const�tut�on, �t must have appeared so much the more excellent, as
those who were charged w�th the care of �ts preservat�on had
themselves most �nterest �n �t; for mag�stracy and the r�ghts attach�ng
to �t be�ng based solely on the fundamental laws, the mag�strates
would cease to be leg�t�mate as soon as these ceased to ex�st; the
people would no longer owe them obed�ence; and as not the
mag�strates, but the laws, are essent�al to the be�ng of a State, the
members of �t would rega�n the r�ght to the�r natural l�berty.
If we reflect w�th ever so l�ttle attent�on on th�s subject, we shall f�nd
new arguments to conf�rm th�s truth, and be conv�nced from the very
nature of the contract that �t cannot be �rrevocable: for, �f there were
no super�or power capable of ensur�ng the f�del�ty of the contract�ng
part�es, or compell�ng them to perform the�r rec�procal engagements,
the part�es would be sole judges �n the�r own cause, and each would
always have a r�ght to renounce the contract, as soon as he found
that the other had v�olated �ts terms, or that they no longer su�ted h�s
conven�ence. It �s upon th�s pr�nc�ple that the r�ght of abd�cat�on may
poss�bly be founded. Now, �f, as here, we cons�der only what �s
human �n th�s �nst�tut�on, �t �s certa�n that, �f the mag�strate, who has
all the power �n h�s own hands, and appropr�ates to h�mself all the
advantages of the contract, has none the less a r�ght to renounce h�s
author�ty, the people, who suffer for all the faults of the�r ch�ef, must
have a much better r�ght to renounce the�r dependence. But the
terr�ble and �nnumerable quarrels and d�sorders that would
necessar�ly ar�se from so dangerous a pr�v�lege, show, more than
anyth�ng else, how much human governments stood �n need of a
more sol�d bas�s than mere reason, and how exped�ent �t was for the



publ�c tranqu�ll�ty that the d�v�ne w�ll should �nterpose to �nvest the
sovere�gn author�ty w�th a sacred and �nv�olable character, wh�ch
m�ght depr�ve subjects of the fatal r�ght of d�spos�ng of �t. If the world
had rece�ved no other advantages from rel�g�on, th�s would be
enough to �mpose on men the duty of adopt�ng and cult�vat�ng �t,
abuses and all, s�nce �t has been the means of sav�ng more blood
than fanat�c�sm has ever sp�lt. But let us follow the thread of our
hypothes�s.
The d�fferent forms of government owe the�r or�g�n to the d�ffer�ng
degrees of �nequal�ty wh�ch ex�sted between �nd�v�duals at the t�me
of the�r �nst�tut�on. If there happened to be any one man among them
pre-em�nent �n power, v�rtue, r�ches or personal �nfluence, he
became sole mag�strate, and the State assumed the form of
monarchy. If several, nearly equal �n po�nt of em�nence, stood above
the rest, they were elected jo�ntly, and formed an ar�stocracy. Aga�n,
among a people who had dev�ated less from a state of nature, and
between whose fortune or talents there was less d�sproport�on, the
supreme adm�n�strat�on was reta�ned �n common, and a democracy
was formed. It was d�scovered �n process of t�me wh�ch of these
forms su�ted men the best. Some peoples rema�ned altogether
subject to the laws; others soon came to obey the�r mag�strates. The
c�t�zens laboured to preserve the�r l�berty; the subjects, �rr�tated at
see�ng others enjoy�ng a bless�ng they had lost, thought only of
mak�ng slaves of the�r ne�ghbours. In a word, on the one s�de arose
r�ches and conquests, and on the other happ�ness and I v�rtue.
In these d�fferent governments, all the off�ces were at f�rst elect�ve;
and when the �nfluence of wealth was out of the quest�on, the
preference was g�ven to mer�t, wh�ch g�ves a natural ascendancy,
and to age, wh�ch �s exper�enced �n bus�ness and del�berate �n
counc�l. The Elders of the Hebrews, the Gerontes at Sparta, the
Senate at Rome, and the very etymology of our word Se�gneur, show
how old age was once held �n venerat�on. But the more often the
cho�ce fell upon old men, the more often elect�ons had to be
repeated, and the more they became a nu�sance; �ntr�gues set �n,
fact�ons were formed, party feel�ng grew—b�tter, c�v�l wars broke out;
the l�ves of �nd�v�duals were sacr�f�ced to the pretended happ�ness of



the State; and at length men were on the po�nt of relaps�ng �nto the�r
pr�m�t�ve anarchy. Amb�t�ous ch�efs prof�ted by these c�rcumstances
to perpetuate the�r off�ces �n the�r own fam�l�es: at the same t�me the
people, already used to dependence, ease, and the conven�ences of
l�fe, and already �ncapable of break�ng �ts fetters, agreed to an
�ncrease of �ts slavery, �n order to secure �ts tranqu�ll�ty. Thus
mag�strates, hav�ng become hered�tary, contracted the hab�t of
cons�der�ng the�r off�ces as a fam�ly estate, and themselves as
propr�etors of the commun�t�es of wh�ch they were at f�rst only the
off�cers, of regard�ng the�r fellow-c�t�zens as the�r slaves, and
number�ng them, l�ke cattle, among the�r belong�ngs, and of call�ng
themselves the equals of the gods and longs of k�ngs.
If we follow the progress of �nequal�ty �n these var�ous revolut�ons,
we shall f�nd that the establ�shment of laws and of the r�ght of
property was �ts f�rst term, the �nst�tut�on of mag�stracy the second,
and the convers�on of leg�t�mate �nto arb�trary power the th�rd and
last; so that the cond�t�on of r�ch and poor was author�sed by the f�rst
per�od; that of powerful and weak by the second; and only by the
th�rd that of master and slave, wh�ch �s the last degree of �nequal�ty,
and the term at wh�ch all the rest rema�n, when they have got so far,
t�ll the government �s e�ther ent�rely d�ssolved by new revolut�ons, or
brought back aga�n to leg�t�macy.
To understand th�s progress as necessary we must cons�der not so
much the mot�ves for the establ�shment of the body pol�t�c, as the
forms �t assumes �n actual�ty, and the faults that necessar�ly attend �t:
for the flaws wh�ch make soc�al �nst�tut�ons necessary are the same
as make the abuse of them unavo�dable. If we except Sparta, where
the laws were ma�nly concerned w�th the educat�on of ch�ldren, and
where Lycurgus establ�shed such moral�ty as pract�cally made laws
needless—for laws as a rule, be�ng weaker than the pass�ons,
restra�n men w�thout alter�ng them—�t would not be d�ff�cult to prove
that every government, wh�ch scrupulously compl�ed w�th the ends
for wh�ch �t was �nst�tuted, and guarded carefully aga�nst change and
corrupt�on, was set up unnecessar�ly. For a country, �n wh�ch no one
e�ther evaded the laws or made a bad use of mag�ster�al power,
could requ�re ne�ther laws nor mag�strates.



Pol�t�cal d�st�nct�ons necessar�ly produce c�v�l d�st�nct�ons. The
grow�ng equal�ty between the ch�efs and the people �s soon felt by
�nd�v�duals, and mod�f�ed �n a thousand ways accord�ng to pass�ons,
talents and c�rcumstances. The mag�strate could not usurp any
�lleg�t�mate power, w�thout g�v�ng d�st�nct�on to the creatures w�th
whom he must share �t. Bes�des, �nd�v�duals only allow themselves to
be oppressed so far as they are hurr�ed on by bl�nd amb�t�on, and,
look�ng rather below than above them, come to love author�ty more
than �ndependence, and subm�t to slavery, that they may �n turn
enslave others. It �s no easy matter to reduce to obed�ence a man
who has no amb�t�on to command; nor would the most adro�t
pol�t�c�an f�nd �t poss�ble to enslave a people whose only des�re was
to be �ndependent. But �nequal�ty eas�ly makes �ts way among
cowardly and amb�t�ous m�nds, wh�ch are ever ready to run the r�sks
of fortune, and almost �nd�fferent whether they command or obey, as
�t �s favourable or adverse. Thus, there must have been; a t�me,
when the eyes of the people were so fasc�nated, that the�r rulers had
only to say to the least of men, "Be great, you and all your poster�ty,"
to make h�m �mmed�ately appear great �n the eyes of every one as
well as �n h�s own. H�s descendants took st�ll more upon them, �n
proport�on to the�r d�stance from h�m; the more obscure; and
uncerta�n the cause, the greater the effect: the greater—the number
of �dlers one could count �n a fam�ly, the more �llustr�ous �t was held
to be.
If th�s were the place to go �nto deta�ls, I could read�ly expla�n how,
even w�thout the �ntervent�on of government, �nequal�ty of cred�t and
author�ty became unavo�dable among pr�vate persons, as soon as
the�r un�on �n a s�ngle soc�ety made them compare themselves one
w�th another, and take �nto account the d�fferences wh�ch they found
out from the cont�nual �ntercourse every man had to have w�th h�s
ne�ghbours.[8] These d�fferences are of several k�nds; but r�ches,
nob�l�ty or rank, power and personal mer�t be�ng the pr�nc�pal
d�st�nct�ons by wh�ch men form an est�mate "of each other �n soc�ety,
I could prove that the harmony or confl�ct of these d�fferent forces �s
the surest �nd�cat�on of the good or bad const�tut�on of a State. I
could show that among these four k�nds of �nequal�ty, personal



qual�t�es be�ng the or�g�n of all the others, wealth �s the one to wh�ch
they are all reduced �n the end; for, as r�ches tend most �mmed�ately
to the prosper�ty of �nd�v�duals, and are eas�est to commun�cate, they
are used to purchase every other d�st�nct�on. By th�s observat�on we
are enabled to judge pretty exactly how far a people has departed
from �ts pr�m�t�ve const�tut�on, and of �ts progress towards the
extreme term of corrupt�on. I could expla�n how much th�s un�versal
des�re for reputat�on, honours and advancement, wh�ch �nflames us
all, exerc�ses and holds up to compar�son our facult�es and powers;
how �t exc�tes and mult�pl�es our pass�ons, and, by creat�ng un�versal
compet�t�on and r�valry, or rather enm�ty, among men, occas�ons
numberless fa�lures, successes and d�sturbances of all k�nds by
mak�ng so many asp�rants run the same course. I could show that �t
�s to th�s des�re of be�ng talked about, and th�s unrem�tt�ng rage of
d�st�ngu�sh�ng ourselves, that we owe the best and the worst th�ngs
we possess, both our v�rtues and our v�ces, our sc�ence and our
errors, our conquerors and our ph�losophers; that �s to say, a great
many bad th�ngs, and a very few good ones. In a word, I could prove
that, �f we have a few r�ch and powerful men on the p�nnacle of
fortune and grandeur, wh�le the crowd grovels �n want and obscur�ty,
�t �s because the former pr�ze what they enjoy only �n so far as others
are dest�tute of �t; and because, w�thout chang�ng the�r cond�t�on,
they would cease to be happy the moment the people ceased to be
wretched.
These deta�ls alone, however, would furn�sh matter for a
cons�derable work, �n wh�ch the advantages and d�sadvantages of
every k�nd of government m�ght be we�ghed, as they are related to
man �n the state of nature, and at the same t�me all the d�fferent
aspects, under wh�ch �nequal�ty has up to the present appeared, or
may appear �n ages yet to come, accord�ng to the nature of the
several governments, and the alterat�ons wh�ch t�me must
unavo�dably occas�on �n them, m�ght be demonstrated. We should
then see the mult�tude oppressed from w�th�n, �n consequence of the
very precaut�ons �t had taken to guard aga�nst fore�gn tyranny. We
should see oppress�on cont�nually ga�n ground w�thout �t be�ng
poss�ble for the oppressed to know where �t would stop, or what
leg�t�mate means was left them of check�ng �ts progress. We should



see the r�ghts of c�t�zens, and the freedom of nat�ons slowly
ext�ngu�shed, and the compla�nts, protests and appeals of the weak
treated as sed�t�ous murmur�ngs. We should see the honour of
defend�ng the common cause conf�ned by statecraft to a mercenary
part of the people. We should see taxes made necessary by such
means, and the d�sheartened husbandman desert�ng h�s f�elds even
�n the m�dst of peace, and leav�ng the plough to g�rd on the sword.
We should see fatal and capr�c�ous codes of honour establ�shed; and
the champ�ons of the�r country sooner or later becom�ng �ts enem�es,
and for ever hold�ng the�r daggers to the breasts of the�r fellow-
c�t�zens. The t�me would come when they would be heard say�ng to
the oppressor of the�r country—

Pectore s� fratr�s glad�um juguloque parent�s
Condere me jubeas, grav�dæque �n v�scera partu
Conjug�s, �nv�tâ peragam tamen omn�a dextrâ.

Lucan. �, 376.
From great �nequal�ty of fortunes and cond�t�ons, from the vast
var�ety of pass�ons and of talents, of useless and pern�c�ous arts, of
va�n sc�ences, would ar�se a mult�tude of prejud�ces equally contrary
to reason, happ�ness and v�rtue. We should see the mag�strates
foment�ng everyth�ng that m�ght weaken men un�ted �n soc�ety, by
promot�ng d�ssens�on among them; everyth�ng that m�ght sow �n �t
the seeds of actual d�v�s�on, wh�le �t gave soc�ety the a�r of harmony;
everyth�ng that m�ght �nsp�re the d�fferent ranks of people w�th mutual
hatred and d�strust, by sett�ng the r�ghts and �nterests of one aga�nst
those of another, and so strengthen the power wh�ch comprehended
them all.
It �s from the m�dst of th�s d�sorder and these revolut�ons, that
despot�sm, gradually ra�s�ng up �ts h�deous head and devour�ng
everyth�ng that rema�ned sound and unta�nted �n any part of the
State, would at length trample on both the laws and the people, and
establ�sh �tself on the ru�ns of the republ�c. The t�mes wh�ch
�mmed�ately preceded th�s last change would be t�mes of trouble and
calam�ty; but at length the monster would swallow up everyth�ng, and
the people would no longer have e�ther ch�efs or laws, but only
tyrants. From th�s moment there would be no quest�on of v�rtue or



moral�ty; for despot�sm cu� ex honesto nulla est spes, wherever �t
preva�ls, adm�ts no other master; �t no sooner speaks than prob�ty
and duty lose the�r we�ght and bl�nd obed�ence �s the only v�rtue
wh�ch slaves can st�ll pract�se.
Th�s �s the last term of �nequal�ty, the extreme po�nts that closes the
c�rcle, and meets that from wh�ch we set out. Here all pr�vate
persons return to the�r f�rst equal�ty, because they are noth�ng; and,
subjects hav�ng no law but the w�ll of the�r master, and the�r master
no restra�nt but h�s pass�ons, all not�ons of good and all pr�nc�ples of
equ�ty aga�n van�sh. There �s here a complete return to the law of the
strongest, and so to a new state of nature, d�ffer�ng from that we set
out from; for the one was a state of nature �n �ts f�rst pur�ty, wh�le th�s
�s the consequence of excess�ve corrupt�on. There �s so l�ttle
d�fference between the two states �n other respects, and the contract
of government �s so completely d�ssolved by despot�sm, that the
despot �s master only so long as he rema�ns the strongest; as soon
as he can be expelled, he has no r�ght to compla�n of v�olence. The
popular �nsurrect�on that ends �n the death or depos�t�on of a Sultan
�s as lawful an act as those by wh�ch he d�sposed, the day before, of
the l�ves and fortunes of h�s subjects. As he was ma�nta�ned by force
alone, �t �s force alone that overthrows h�m. Thus everyth�ng takes
place accord�ng to the natural order; and, whatever may be the result
of such frequent and prec�p�tate revolut�ons, no one man has reason
to compla�n of the �njust�ce of another, but only of h�s own �ll-fortune
or �nd�scret�on.
If the reader thus d�scovers and retraces the lost and forgotten road,
by wh�ch man must have passed from the state of nature to the state
of soc�ety; �f he carefully restores, along w�th the �ntermed�ate
s�tuat�ons wh�ch I have just descr�bed, those wh�ch want of t�me has
compelled me to suppress, or my �mag�nat�on has fa�led to suggest,
he cannot fa�l to be struck by the vast d�stance wh�ch separates the
two states. It �s �n trac�ng th�s slow success�on that he w�ll f�nd the
solut�on of a number of problems of pol�t�cs and morals, wh�ch
ph�losophers cannot settle. He w�ll feel that, men be�ng d�fferent �n
d�fferent ages, the reason why D�ogenes could not f�nd a man was
that he sought among h�s contemporar�es a man of an earl�er per�od.



He w�ll see that Cato d�ed w�th Rome and l�berty, because he d�d not
f�t the age �n wh�ch he l�ved; the greatest of men served only to
aston�sh a world wh�ch he would certa�nly have ruled, had he l�ved
f�ve hundred years sooner. In a word, he w�ll expla�n how the soul
and the pass�ons of men �nsens�bly change the�r very nature; why
our wants and pleasures �n the end seek new objects; and why, the
or�g�nal man hav�ng van�shed by degrees, soc�ety offers to us only
an assembly of art�f�c�al men and fact�t�ous pass�ons, wh�ch are the
work of all these new relat�ons, and w�thout any real foundat�on �n
nature. We are taught noth�ng on th�s subject, by reflect�on, that �s
not ent�rely conf�rmed by observat�on. The savage and the c�v�l�sed
man d�ffer so much �n the bottom of the�r hearts and �n the�r
�ncl�nat�ons, that what const�tutes the supreme happ�ness of one
would reduce the other to despa�r. The former breathes only peace
and l�berty; he des�res only to l�ve and be free from labour; even the
atarax�a of the Sto�c falls far short of h�s profound �nd�fference to
every other object. C�v�l�sed man, on the other hand, �s always
mov�ng, sweat�ng, to�l�ng and rack�ng h�s bra�ns to f�nd st�ll more
labor�ous occupat�ons: he goes on �n drudgery to h�s last moment,
and even seeks death to put h�mself �n a pos�t�on to l�ve, or
renounces l�fe to acqu�re �mmortal�ty. He pays h�s court to men �n
power, whom he hates, and to the wealthy, whom he desp�ses; he
stops at noth�ng to have the honour of serv�ng them; he �s not
ashamed to value h�mself on h�s own meanness and the�r protect�on;
and, proud of h�s slavery, he speaks w�th d�sda�n of those, who have
not the honour of shar�ng �t. What a s�ght would the perplex�ng and
env�ed labours of a European m�n�ster of State present to the eyes of
a Car�bean! How many cruel deaths would not th�s �ndolent savage
prefer to the horrors of such a l�fe, wh�ch �s seldom even sweetened
by the pleasure of do�ng good! But, for h�m to see �nto the mot�ves of
all th�s sol�c�tude, the words power and reputat�on, would have to
bear some mean�ng �n h�s m�nd; he would have to know that there
are men who set a value on the op�n�on of the rest of the world; who
can be made happy and sat�sf�ed w�th themselves rather on the
test�mony of other people than on the�r own. In real�ty, the source, of
all these d�fferences �s, that the savage l�ves w�th�n h�mself, wh�le
soc�al man l�ves constantly outs�de h�mself, and only knows how to



l�ve �n the op�n�on of others, so that he seems to rece�ve the
consc�ousness of h�s own ex�stence merely from the judgment of
others concern�ng h�m. It �s not to my present purpose to �ns�st on
the �nd�fference to good and ev�l wh�ch ar�ses from th�s d�spos�t�on, �n
sp�te of our many f�ne works on moral�ty, or to show how, everyth�ng
be�ng reduced to appearances, there �s but art and mummery �n
even honour, fr�endsh�p, v�rtue, and often v�ce �tself, of wh�ch we at
length learn the secret of boast�ng; to show, �n short, how, always
ask�ng others what, we are, and never dar�ng to ask ourselves, �n the
m�dst of so much ph�losophy, human�ty and c�v�l�sat�on, and of such
subl�me codes of moral�ty, we have noth�ng to show for ourselves but
a fr�volous and dece�tful appearance, honour w�thout v�rtue, reason
w�thout w�sdom, and pleasure w�thout happ�ness. It �s suff�c�ent that I
have proved that th�s �s not by any means the or�g�nal state of man,
but that �t �s merely the sp�r�t of soc�ety, and the �nequal�ty wh�ch
soc�ety produces, that thus transform and alter all our natural
�ncl�nat�ons.
I have endeavoured to trace the or�g�n and progress of �nequal�ty,
and the �nst�tut�on and abuse of pol�t�cal soc�et�es, as far as these are
capable of be�ng deduced from the nature of man merely by the l�ght
of reason, and �ndependently of those sacred dogmas wh�ch g�ve the
sanct�on of d�v�ne r�ght to sovere�gn author�ty. It follows from th�s
survey that, as there �s hardly any �nequal�ty �n the state of nature, all
the �nequal�ty wh�ch now preva�ls owes �ts strength and growth to the
development of our facult�es and the advance of the human m�nd,
and becomes at last permanent and leg�t�mate by the establ�shment
of property and laws. Secondly, �t follows that moral �nequal�ty
author�sed by pos�t�ve r�ght alone, clashes w�th natural r�ght,
whenever �t �s not proport�onate to phys�cal �nequal�ty; a d�st�nct�on
wh�ch suff�c�ently determ�nes what we ought to th�nk of that spec�es
of �nequal�ty wh�ch preva�ls �n all c�v�l�sed countr�es; s�nce �t �s pla�nly
contrary to the law of nature, however def�ned, that ch�ldren should
command old men, fools w�se men, and that the pr�v�leged few
should gorge themselves w�th superflu�t�es, wh�le the starv�ng
mult�tude are �n want of the bare necess�t�es of l�fe.



[5] Ov�d, Metamorphoses x�, 127.

Both r�ch and poor, shocked at the�r new-found �lls,
Would fly from wealth, and lose what they had sought.
[6] Tac�tus, H�st. �v, 17. The most wretched slavery they call peace.

[7] Of the R�ghts of the Most Chr�st�an Queen over var�ous States of the Monarchy
of Spa�n, 1667.
[8] D�str�but�ve just�ce would oppose th�s r�gorous equal�ty of the state of nature,
even were �t pract�cable �n c�v�l soc�ety; as all the members of the State owe �t the�r
serv�ces �n proport�on to the�r talents and ab�l�t�es, they ought, on the�r s�de, to be
d�st�ngu�shed and favoured �n proport�on to the serv�ces they have actually
rendered. It �s �n th�s sense we must understand that passage of Isocrates, �n
wh�ch he extols the pr�m�t�ve Athen�ans, for hav�ng determ�ned wh�ch of the two
k�nds of equal�ty was the most useful, v�z. that wh�ch cons�sts �n d�v�d�ng the same
advantages �nd�scr�m�nately among all the c�t�zens, or that wh�ch cons�sts �n
d�str�but�ng them to each accord�ng to h�s deserts. These able pol�t�c�ans, adds the
orator, ban�sh�ng that unjust �nequal�ty wh�ch makes no d�st�nct�on between good
and bad men, adhered �nv�olably to that wh�ch rewards and pun�shes every man
accord�ng to h�s deserts.

But �n the f�rst place, there never ex�sted a soc�ety, however corrupt some may
have become, where no d�fference was made between the good and the bad; and
w�th regard to moral�ty, where no measures can be prescr�bed by law exact
enough to serve as a pract�cal rule for a mag�strate, �t �s w�th great prudence that,
�n order not to leave the fortune or qual�ty of the c�t�zens to h�s d�scret�on, �t
proh�b�ts h�m from pass�ng judgment on persons and conf�nes h�s judgment to
act�ons. Only morals such as those of the anc�ent Romans can bear censors, and
such a tr�bunal among us would throw everyth�ng �nto confus�on. The d�fference
between good and bad men �s determ�ned by publ�c esteem; the mag�strate be�ng
str�ctly a judge of r�ght alone; whereas the publ�c �s the truest judge of morals, and
�s of such �ntegr�ty and penetrat�on on th�s head, that although �t may be
somet�mes dece�ved, �t can never be corrupted. The rank of c�t�zens ought,
therefore, to be regulated, not accord�ng to the�r personal mer�t—for th�s would put
�t �n the power of the mag�strate to apply the law almost arb�trar�ly—but accord�ng
to the actual serv�ces done to the State, wh�ch are capable of be�ng more exactly
est�mated.

APPENDIX[1]



A famous author, reckon�ng up the good and ev�l of human l�fe, and
compar�ng the aggregates, f�nds that our pa�ns greatly exceed our
pleasures: so that, all th�ngs cons�dered, human l�fe �s not at all a
valuable g�ft. Th�s conclus�on does not surpr�se me; for the wr�ter
drew all h�s arguments from man �n c�v�l�sat�on. Had he gone back to
the state of nature, h�s �nqu�r�es would clearly have had a d�fferent
result, and man would have been seen to be subject to very few ev�ls
not of h�s own creat�on. It has �ndeed cost us not a l�ttle trouble to
make ourselves as wretched as we are. When we cons�der, on the
one hand, the �mmense labours of mank�nd, the many sc�ences
brought to perfect�on, the arts �nvented, the powers employed, the
deeps f�lled up, the mounta�ns levelled, the rocks shattered, the
r�vers made nav�gable, the tracts of land cleared, the lakes empt�ed,
the marshes dra�ned, the enormous structures erected on land, and
the teem�ng vessels that cover the sea; and, on the other hand,
est�mate w�th ever so l�ttle thought, the real advantages that have
accrued from all these works to mank�nd, we cannot help be�ng
amazed at the vast d�sproport�on there �s between these th�ngs, and
deplor�ng the �nfatuat�on of man, wh�ch, to grat�fy h�s s�lly pr�de and
va�n self-adm�rat�on, �nduces h�m eagerly to pursue all the m�ser�es
he �s capable of feel�ng, though benef�cent nature had k�ndly placed
them out of h�s way.
[1] See the "faculty of self-�mprovement".

That men are actually w�cked, a sad and cont�nual exper�ence of
them proves beyond doubt: but all the same, I th�nk I've shown that
man �s naturally good. What then can have depraved h�m to such an
extent, except the changes that have happened �n h�s const�tut�on,
the advances he has made, and the knowledge he has acqu�red?
We may adm�re human soc�ety as much as we please; �t w�ll be none
the less true that �t necessar�ly leads men to hate each other �n
proport�on as the�r �nterests clash, and to do one another apparent
serv�ces, wh�le they are really do�ng every �mag�nable m�sch�ef. What
can be thought of a relat�on, �n wh�ch the �nterest of every �nd�v�dual
d�ctates rules d�rectly oppos�te to those the publ�c reason d�ctates to
the commun�ty �n general—�n wh�ch every man f�nds h�s prof�t �n the
m�sfortunes of h�s ne�ghbour? There �s not perhaps any man �n a



comfortable pos�t�on who has not greedy he�rs, and perhaps even
ch�ldren, secretly w�sh�ng for h�s death; not a sh�p at sea, of wh�ch
the loss would not be good news to some merchant or other; not a
house, wh�ch some debtor of bad fa�th would not be glad to see
reduced to ashes w�th all the papers �t conta�ns; not a nat�on wh�ch
does not rejo�ce at the d�sasters that befall �ts ne�ghbours. Thus �t �s
that we f�nd our advantage �n the m�sfortunes of our fellow-creatures,
and that the loss of one man almost always const�tutes the
prosper�ty of another. But �t �s st�ll more pern�c�ous that publ�c
calam�t�es are the objects of the hopes and expectat�ons of
�nnumerable �nd�v�duals. Some des�re s�ckness, some mortal�ty,
some war, and some fam�ne. I have seen men w�cked enough to
weep for sorrow at the prospect of a plent�ful season; and the great
and fatal f�re of London, wh�ch cost so many unhappy persons the�r
l�ves or the�r fortunes, made the fortunes of perhaps ten thousand
others. I know that Monta�gne; censures Demades the Athen�an for
hav�ng caused to be I pun�shed a workman who, by sell�ng h�s
coff�ns very dear, was a great ga�ner by the deaths of h�s fellow-
c�t�zens; but, the reason alleged by Monta�gne be�ng that everybody
ought to be pun�shed, my po�nt �s clearly conf�rmed by �t. Let us
penetrate, therefore, the superf�c�al appearances of benevolence,
and survey what passes �n the �nmost recesses of the heart. Let us
reflect what must be the state of th�ngs, when men are forced to
caress and destroy one another at the same t�me; when they are
born enem�es by duty, and knaves by �nterest. It w�ll perhaps be sa�d
that soc�ety �s so formed that every man ga�ns by serv�ng the rest.
That would be all very well, �f he d�d not ga�n st�ll more by �njur�ng
them. There �s no leg�t�mate prof�t so great, that �t cannot be greatly
exceeded by what may be made �lleg�t�mately; we always ga�n more
by hurt�ng our ne�ghbours than by do�ng them good. Noth�ng �s
requ�red but to know how to act w�th �mpun�ty; and to th�s end the
powerful employ all the�r strength, and the weak all the�r cunn�ng.
Savage man, when he has d�ned, �s at peace w�th all nature, and the
fr�end of all h�s fellow-creatures. If a d�spute ar�ses about a meal, he
rarely comes to blows, w�thout hav�ng f�rst compared the d�ff�culty of
conquer�ng h�s antagon�st w�th the trouble of f�nd�ng subs�stence
elsewhere: and, as pr�de does not come �n, �t all ends �n a few blows;



the v�ctor eats, and the vanqu�shed seeks prov�s�on somewhere else,
and all �s at peace. The case �s qu�te d�fferent w�th man �n the state
of soc�ety, for whom f�rst necessar�es have to be prov�ded, and then
superflu�t�es; del�cac�es follow next, then �mmense wealth, then
subjects, and then slaves. He enjoys not a moments relaxat�on; and
what �s yet stranger, the less natural and press�ng h�s wants, the
more headstrong are h�s pass�ons, and, st�ll worse, the more he has
�t �n h�s power to grat�fy them; so that after a long course of
prosper�ty, after hav�ng swallowed up treasures and ru�ned
mult�tudes, the hero ends up by cutt�ng every throat t�ll he f�nds
h�mself, at last, sole master of the world. Such �s �n m�n�ature the
moral p�cture, �f not of human l�fe, at least of the secret pretens�ons
of the heart of c�v�l�sed man.
Compare w�thout part�al�ty the state of the c�t�zen w�th that of the
savage, and trace out, �f you can, how many �nlets the former has
opened to pa�n and death, bes�des those of h�s v�ces, h�s wants and
h�s m�sfortunes. If you reflect on the mental affl�ct�ons that prey on
us, the v�olent pass�ons that waste and exhaust us, the excess�ve
labour w�th wh�ch the poor are burdened, the st�ll more dangerous
�ndolence to wh�ch the wealthy g�ve themselves up, so that the poor
per�sh of want, and the r�ch of surfe�t; �f you reflect but a moment on
the heterogeneous m�xtures and pern�c�ous season�ngs of foods; the
corrupt state �n wh�ch they are frequently eaten; on the adulterat�on
of med�c�nes, the w�les of those who sell them, the m�stakes of those
who adm�n�ster them, and the po�sonous vessels �n wh�ch they are
prepared; on the ep�dem�cs bred by foul a�r �n consequence of great
numbers of men be�ng crowded together, or those wh�ch are caused
by our del�cate way of l�v�ng, by our pass�ng from our houses �nto the
open a�r and back aga�n, by the putt�ng on or throw�ng off our clothes
w�th too l�ttle care, and by all the precaut�ons wh�ch sensual�ty has
converted �nto necessary hab�ts, and the neglect of wh�ch somet�mes
costs us our l�fe or health; �f you take �nto account the conflagrat�ons
and earthquakes, wh�ch, devour�ng or overwhelm�ng whole c�t�es,
destroy the �nhab�tants by thousands; �n a word, �f you add together
all the dangers w�th wh�ch these causes are always threaten�ng us,
you w�ll see how dearly nature makes us pay for the contempt w�th
wh�ch we have treated her lessons.



I shall not here repeat, what I have elsewhere sa�d of the calam�t�es
of war; but w�sh that those, who have suff�c�ent knowledge, were
w�ll�ng or bold enough to make publ�c the deta�ls of the v�lla�n�es
comm�tted �n arm�es by the contractors for comm�ssar�at, and
hosp�tals: we should see pla�nly that the�r monstrous frauds, already
none too well concealed, wh�ch cr�pple the f�nest arm�es �n less than
no t�me, occas�on greater destruct�on among the sold�ers than the
swords of the enemy.
The number of people who per�sh annually at sea, by fam�ne, the
scurvy, p�rates, f�re and sh�pwrecks, affords matter for another
shock�ng calculat�on. We must also place to the cred�t of the
establ�shment of property, and consequently to the �nst�tut�on of
soc�ety, assass�nat�ons, po�son�ngs, h�ghway robber�es, and even the
pun�shments �nfl�cted on the wretches gu�lty of these cr�mes; wh�ch,
though exped�ent to prevent greater ev�ls, yet by mak�ng the murder
of one man cost the l�ves of two or more, double the loss to the
human race.
What shameful methods are somet�mes pract�sed to prevent the
b�rth of men, and cheat nature; e�ther by brutal and depraved
appet�tes wh�ch �nsult her most beaut�ful work—appet�tes unknown
to savages or mere an�mals, wh�ch can spr�ng only from the corrupt
�mag�nat�on of mank�nd �n c�v�l�sed countr�es; or by secret abort�ons,
the f�tt�ng effects of debauchery and v�t�ated not�ons of honour; or by
the exposure or murder of mult�tudes of �nfants, who fall v�ct�ms to
the poverty of the�r parents, or the cruel shame of the�r mothers; or,
f�nally, by the mut�lat�on of unhappy wretches, part of whose l�fe, w�th
the�r hope of poster�ty, �s g�ven up to va�n s�ng�ng, or, st�ll worse, the
brutal jealousy of other men: a mut�lat�on wh�ch, �n the last case,
becomes a double outrage aga�nst nature from the treatment of
those who suffer �t, and from the use to wh�ch they are dest�ned. But
�s �t not a thousand t�mes more common and more dangerous for
paternal r�ghts openly to offend aga�nst human�ty? How many talents
have not been thrown away, and �ncl�nat�ons forced, by the unw�se
constra�nt of fathers? How many men, who would have d�st�ngu�shed
themselves �n a f�tt�ng estate, have d�ed d�shonoured and wretched
�n another for wh�ch they had no taste! How many happy, but



unequal, marr�ages have been broken or d�sturbed, and how many
chaste w�ves have been d�shonoured, by an order of th�ngs
cont�nually �n contrad�ct�on w�th that of nature! How many good and
v�rtuous husbands and w�ves are rec�procally pun�shed for hav�ng
been �ll-assorted! How many young and unhappy v�ct�ms of the�r
parents' avar�ce plunge �nto v�ce, or pass the�r melancholy days �n
tears, groan�ng �n the �nd�ssoluble bonds wh�ch the�r hearts repud�ate
and gold alone has formed! Fortunate somet�mes are those whose
courage and v�rtue remove them from l�fe before �nhuman v�olence
makes them spend �t �n cr�me or �n despa�r. Forg�ve me, father and
mother, whom I shall ever regret: my compla�nt emb�tters your gr�efs;
but would they m�ght be an eternal and terr�ble example to every one
who dares, �n the name of nature, to v�olate her most sacred r�ght.
If I have spoken only of those �ll-starred un�ons wh�ch are the result
of our system, �s �t to be thought that those over wh�ch love and
sympathy pres�de are free from d�sadvantages? What �f I should
undertake to show human�ty attacked �n �ts very source, and even �n
the most sacred of all t�es, �n wh�ch fortune �s consulted before
nature, and, the d�sorders of soc�ety confound�ng all v�rtue and v�ce,
cont�nence becomes a cr�m�nal precaut�on, and a refusal to g�ve l�fe
to a fellow-creature, an act of human�ty? But, w�thout draw�ng as�de
the ve�l wh�ch h�des all these horrors, let us content ourselves w�th
po�nt�ng out the ev�l wh�ch others w�ll have to remedy.
To all th�s add the mult�pl�c�ty of unhealthy trades, wh�ch shorten
men's l�ves or destroy the�r bod�es, such as work�ng �n the m�nes,
and the prepar�ng of metals and m�nerals, part�cularly lead, copper,
mercury, cobalt, and arsen�c: add those other dangerous trades
wh�ch are da�ly fatal to many t�lers, carpenters, masons and m�ners:
put all these together and we can see, �n the establ�shment and
perfect�on of soc�et�es, the reasons for that d�m�nut�on of our spec�es,
wh�ch has been not�ced by many ph�losophers.
Luxury, wh�ch cannot be prevented among men who are tenac�ous of
the�r own conven�ence and of the respect pa�d them by others, soon
completes the ev�l soc�ety had begun, and, under the pretence of
g�v�ng bread to the poor, whom �t should never have made such,
�mpover�shes all the rest, and sooner or later depopulates the State.



Luxury �s a remedy much worse than the d�sease �t sets up to cure;
or rather �t �s �n �tself the greatest of all ev�ls, for every State, great or
small: for, �n order to ma�nta�n all the servants and vagabonds �t
creates, �t br�ngs oppress�on and ru�n on the c�t�zen and the labourer;
�t �s l�ke those scorch�ng w�nds, wh�ch, cover�ng the trees and plants
w�th devour�ng �nsects, depr�ve useful an�mals of the�r subs�stence
and spread fam�ne and death wherever they blow.
From soc�ety and the luxury to wh�ch �t g�ves b�rth ar�se the l�beral
and mechan�cal arts, commerce, letters, and all those superflu�t�es
wh�ch make �ndustry flour�sh, and enr�ch and ru�n nat�ons. The
reason for such destruct�on �s pla�n. It �s easy to see, from the very
nature of agr�culture, that �t must be the least lucrat�ve of all the arts;
for, �ts produce be�ng the most un�versally necessary, the pr�ce must
be proport�onate to the ab�l�t�es of the very poorest of mank�nd.
From the same pr�nc�ple may be deduced th�s rule, that the arts �n
general are more lucrat�ve �n proport�on as they are less useful; and
that, �n the end, the most useful becomes the most neglected. From
th�s we may learn what to th�nk of the real advantages of �ndustry
and the actual effects of �ts progress.
Such are the sens�ble causes of all the m�ser�es, �nto wh�ch opulence
at length plunges the most celebrated nat�ons. In proport�on as arts
and �ndustry flour�sh, the desp�sed husbandman, burdened w�th the
taxes necessary for the support of luxury, and condemned to pass
h�s days between labour and hunger, forsakes h�s nat�ve f�eld, to
seek �n towns the bread he ought to carry th�ther. The more our
cap�tal c�t�es str�ke the vulgar eye w�th adm�rat�on, the greater reason
�s there to lament the s�ght of the abandoned countrys�de, the large
tracts of land that l�e uncult�vated, the roads crowded w�th
unfortunate c�t�zens turned beggars or h�ghwaymen, and doomed to
end the�r wretched l�ves e�ther on a dungh�ll or on the gallows. Thus
the State grows r�ch on the one hand, and feeble and depopulated
on the other; the m�ght�est monarch�es, after hav�ng taken �mmense
pa�ns to enr�ch and depopulate themselves, fall at last a prey to
some poor nat�on, wh�ch has y�elded to the fatal temptat�on of
�nvad�ng them, and then, grow�ng opulent and weak �n �ts turn, �s
�tself �nvaded and ru�ned by some other.



Let any one �nform us what produced the swarms of barbar�ans, who
overran Europe, As�a and Afr�ca for so many ages. Was the�r
prod�g�ous �ncrease due to the�r �ndustry and arts, to the w�sdom of
the�r laws, or to the excellence of the�r pol�t�cal system? Let the
learned tell us why, �nstead of mult�ply�ng to such a degree, these
f�erce and brutal men, w�thout sense or sc�ence, w�thout educat�on,
w�thout restra�nt, d�d not destroy each other hourly �n quarrell�ng over
the product�ons of the�r f�elds and woods. Let them tell us how these
wretches could have the presumpt�on to oppose such clever people
as we were, so well tra�ned �n m�l�tary d�sc�pl�ne, and possessed of
such excellent laws and �nst�tut�ons: and why, s�nce soc�ety has been
brought to perfect�on �n northern countr�es, and so much pa�ns taken
to �nstruct the�r �nhab�tants �n the�r soc�al dut�es and �n the art of l�v�ng
happ�ly and peaceably together, we see them no longer produce
such numberless hosts as they used once to send forth to be the
plague and terror of other nat�ons. I fear some one may at last
answer me by say�ng, that all these f�ne th�ngs, arts, sc�ences and
laws, were w�sely �nvented by men, as a salutary plague, to prevent
the too great mult�pl�cat�on of mank�nd, lest the world, wh�ch was
g�ven us for a hab�tat�on, should �n t�me be too small for �ts
�nhab�tants.
What, then, �s to be done? Must soc�et�es be totally abol�shed? Must
meum and tuum be ann�h�lated, and must we return aga�n to the
forests to l�ve among beasts? Th�s �s a deduct�on �n the manner of
my adversar�es, wh�ch I would as soon ant�c�pate as let them have
the shame of draw�ng. O you, who have never heard the vo�ce of
heaven, who th�nk man dest�ned only to l�ve th�s l�ttle l�fe and d�e �n
peace; you, who can res�gn �n the m�dst of populous c�t�es your fatal
acqu�s�t�ons, your restless sp�r�ts, your corrupt hearts and endless
des�res; resume, s�nce �t depends ent�rely on yourselves, your
anc�ent and pr�m�t�ve �nnocence: ret�re to the woods, there to lose the
s�ght and remembrance of the cr�mes of your contemporar�es; and
be not apprehens�ve of degrad�ng your spec�es, by renounc�ng �ts
advances �n order to renounce �ts v�ces. As for men l�ke me whose
pass�ons have destroyed the�r or�g�nal s�mpl�c�ty, who can no longer
subs�st on plants or acorns, or l�ve w�thout laws and mag�strates
those who were honoured �n the�r f�rst father w�th supernatural



�nstruct�ons; those who d�scover, �n the des�gn of g�v�ng human
act�ons at the start a moral�ty wh�ch they must otherw�se have been
so long �n acqu�r�ng, the reason for a precept �n �tself �nd�fferent and
�nexpl�cable on every other system; those, �n short, who are
persuaded that the D�v�ne Be�ng has called all mank�nd to be
partakers �n the happ�ness and perfect�on of celest�al �ntell�gences,
all these w�ll endeavour to mer�t the eternal pr�ze they are to expect
from the pract�ce of those v�rtues, wh�ch they make themselves
follow �n learn�ng to know them. They w�ll respect the sacred bonds
of the�r respect�ve commun�t�es; they w�ll love theft fellow-c�t�zens,
and serve them w�th all the�r m�ght: they w�ll scrupulously obey the
laws, and all those who make or adm�n�ster them; they w�ll
part�cularly honour those w�se and good pr�nces, who f�nd means of
prevent�ng, cur�ng or even pall�at�ng all these ev�ls and abuses, by
wh�ch we are constantly threatened; they w�ll an�mate the zeal of
the�r deserv�ng rulers, by show�ng them, w�thout flattery or fear, the
�mportance of the�r off�ce and the sever�ty of the�r duty. But they w�ll
not therefore have less contempt for a const�tut�on that cannot
support �tself w�thout the a�d of so many splend�d characters, much
oftener w�shed for than found; and from wh�ch, notw�thstand�ng all
the�r pa�ns and sol�c�tude, there always ar�se more real calam�t�es
than even apparent advantages.

A DISCOURSE ON POLITICAL ECONOMY

The word Economy, or Œconomy, �s der�ved from οἰκός, a house,
and νόμος, law, and meant or�g�nally only the w�se and leg�t�mate
government of the house for the common good of the whole fam�ly.
The mean�ng of the term was then extended to the government of
that great fam�ly, the State. To d�st�ngu�sh these two senses of the
word, the latter �s called general or pol�t�cal economy, and the former
domest�c or part�cular economy. The f�rst only �s d�scussed �n the
present d�scourse.



Even �f there were as close an analogy as many authors ma�nta�n
between the State and the fam�ly, �t would not follow that the rules of
conduct proper for one of these soc�et�es would be also proper for
the other. They d�ffer too much �n extent to be regulated �n the same
manner; and there w�ll always be a great d�fference between
domest�c government, �n wh�ch a father can see everyth�ng for
h�mself, and c�v�l government, where the ch�ef sees hardly anyth�ng
save through the eyes of others. To put both on an equal�ty �n th�s
respect, the talents, strength, and all the facult�es of the father would
have to �ncrease �n proport�on to the s�ze of h�s fam�ly, and the soul
of a powerful monarch would have to be, to that of an ord�nary man,
as the extent of h�s emp�re �s to that of a pr�vate person's estate.
But how could the government of the State be l�ke that of the fam�ly,
when the bas�s on wh�ch they rest �s so d�fferent? The father be�ng
phys�cally stronger than h�s ch�ldren, h�s paternal author�ty, as long
as they need h�s protect�on, may be reasonably sa�d to be
establ�shed by nature. But �n the great fam�ly, all the members of
wh�ch are naturally equal, the pol�t�cal author�ty, be�ng purely
arb�trary as far as �ts �nst�tut�on �s concerned, can be founded only on
convent�ons, and the Mag�strate can have no author�ty over the rest,
except by v�rtue of the laws. The dut�es of a father are d�ctated to
h�m by natural feel�ngs, and �n a manner that seldom allows h�m to
neglect them. For rulers there �s no such pr�nc�ple, and they are
really obl�ged to the people only by what they themselves have
prom�sed to do, and the people have therefore a r�ght to requ�re of
them. Another more �mportant d�fference �s that s�nce the ch�ldren
have noth�ng but what they rece�ve from the�r father, �t �s pla�n that all
the r�ghts of property belong to h�m, or emanate from h�m; but qu�te
the oppos�te �s the case �n the great fam�ly, where the general
adm�n�strat�on �s establ�shed only to secure �nd�v�dual property, wh�ch
�s antecedent to �t. The pr�nc�pal object of the work of the whole
house �s to preserve and �ncrease the patr�mony of the father, �n
order that he may be able some day to d�str�bute �t among h�s
ch�ldren w�thout �mpover�sh�ng them; whereas the wealth of the
exchequer �s only a means, often �ll understood, of keep�ng the
�nd�v�duals �n peace and plenty. In a word, the l�ttle fam�ly �s dest�ned
to be ext�ngu�shed, and to resolve �tself some day �nto several



fam�l�es of a s�m�lar nature; but the great fam�ly, be�ng const�tuted to
endure for ever �n the same cond�t�on, need not, l�ke the small one,
�ncrease for the purpose of mult�ply�ng, but need only ma�nta�n �tself;
and �t can eas�ly be proved that any �ncrease does �t more harm than
good.
In the fam�ly, �t �s clear, for several reasons wh�ch l�e �n �ts very
nature, that the father ought to command. In the f�rst place, the
author�ty ought not to be equally d�v�ded between father and mother;
the government must be s�ngle, and �n every d�v�s�on of op�n�on there
must be one preponderant vo�ce to dec�de. Secondly, however l�ghtly
we may regard the d�sadvantages pecul�ar to women, yet, as they
necessar�ly occas�on �ntervals of �nact�on, th�s �s a suff�c�ent reason
for exclud�ng them from th�s supreme author�ty: for when the balance
�s perfectly even, a straw �s enough to turn the scale. Bes�des, the
husband ought to be able to super�ntend h�s w�fe's conduct, because
�t �s of �mportance for h�m to be assured that the ch�ldren, whom he �s
obl�ged to acknowledge and ma�nta�n, belong to no-one but h�mself.
Th�rdly, ch�ldren should be obed�ent to the�r father, at f�rst of
necess�ty, and afterwards from grat�tude: after hav�ng had the�r
wants sat�sf�ed by h�m dur�ng one half of the�r l�ves, they ought to
consecrate the other half to prov�d�ng for h�s. Fourthly, servants owe
h�m the�r serv�ces �n exchange for the prov�s�on he makes for them,
though they may break off the barga�n as soon as �t ceases to su�t
them. I say noth�ng here of slavery, because �t �s contrary to nature,
and cannot be author�sed by any r�ght or law.
There �s noth�ng of all th�s �n pol�t�cal soc�ety, �n wh�ch the ch�ef �s so
far from hav�ng any natural �nterest �n the happ�ness of the
�nd�v�duals, that �t �s not uncommon for h�m to seek h�s own �n the�r
m�sery. If the mag�stracy �s hered�tary, a commun�ty of men �s often
governed by a ch�ld. If �t be elect�ve, �nnumerable �nconven�ences
ar�se from such elect�on; wh�le �n both cases all the advantages of
patern�ty are lost. If you have but a s�ngle ruler, you l�e at the
d�scret�on of a master who has no reason to love you: and �f you
have several, you must bear at once the�r tyranny and the�r d�v�s�ons.
In a word, abuses are �nev�table and the�r consequences fatal �n
every soc�ety where the publ�c �nterest and the laws have no natural



force, and are perpetually attacked by personal �nterest and the
pass�ons of the ruler and the members.
Although the funct�ons of the father of a fam�ly and those of the ch�ef
mag�strate ought to make for the same object, they must do so �n
such d�fferent ways, and the�r duty and r�ghts are so essent�ally
d�st�nct, that we cannot confound them w�thout form�ng very false
�deas about the fundamental laws of soc�ety, and fall�ng �nto errors
wh�ch are fatal to mank�nd. In fact, �f the vo�ce of nature �s the best
counsellor to wh�ch a father can l�sten �n the d�scharge of h�s duty, for
the Mag�strate �t �s a false gu�de, wh�ch cont�nually prevents h�m from
perform�ng h�s, and leads h�m on sooner or later to the ru�n of h�mself
and of the State, �f he �s not restra�ned by the most subl�me v�rtue.
The only precaut�on necessary for the father of a fam�ly �s to guard
h�mself aga�nst deprav�ty, and prevent h�s natural �ncl�nat�ons from
be�ng corrupted; whereas �t �s these themselves wh�ch corrupt the
Mag�strate. In order to act ar�ght, the f�rst has only to consult h�s
heart; the other becomes a tra�tor the moment he l�stens to h�s. Even
h�s own reason should be suspect to h�m, nor should he follow any
rule other than the publ�c reason, wh�ch �s the law. Thus nature has
made a mult�tude of good fathers of fam�l�es; but �t �s doubtful
whether, from the very beg�nn�ng of the world, human w�sdom has
made ten men capable of govern�ng the�r peers.
From all that has just been sa�d, �t follows that publ�c economy, wh�ch
�s my subject, has been r�ghtly d�st�ngu�shed from pr�vate economy,
and that, the State hav�ng noth�ng �n common w�th the fam�ly except
the obl�gat�ons wh�ch the�r heads l�e under of mak�ng both of them
happy, the same rules of conduct cannot apply to both. I have
cons�dered these few l�nes enough to overthrow the detestable
system wh�ch S�r Robert F�lmer has endeavoured to establ�sh �n h�s
Patr�archa; a work to wh�ch two celebrated wr�ters have done too
much honour �n wr�t�ng books to refute �t. Moreover, th�s error �s of
very long stand�ng; for Ar�stotle h�mself thought proper to combat �t
w�th arguments wh�ch may be found �n the f�rst book of h�s Pol�t�cs.
I must here ask my readers to d�st�ngu�sh also between publ�c
economy, wh�ch �s my subject and wh�ch I call government, and the
supreme author�ty, wh�ch I call Sovere�gnty; a d�st�nct�on wh�ch



cons�sts �n the fact that the latter has the r�ght of leg�slat�on, and �n
certa�n cases b�nds the body of the nat�on �tself, wh�le the former has
only the r�ght of execut�on, and �s b�nd�ng only on �nd�v�duals.
I shall take the l�berty of mak�ng use of a very common, and �n some
respects �naccurate, compar�son, wh�ch w�ll serve to �llustrate my
mean�ng.
The body pol�t�c, taken �nd�v�dually, may be cons�dered as an
organ�sed, l�v�ng body, resembl�ng that of man. The sovere�gn power
represents the head; the laws and customs are the bra�n, the source
of the nerves and seat of the understand�ng, w�ll and senses, of
wh�ch the Judges and Mag�strates are the organs: commerce,
�ndustry, and agr�culture are the mouth and stomach wh�ch prepare
the common subs�stence; the publ�c �ncome �s the blood, wh�ch a
prudent economy, �n perform�ng the funct�ons of the heart, causes to
d�str�bute through the whole body nutr�ment and l�fe: the c�t�zens are
the body and the members, wh�ch make the mach�ne l�ve, move and
work; and no part of th�s mach�ne can be damaged w�thout the
pa�nful �mpress�on be�ng at once conveyed to the bra�n, �f the an�mal
�s �n a state of health.
The l�fe of both bod�es �s the self common to the whole, the
rec�procal sens�b�l�ty and �nternal correspondence of all the parts.
Where th�s commun�cat�on ceases, where the formal un�ty
d�sappears, and the cont�guous parts belong to one another only by
juxtapos�t�on, the man �s dead, or the State �s d�ssolved.
The body pol�t�c, therefore, �s also a moral be�ng possessed of a w�ll;
and th�s general w�ll, wh�ch tends always to the preservat�on and
welfare of the whole and of every part, and �s the source of the laws,
const�tutes for all the members of the State, �n the�r relat�ons to one
another and to �t, the rule of what �s just or unjust: a truth wh�ch
shows, by the way, how �dly some wr�ters have treated as theft the
subtlety prescr�bed to ch�ldren at Sparta for obta�n�ng the�r frugal
repasts, as �f everyth�ng orda�ned by the law were not lawful.
It �s �mportant to observe that th�s rule of just�ce, though certa�n w�th
regard to all c�t�zens, may be defect�ve w�th regard to fore�gners. The
reason �s clear. The w�ll of the State, though general �n relat�on to �ts



own members, �s no longer so �n relat�on to other States and the�r
members, but becomes, for them, a part�cular and �nd�v�dual w�ll,
wh�ch has �ts rule of just�ce �n the law of nature. Th�s, however,
enters equally �nto the pr�nc�ple here la�d down; for �n such a case,
the great c�ty of the world becomes the body pol�t�c, whose general
w�ll �s always the law of nature, and of wh�ch the d�fferent States and
peoples are �nd�v�dual members. From these d�st�nct�ons, appl�ed to
each pol�t�cal soc�ety and �ts members, are der�ved the most certa�n
and un�versal rules, by wh�ch we can judge whether a government �s
good or bad, and �n general of the moral�ty of all human act�ons.
Every pol�t�cal soc�ety �s composed of other smaller soc�et�es of
d�fferent k�nds, each of wh�ch has �ts �nterests and �ts rules of
conduct: but those soc�et�es wh�ch everybody perce�ves, because
they have an external and author�sed form, are not the only ones
that actually ex�st �n the State: all �nd�v�duals who are un�ted by a
common �nterest compose as many others, e�ther trans�tory or
permanent, whose �nfluence �s none the less real because �t �s less
apparent, and the proper observat�on of whose var�ous relat�ons �s
the true knowledge of publ�c morals and manners. The �nfluence of
all these tac�t or formal assoc�at�ons causes, by the �nfluence of the�r
w�ll, as many d�fferent mod�f�cat�ons of the publ�c w�ll. The w�ll of
these part�cular soc�et�es has always two relat�ons; for the members
of the assoc�at�on, �t �s a general w�ll; for the great soc�ety, �t �s a
part�cular w�ll; and �t �s often r�ght w�th regard to the f�rst object, and
wrong as to the second. An �nd�v�dual may be a devout pr�est, a
brave sold�er, or a zealous senator, and yet a bad c�t�zen. A
part�cular resolut�on may be advantageous to the smaller commun�ty,
but pern�c�ous to the greater. It �s true that part�cular soc�et�es be�ng
always subord�nate to the general soc�ety �n preference to others,
the duty of a c�t�zen takes precedence of that of a senator, and a
man's duty of that of a c�t�zen: but unhapp�ly personal �nterest �s
always found �n �nverse rat�o to duty, and �ncreases �n proport�on as
the assoc�at�on grows narrower, and the engagement less sacred;
wh�ch �rrefragably proves that the most general w�ll �s always the
must just also, and that the vo�ce of the people �s �n fact the vo�ce of
God.



It does not follow that the publ�c dec�s�ons are always equ�table; they
may poss�bly, for reasons wh�ch I have g�ven, not be so when they
have to do w�th fore�gners. Thus �t �s not �mposs�ble that a Republ�c,
though �n �tself well governed, should enter upon an unjust war. Nor
�s �t less poss�ble for the Counc�l of a Democracy to pass unjust
decrees, and condemn the �nnocent; but th�s never happens unless
the people �s seduced by pr�vate �nterests, wh�ch the cred�t or
eloquence of some clever persons subst�tutes for those of the State;
�n wh�ch case the general w�ll w�ll be one th�ng, and the result of the
publ�c del�berat�on another. Th�s �s not contrad�cted by the case of
the Athen�an Democracy; for Athens was �n fact not a Democracy,
but a very tyrann�cal Ar�stocracy, governed by ph�losophers and
orators. Carefully determ�ne what happens �n every publ�c
del�berat�on, and �t w�ll be seen that the general w�ll �s always for the
common good; but very often there �s a secret d�v�s�on, a tac�t
confederacy, wh�ch, for part�cular ends, causes the natural
d�spos�t�on of the assembly to be set at nought. In such a case the
body of soc�ety �s really d�v�ded �nto other bod�es, the members of
wh�ch acqu�re a general w�ll, wh�ch �s good and just w�th respect to
these new bod�es, but unjust and bad w�th regard to the whole, from
wh�ch each �s thus d�smembered.
We see then how easy �t �s, by the help of these pr�nc�ples, to expla�n
those apparent contrad�ct�ons, wh�ch are not�ced �n the conduct of
many persons who are scrupulously honest �n some respects, and
cheats and scoundrels �n others, who trample under foot the most
sacred dut�es, and yet are fa�thful to the death to engagements that
are often �lleg�t�mate. Thus the most depraved of men always pay
some sort of homage to publ�c fa�th; and even robbers, who are the
enem�es of v�rtue �n the great soc�ety, pay some respect to the
shadow of �t �n the�r secret caves.
In establ�sh�ng the general w�ll as the f�rst pr�nc�ple of publ�c
economy, and the fundamental rule of government, I have not
thought �t necessary to �nqu�re ser�ously whether the Mag�strates
belong to the people, or the people to the Mag�strates; or whether �n
publ�c affa�rs the good of the State should be taken �nto account, or
only that of �ts rulers. That quest�on �ndeed has long been dec�ded



one way �n theory, and another �n pract�ce; and �n general �t would be
r�d�culous to expect that those who are �n fact masters w�ll prefer any
other �nterest to the�r own. It would not be �mproper, therefore, further
to d�st�ngu�sh publ�c economy as popular or tyrann�cal. The former �s
that of every State, �n wh�ch there re�gns between the people and the
rulers un�ty of �nterest and w�ll: the latter w�ll necessar�ly ex�st
wherever the government and the people have d�fferent �nterests,
and, consequently, oppos�ng w�lls. The rules of the latter are wr�tten
at length �n the arch�ves of h�story, and �n the sat�res of Macch�avell�.
The rules of the former are found only �n the wr�t�ngs of those
ph�losophers who venture to procla�m the r�ghts of human�ty.
I. The f�rst and most �mportant rule of leg�t�mate or popular
government, that �s to say, of government whose object �s the good
of the people, �s therefore, as I have observed, to follow �n everyth�ng
the general w�ll. But to follow th�s w�ll �t �s necessary to know �t, and
above all to d�st�ngu�sh �t from the part�cular w�ll, beg�nn�ng w�th one's
self: th�s d�st�nct�on �s always very d�ff�cult to make, and only the
most subl�me v�rtue can afford suff�c�ent �llum�nat�on for �t. As, �n
order to w�ll, �t �s necessary to be free, a d�ff�culty no less great than
the former ar�ses—that of preserv�ng at once the publ�c l�berty and
the author�ty of government. Look �nto the mot�ves wh�ch have
�nduced men, once un�ted by the�r common needs �n a general
soc�ety, to un�te themselves st�ll more �nt�mately by means of c�v�l
soc�et�es: you w�ll f�nd no other mot�ve than that of assur�ng the
property, l�fe and l�berty of each member by the protect�on of all. But
can men be forced to defend the l�berty of any one among them,
w�thout trespass�ng on that of others? And how can they prov�de for
the publ�c needs, w�thout al�enat�ng the �nd�v�dual property of those
who are forced to contr�bute to them? W�th whatever soph�stry all
th�s may be covered over, �t �s certa�n that �f any constra�nt can be
la�d on my w�ll, I am no longer free, and that I am no longer master of
my own property, �f any one else can lay a hand on �t. Th�s d�ff�culty,
wh�ch would have seemed �nsurmountable, has been removed, l�ke
the f�rst, by the most subl�me of all human �nst�tut�ons, or rather by a
d�v�ne �nsp�rat�on, wh�ch teaches mank�nd to �m�tate here below the
unchangeable decrees of the De�ty. By what �nconce�vable art has a
means been found of mak�ng men free by mak�ng them subject; of



us�ng �n the serv�ce of the State the propert�es, the persons and even
the l�ves of all �ts members, w�thout constra�n�ng and w�thout
consult�ng them; of conf�n�ng the�r w�ll by the�r own adm�ss�on; of
overcom�ng the�r refusal by that consent, and forc�ng them to pun�sh
themselves, when they act aga�nst the�r own w�ll? How can �t be that
all should obey, yet nobody take upon h�m to command, and that all
should serve, and yet have no masters, but be the more free, as, �n
apparent subject�on, each loses no part of h�s l�berty but what m�ght
be hurtful; to that of another? These wonders are the work of law. It
�s to law alone that men owe just�ce and l�berty. It �s th�s salutary
organ of the w�ll of all wh�ch establ�shes, �n c�v�l r�ght, the natural
equal�ty between men. It �s th�s celest�al vo�ce wh�ch d�ctates to each
c�t�zen the precepts of publ�c reason, and teaches h�m to act
accord�ng to the rules of h�s own judgment, and not to behave
�ncons�stently w�th h�mself. It �s w�th th�s vo�ce alone that pol�t�cal
rulers should speak when they command; for no sooner does one
man, sett�ng as�de the law, cla�m to subject another to h�s pr�vate w�ll,
than he departs from the state of c�v�l soc�ety, and confronts h�m face
to face �n the pure state of nature, �n wh�ch obed�ence �s prescr�bed
solely by necess�ty.
The most press�ng �nterest of the ruler, and even h�s most
�nd�spensable duty, therefore, �s to watch over the observat�on of the
laws of wh�ch he �s the m�n�ster, and on wh�ch h�s whole author�ty �s
founded. At the same t�me, �f he exacts the observance of them from
others, he �s the more strongly bound to observe them h�mself, s�nce
he enjoys all the�r favour. For h�s example �s of such force, that even
�f the people were w�ll�ng to perm�t h�m to release h�mself from the
yoke of the law, he ought to be caut�ous �n ava�l�ng h�mself of so
dangerous a prerogat�ve, wh�ch others m�ght soon cla�m to usurp �n
the�r turn, and often use to h�s prejud�ce. At bottom, as all soc�al
engagements are mutual �n nature, �t �s �mposs�ble for any one to set
h�mself above the law, w�thout renounc�ng �ts advantages; for nobody
�s bound by any obl�gat�on to one who cla�ms that he �s under no
obl�gat�ons to others. For th�s reason no exempt�on from the law w�ll
ever be granted, on any ground whatsoever, �n a well-regulated
government. Those c�t�zens who have deserved well of the�r country
ought to be rewarded w�th honours, but never w�th pr�v�leges: for the



Republ�c �s at the eve of �ts fall, when any one can th�nk �t f�ne not to
obey the laws. If the nob�l�ty or the sold�ery should ever adopt such a
max�m, all would be lost beyond redempt�on.
The power of the laws depends st�ll more on the�r own w�sdom than
on the sever�ty of the�r adm�n�strators, and the publ�c w�ll der�ves �ts
greatest we�ght from the reason wh�ch has d�ctated �t. Hence Plato
looked upon �t as a very necessary precaut�on to place at the head of
all ed�cts a preamble, sett�ng forth the�r just�ce and ut�l�ty. In fact, the
f�rst of all laws �s to respect the laws: the sever�ty of penalt�es �s only
a va�n resource, �nvented by l�ttle m�nds �n order to subst�tute terror
for that respect wh�ch they have no means of obta�n�ng. It has
constantly been observed that �n those countr�es where legal
pun�shments are most severe, they are also most frequent; so that
the cruelty of such pun�shments �s a proof only of the mult�tude of
cr�m�nals, and, pun�sh�ng everyth�ng w�th equal sever�ty, �nduces
those who are gu�lty to comm�t cr�mes, �n order to escape be�ng
pun�shed for the�r faults.
But though the government be not master of the law, �t �s much to be
�ts guarantor, and to possess a thousand means of �nsp�r�ng the love
of �t. In th�s alone the talent of re�gn�ng cons�sts. W�th force �n one's
hands, there �s no art requ�red to make the whole world tremble, nor
�ndeed much to ga�n men's hearts; for exper�ence has long s�nce
taught the people to g�ve �ts rulers great cred�t for all the ev�l they
absta�n from do�ng �t, and to adore them �f they do not absolutely
hate �t. A fool, �f he be obeyed, may pun�sh cr�mes as well as
another: but the true statesman �s he who knows how to prevent
them: �t �s over the w�lls, even more than the act�ons, of h�s subjects
that h�s honourable rule �s extended. If he could secure that every
one should act ar�ght, he would no longer have anyth�ng to do; and
the masterp�ece of h�s labours would be to be able to rema�n
unemployed. It �s certa�n, at least, that the greatest talent a ruler can
possess �s to d�sgu�se h�s power, �n order to render �t less od�ous,
and to conduct the State so peaceably as to make �t seem to have
no need of conductors.
I conclude, therefore, that, as the f�rst duty of the leg�slator �s to
make the laws conformable to the general w�ll, the f�rst rule of publ�c



economy �s that the adm�n�strat�on of just�ce should be conformable
to the laws. It w�ll even be enough to prevent the State from be�ng �ll
governed, that the Leg�slator shall have prov�ded, as he should, for
every need of place, cl�mate, so�l, custom, ne�ghbourhood, and all
the rest of the relat�ons pecul�ar to the people he had to �nst�tute. Not
but what there st�ll rema�ns an �nf�n�ty of deta�ls of adm�n�strat�on and
economy, wh�ch are left to the w�sdom of the government: but there
are two �nfall�ble rules for �ts good conduct on these occas�ons; one
�s, that the sp�r�t of the law ought to dec�de �n every part�cular case
that could not be foreseen; the other �s that the general w�ll, the
source and supplement of all laws, should be consulted wherever
they fa�l. But how, I shall be asked, can the general w�ll be known �n
cases �n wh�ch �t has not expressed �tself? Must the whole nat�on be
assembled together at every unforeseen event? Certa�nly not. It
ought the less to be assembled, because �t �s by no means certa�n
that �ts dec�s�on would be the express�on of the general w�ll; bes�des,
the method would be �mpract�cable �n a great people, and �s hardly
ever necessary where the government �s well-�ntent�oned: for the
rulers well know that the general w�ll �s always on the s�de wh�ch �s
most favourable to the publ�c �nterest, that �s to say, most equ�table;
so that �t �s needful only to act justly, to be certa�n of follow�ng the
general w�ll. When th�s �s flouted too openly, �t makes �tself felt, �n
sp�te of the form�dable restra�nt of the publ�c author�ty. I shall c�te the
nearest poss�ble examples that may be followed �n such cases.
In Ch�na, �t �s the constant max�m of the Pr�nce to dec�de aga�nst h�s
off�cers, �n every d�spute that ar�ses between them and the people. If
bread be too dear �n any prov�nce, the Intendant of that prov�nce �s
thrown �nto pr�son. If there be an �nsurrect�on �n another, the
Governor �s d�sm�ssed, and every Mandar�n answers w�th h�s head
for all the m�sch�ef that happens �n h�s department. Not that these
affa�rs do not subsequently undergo a regular exam�nat�on; but long
exper�ence has caused the judgment to be thus ant�c�pated. There �s
seldom any �njust�ce to be repa�red; �n the meant�me, the Emperor,
be�ng sat�sf�ed that publ�c outcry does not ar�se w�thout cause,
always d�scovers, through the sed�t�ous clamours wh�ch he pun�shes,
just gr�evances to redress.



It �s a great th�ng to preserve the rule of peace and order through all
the parts of the Republ�c; �t �s a great th�ng that the State should be
tranqu�l, and the law respected: but �f noth�ng more �s done, there w�ll
be �n all th�s more appearance than real�ty; for that government
wh�ch conf�nes �tself to mere obed�ence w�ll f�nd d�ff�culty �n gett�ng
�tself obeyed. If �t �s good to know how to deal w�th men as they are,
�t �s much better to make them what there �s need that they should
be. The most absolute author�ty �s that wh�ch penetrates �nto a man's
�nmost be�ng, and concerns �tself no less w�th h�s w�ll than w�th h�s
act�ons. It �s certa�n that all peoples become �n the long run what the
government makes them; warr�ors, c�t�zens, men, when �t so
pleases; or merely populace and rabble, when �t chooses to make
them so. Hence every pr�nce who desp�ses h�s subjects, d�shonours
h�mself, �n confess�ng that he does not know how to make them
worthy of respect. Make men, therefore, �f you would command men:
�f you would have them obed�ent to the laws, make them love the
laws, and then they w�ll need only to know what �s the�r duty to do �t.
Th�s was the great art of anc�ent governments, �n those d�stant t�mes
when ph�losophers gave laws to men, and made use of the�r
author�ty only to render them w�se and happy. Thence arose the
numerous sumptuary laws, the many regulat�ons of morals, and all
the publ�c rules of conduct wh�ch were adm�tted or rejected w�th the
greatest care. Even tyrants d�d not forget th�s �mportant part of
adm�n�strat�on, but took as great pa�ns to corrupt the morals of the�r
slaves, as Mag�strates took to correct those of the�r fellow-c�t�zens.
But our modern governments, wh�ch �mag�ne they have done
everyth�ng when they have ra�sed money, conce�ve that �t �s
unnecessary and even �mposs�ble to go a step further.
II. The second essent�al rule of publ�c economy �s no less �mportant
than the f�rst. If you would have the general w�ll accompl�shed, br�ng
all the part�cular w�lls �nto conform�ty w�th �t; �n other words, as v�rtue
�s noth�ng more than th�s conform�ty of the part�cular w�lls w�th the
general w�ll, establ�sh the re�gn of v�rtue.
If our pol�t�c�ans were less bl�nded by the�r amb�t�on, they would see
how �mposs�ble �t �s for any establ�shment whatever to act �n the
sp�r�t of �ts �nst�tut�on, unless �t �s gu�ded �n accordance w�th the law



of duty; they would feel that the greatest support of publ�c author�ty
l�es �n the hearts of the c�t�zens, and that noth�ng can take the place
of moral�ty �n the ma�ntenance of government. It �s not only upr�ght
men who know how to adm�n�ster the laws; but at bottom only good
men know how to obey them. The man who once gets the better of
remorse, w�ll not shr�nk before pun�shments wh�ch are less severe,
and less last�ng, and from wh�ch there �s at least the hope of
escap�ng: whatever precaut�ons are taken, those who only requ�re
�mpun�ty �n order to do wrong w�ll not fa�l to f�nd means of elud�ng the
law, and avo�d�ng �ts penalt�es. In th�s case, as all part�cular �nterests
un�te aga�nst the general �nterest, wh�ch �s no longer that of any
�nd�v�dual, publ�c v�ces have a greater effect �n enervat�ng the laws
than the laws �n the repress�on of such v�ces: so that the corrupt�on
of the people and of the�r rulers w�ll at length extend to the
government, however w�se �t may be. The worst of all abuses �s to
pay an apparent obed�ence to the laws, only �n order actually to
break them w�th secur�ty. For �n th�s case the best laws soon become
the most pern�c�ous; and �t would be a hundred t�mes better that they
should not ex�st. In such a s�tuat�on, �t �s va�n to add ed�cts to ed�cts
and regulat�ons to regulat�ons. Everyth�ng serves only to �ntroduce
new abuses, w�thout correct�ng the old. The more laws are
mult�pl�ed, the more they are desp�sed, and all the new off�c�als
appo�nted to superv�se them are only so many more people to break
them, and e�ther to share the plunder w�th the�r predecessors, or to
plunder apart on the�r own. The reward of v�rtue soon becomes that
of robbery; the v�lest of men r�se to the greatest cred�t; the greater
they are the more desp�cable they become; the�r �nfamy appears
even �n the�r d�gn�t�es, and the�r very honours d�shonour them. If they
buy the �nfluence of the leaders or the protect�on of women, �t �s only
that they may sell just�ce, duty, and the State �n the�r turn: �n the
meant�me, the people, feel�ng that �ts v�ces are not the f�rst cause of
�ts m�sfortunes, murmurs and compla�ns that all �ts m�sfortunes come
solely from those whom �t pays to protect �t from such th�ngs.
It �s under these c�rcumstances that the vo�ce of duty no longer
speaks �n men's hearts, and the�r rulers are obl�ged to subst�tute the
cry of terror, or the lure of an apparent �nterest, of wh�ch they
subsequently tr�ck the�r creatures. In th�s s�tuat�on they are



compelled to have recourse to all the petty and desp�cable sh�fts
wh�ch they call rules of State and myster�es of the cab�net. All the
v�gour that �s left �n the government �s used by �ts members �n ru�n�ng
and supplant�ng one another, wh�le the publ�c bus�ness �s neglected,
or �s transacted only as personal �nterest requ�res and d�rects. In
short, the whole art of those great pol�t�c�ans l�es �n so mesmer�s�ng
those they stand �n need of, that each may th�nk he �s labour�ng for
h�s own �nterest �n work�ng for the�rs: I say the�rs on the false
suppos�t�on that �t �s the real �nterest of rulers to ann�h�late a people
�n order to make �t subject, and to; ru�n the�r own property �n order to
secure the�r possess�on of �t.
But when the c�t�zens love the�r duty, and the guard�ans of the publ�c
author�ty s�ncerely apply themselves to the foster�ng of that love by
the�r own example and ass�du�ty, every d�ff�culty van�shes; and
government becomes so easy that �t needs none of that art of
darkness, whose blackness �s �ts only mystery. Those enterpr�s�ng
sp�r�ts, so dangerous and so much adm�red, all those great m�n�sters,
whose glory �s �nseparable from the m�ser�es of the people, are no
longer regretted: publ�c moral�ty suppl�es what �s want�ng �n the
gen�us of the rulers; and the more v�rtue re�gns, the less need there
�s for talent. Even amb�t�on �s better served by duty than by
usurpat�on: when the people �s conv�nced that �ts rulers are labour�ng
only for �ts happ�ness, �ts deference saves them the trouble of
labour�ng to strengthen the�r power: and h�story shows us, �n a
thousand cases, that the author�ty of one who �s beloved over those
whom he loves �s a hundred t�mes more absolute than all the tyranny
of usurpers. Th�s does not mean that the government ought to be
afra�d to make use of �ts power, but that �t ought to make use of �t
only �n a lawful manner. We f�nd �n h�story a thousand examples of
pus�llan�mous or amb�t�ous rulers, who were ru�ned by the�r
slackness or the�r pr�de; not one who suffered for hav�ng been str�ctly
just. But we ought not to confound negl�gence w�th moderat�on, or
clemency w�th weakness. To be just, �t �s necessary to be severe; to
perm�t v�ce, when one has the r�ght and the power to suppress �t, �s
to be oneself v�c�ous.



It �s not enough to say to the c�t�zens, be good; they must be taught
to be so; and even example, wh�ch �s �n th�s respect the f�rst lesson,
�s not the sole means to be employed; patr�ot�sm �s the most
eff�cac�ous: for, as I have sa�d already, every man �s v�rtuous when
h�s part�cular w�ll �s �n all th�ngs conformable to the general w�ll, and
we voluntar�ly w�ll what �s w�lled by those whom we love. It appears
that the feel�ng of human�ty evaporates and grows feeble �n
embrac�ng all mank�nd, and that we cannot be affected by the
calam�t�es of Tartary or Japan, �n the same manner as we are by
those of European nat�ons. It �s necessary �n some degree to conf�ne
and l�m�t our �nterest and compass�on �n order to make �t act�ve. Now,
as th�s sent�ment can be useful only to those w�th whom we have to
l�ve, �t �s proper that our human�ty should conf�ne �tself to our fellow-
c�t�zens, and should rece�ve a new force because we are �n the hab�t
of see�ng them, and by reason of the common �nterest wh�ch un�tes
them. It �s certa�n that the greatest m�racles of v�rtue have been
produced by patr�ot�sm: th�s f�ne and l�vely feel�ng, wh�ch g�ves to the
force of self-love all the beauty of v�rtue, lends �t an energy wh�ch,
w�thout d�sf�gur�ng �t, makes �t the most hero�c of all pass�ons. Th�s �t
�s that produces so many �mmortal act�ons, the glory of wh�ch
dazzles our feeble eyes; and so many great men, whose old-world
v�rtues pass for fables now that patr�ot�sm �s made mock of. Th�s �s
not surpr�s�ng; the transports of suscept�ble hearts appear altogether
fanc�ful to any one who has never felt them; and the love of one's
country, wh�ch �s a hundred t�mes more l�vely and del�ghtful than the
love of a m�stress, cannot be conce�ved except by exper�enc�ng �t.
But �t �s easy to perce�ve �n every heart that �s warmed by �t, �n all the
act�ons �t �nsp�res, a glow�ng and subl�me ardour wh�ch does not
attend the purest v�rtue, when separated from �t. Contrast Socrates
even w�th Cato; the one was the greater ph�losopher, the other more
of the c�t�zen. Athens was already ru�ned �n the t�me of Socrates, and
he had no other country than the world at large. Cato had the cause
of h�s country always at heart; he l�ved for �t alone, and could not
bear to outl�ve �t. The v�rtue of Socrates was that of the w�sest of
men; but, compared w�th Cæsar and Pompey, Cato seems a God
among mortals. Socrates �nstructed a few �nd�v�duals, opposed the
Soph�sts, and d�ed for truth: but Cato defended h�s country, �ts l�berty



and �ts laws, aga�nst the conquerors of the world, and at length
departed from the earth, when he had no longer a country to serve.
A worthy pup�l of Socrates would be the most v�rtuous of h�s
contemporar�es; but a worthy follower of Cato would be one of the
greatest. The v�rtue of the former would be h�s happ�ness; the latter
would seek h�s happ�ness �n that of all. We should be taught by the
one, and led by the other; and th�s alone �s enough to determ�ne
wh�ch to prefer: for no people has ever been made �nto a nat�on of
ph�losophers, but �t �s not �mposs�ble to make a people happy.
Do we w�sh men to be v�rtuous? Then let us beg�n by mak�ng them
love the�r country: but how can they love �t, �f the�r country be noth�ng
more to them than to strangers, and afford them noth�ng but what �t
can refuse nobody? It would be st�ll worse, �f they d�d not enjoy even
the pr�v�lege of soc�al secur�ty, and �f the�r l�ves, l�bert�es and property
lay at the mercy of persons �n power, w�thout the�r be�ng perm�tted,
or �t be�ng poss�ble for them, to get rel�ef from the laws. For �n that
case, be�ng subjected to the dut�es of the state of c�v�l soc�ety,
w�thout enjoy�ng even the common pr�v�leges of the state of nature,
and w�thout be�ng able to use the�r strength �n the�r own defence,
they would be �n the worst, cond�t�on �n wh�ch freemen could poss�bly
f�nd themselves, and the word country would mean for them
someth�ng merely od�ous and r�d�culous. It must not be �mag�ned that
a man can break or lose an arm, w�thout the pa�n be�ng conveyed to
h�s head: nor �s �t any more cred�ble that the general w�ll should
consent that any one member of the State, whoever he m�ght be,
should wound or destroy another, than �t �s that the f�ngers of a man
�n h�s senses should w�lfully scratch h�s eyes out. The secur�ty of
�nd�v�duals �s so �nt�mately connected w�th the publ�c confederat�on
that, apart from the regard that must be pa�d to human weakness,
that convent�on would �n po�nt of r�ght be d�ssolved, �f �n the State a
s�ngle c�t�zen who m�ght have been rel�eved were allowed to per�sh,
or �f one were wrongfully conf�ned �n pr�son, or �f �n one case an
obv�ously unjust sentence were g�ven. For the fundamental
convent�ons be�ng broken, �t �s �mposs�ble to conce�ve of any r�ght or
�nterest that could reta�n the people �n the soc�al un�on; unless they
were restra�ned by force, wh�ch alone causes the d�ssolut�on of the
state of c�v�l soc�ety.



In fact, does not the undertak�ng entered �nto by the whole body of
the nat�on b�nd �t to prov�de for the secur�ty of the least of �ts
members w�th as much care as for that of all the rest? Is the welfare
of a s�ngle c�t�zen any less the common cause than that of the whole
State? It may be sa�d that �t �s good that one should per�sh for all. I
am ready to adm�re such a say�ng when �t comes from the l�ps of a
v�rtuous and worthy patr�ot, voluntar�ly and dut�fully sacr�f�c�ng
h�mself for the good of h�s country: but �f we are to understand by �t,
that �t �s lawful for the government to sacr�f�ce an �nnocent man for
the good of the mult�tude, I look upon �t as one of the most execrable
rules tyranny ever �nvented, the greatest falsehood that can be
advanced, the most dangerous adm�ss�on that can be made, and a
d�rect contrad�ct�on of the fundamental laws of soc�ety. So l�ttle �s �t
the case that any one person ought to per�sh for all, that all have
pledged the�r l�ves and propert�es for the defence of each, �n order
that the weakness of �nd�v�duals may always be protected by the
strength of the publ�c, and each member by the whole State.
Suppose we take from the whole people one �nd�v�dual after another,
and then press the advocates of th�s rule to expla�n more exactly
what they mean by the body of the State, and we shall see that �t w�ll
at length be reduced to a small number of persons, who are not the
people, but the off�cers of the people, and who, hav�ng bound
themselves by personal oath to per�sh for the welfare of the people,
would thence �nfer that the people �s to per�sh for the�r own.
Need we look for examples of the protect�on wh�ch the State owes to
�ts members, and the respect �t owes to the�r persons? It �s only
among the most �llustr�ous and courageous nat�ons that they are to
be found; �t �s only among free peoples that the d�gn�ty of man �s
real�sed. It �s well known �nto what perplex�ty the whole republ�c of
Sparta was thrown, when the quest�on of pun�sh�ng a gu�lty c�t�zen
arose.
In Macedon, the l�fe of a man was a matter of such �mportance, that
Alexander the Great, at the he�ght of h�s glory, would not have dared
to put a Macedon�an cr�m�nal to death �n cold blood, t�ll the accused
had appeared to make h�s defence before h�s fellow-c�t�zens, and
had been condemned by them. But the Romans d�st�ngu�shed



themselves above all other peoples by the regard wh�ch the�r
government pa�d to the �nd�v�dual, and by �ts scrupulous attent�on to
the preservat�on of the �nv�olable r�ghts of all the members of the
State. Noth�ng was so sacred among them as the l�fe of a c�t�zen;
and no less than an assembly of the whole people was needed to
condemn one. Not even the Senate, nor the Consuls, �n all the�r
majesty, possessed the r�ght; but the cr�me and pun�shment of a
c�t�zen were regarded as a publ�c calam�ty among the most powerful
people �n the world. So hard �ndeed d�d �t seem to shed blood for any
cr�me whatsoever, that by the Lex Porc�a, the penalty of death was
commuted �nto that of ban�shment for all those who were w�ll�ng to
surv�ve the loss of so great a country. Everyth�ng both at Rome, and
�n the Roman arm�es, breathed that love of fellow-c�t�zens one for
another, and that respect for the Roman name, wh�ch ra�sed the
courage and �nsp�red the v�rtue of every one who had the honour to
bear �t. The cap of a c�t�zen del�vered from slavery, the c�v�c crown of
h�m who had saved the l�fe of another, were looked upon w�th the
greatest pleasure am�d the pomp of the�r tr�umphs; and �t �s
remarkable that among the crowns wh�ch were bestowed �n honour
of splend�d act�ons �n war, the c�v�c crown and that of the tr�umphant
general alone were of laurel, all the others be�ng merely of gold. It
was thus that Rome was v�rtuous and became the m�stress of the
world. Amb�t�ous rulers! A herdsman governs h�s dogs and cattle,
and yet �s only the meanest of mank�nd. If �t be a f�ne th�ng to
command, �t �s when those who obey us are capable of do�ng us
honour. Show respect, therefore, to your fellow-c�t�zens, and you w�ll
render yourselves worthy of respect; show respect to l�berty, and
your power w�ll �ncrease da�ly. Never exceed your r�ghts, and they
w�ll soon become unl�m�ted.
Let our country then show �tself the common mother of her c�t�zens;
let the advantages they enjoy �n the�r country endear �t to them; let
the government leave them enough share �n the publ�c
adm�n�strat�on to make them feel that they are at home; and let the
laws be �n the�r eyes only the guarantees of the common l�berty.
These r�ghts, great as they are, belong to all men: but w�thout
seem�ng to attack them d�rectly, the �ll-w�ll of rulers may �n fact eas�ly
reduce the�r effect to noth�ng. The law, wh�ch they thus abuse,



serves the powerful at once as a weapon of offence, and as a sh�eld
aga�nst the weak; and the pretext of the publ�c good �s always the
most dangerous scourge of the people. What �s most necessary, and
perhaps most d�ff�cult, �n government, �s r�g�d �ntegr�ty �n do�ng str�ct
just�ce to all, and above all �n protect�ng the poor aga�nst the tyranny
of the r�ch. The greatest ev�l has already come about, when there are
poor men to be defended, and r�ch men to be restra�ned. It �s on the
m�ddle classes alone that the whole force of the law �s exerted; they
are equally powerless aga�nst the treasures of the r�ch and the
penury of the poor. The f�rst mocks them, the second escapes them.
The one breaks the meshes, the other passes through them.
It �s therefore one of the most �mportant funct�ons of government to
prevent extreme �nequal�ty of fortunes; not by tak�ng away wealth
from �ts possessors, but by depr�v�ng all men of means to
accumulate �t; not by bu�ld�ng hosp�tals for the poor, but by secur�ng
the c�t�zens from becom�ng poor. The unequal d�str�but�on of
�nhab�tants over the terr�tory, when men are crowded together �n one
place, wh�le other places are depopulated; the encouragement of the
arts that m�n�ster to luxury and of purely �ndustr�al arts at the
expense of useful and labor�ous crafts; the sacr�f�ce of agr�culture to
commerce; the necess�tat�on of the tax-farmer by the mal-
adm�n�strat�on of the funds of the State; and �n short, venal�ty pushed
to such an extreme that even publ�c esteem �s reckoned at a cash
value, and v�rtue rated at a market pr�ce: these are the most obv�ous
causes of opulence and of poverty, of publ�c �nterest, of mutual
hatred among c�t�zens, of �nd�fference to the common cause, of the
corrupt�on of the people, and of the weaken�ng of all the spr�ngs of
government. Such are the ev�ls, wh�ch are w�th d�ff�culty cured when
they make themselves felt, but wh�ch a w�se adm�n�strat�on ought to
prevent, �f �t �s to ma�nta�n, along w�th good morals, respect for the
laws, patr�ot�sm, and the �nfluence of the general w�ll.
But all these precaut�ons w�ll be �nadequate, unless rulers go st�ll
more to the root of the matter. I conclude th�s part of publ�c economy
where I ought to have begun �t. There can be no patr�ot�sm w�thout
l�berty, no l�berty w�thout v�rtue, no v�rtue w�thout c�t�zens; create
c�t�zens, and you have everyth�ng you need; w�thout them, you w�ll



have noth�ng but debased slaves, from the rulers of the State
downwards. To form c�t�zens �s not the work of a day; and �n order to
have men �t �s necessary to educate them when they are ch�ldren. It
w�ll be sa�d, perhaps, that whoever has men to govern, ought not to
seek, beyond the�r nature, a perfect�on of wh�ch they are �ncapable;
that he ought not to des�re to destroy the�r pass�ons; and that the
execut�on of such an attempt �s no more des�rable than �t �s poss�ble.
I w�ll agree, further, that a man w�thout pass�ons would certa�nly be a
bad c�t�zen; but �t must be agreed also that, �f men are not taught not
to love some th�ngs, �t �s �mposs�ble to teach them to love one object
more than another—to prefer that wh�ch �s truly beaut�ful to that
wh�ch �s deformed. If, for example, they were early accustomed to
regard the�r �nd�v�dual�ty only �n �ts relat�on to the body of the State,
and to be aware, so to speak, of the�r own ex�stence merely as a part
of that of the State, they m�ght at length come to �dent�fy themselves
�n some degree w�th th�s greater whole, to feel themselves members
of the�r country, and to love �t w�th that exqu�s�te feel�ng wh�ch no
�solated person has save for h�mself; to l�ft up the�r sp�r�ts perpetually
to th�s great object, and thus to transform �nto a subl�me v�rtue that
dangerous d�spos�t�on wh�ch g�ves r�se to all our v�ces. Not only does
ph�losophy demonstrate the poss�b�l�ty of g�v�ng feel�ng these new
d�rect�ons; h�story furn�shes us w�th a thousand str�k�ng examples. If
they are so rare among us moderns, �t �s because nobody troubles
h�mself whether c�t�zens ex�st or not, and st�ll less does anybody
th�nk of attend�ng to the matter soon enough to make them. It �s too
late to change our natural �ncl�nat�ons, when they have taken the�r
course, and ego�sm �s conf�rmed by hab�t: �t �s too late to lead us out
of ourselves when once the human Ego, concentrated �n our hearts,
has acqu�red that contempt�ble act�v�ty wh�ch absorbs all v�rtue and
const�tutes the l�fe and be�ng of l�ttle m�nds. How can, patr�ot�sm
germ�nate �n the m�dst of so many other pass�ons wh�ch smother �t?
And what can rema�n, for fellow-c�t�zens, of a heart already d�v�ded
between avar�ce, a m�stress, and van�ty?
From the f�rst moment of l�fe, men ought to beg�n learn�ng to deserve
to l�ve; and, as at the �nstant of b�rth we partake of the r�ghts of
c�t�zensh�p, that �nstant ought to be the beg�nn�ng of the exerc�se of
our duty. If there are laws for the age of matur�ty, there ought to be



laws for �nfancy, teach�ng obed�ence to others: and as the reason of
each man �s not left to be the sole arb�ter of h�s dut�es, government
ought the less �nd�scr�m�nately to abandon to the �ntell�gence and
prejud�ces of fathers the educat�on of the�r ch�ldren, as that
educat�on �s of st�ll greater �mportance to the State than to the
fathers: for, accord�ng to the course of nature, the death of the father
often depr�ves h�m of the f�nal fru�ts of educat�on; but h�s country
sooner or later perce�ves �ts effects. Fam�l�es d�ssolve, but the State
rema�ns.
Should the publ�c author�ty, by tak�ng the place of the father, and
charg�ng �tself w�th that �mportant funct�on, acqu�re h�s r�ghts by
d�scharg�ng h�s dut�es, he would have the less cause to compla�n, as
he would only be chang�ng h�s t�tle, and would have �n common,
under the name of c�t�zen, the same author�ty over h�s ch�ldren, as
he was exerc�s�ng separately under the name of father, and would
not be less obeyed when speak�ng �n the name of the law, than when
he spoke �n that of nature. Publ�c educat�on, therefore, under
regulat�ons prescr�bed by the government, and under mag�strates
establ�shed by the Sovere�gn, �s one of the fundamental rules of
popular or leg�t�mate government. If ch�ldren are brought up �n
common �n the bosom of equal�ty; �f they are �mbued w�th the laws of
the State and the precepts of the general w�ll; �f they are taught to
respect these above all th�ngs; �f they are surrounded by examples
and objects wh�ch constantly rem�nd them of the tender mother who
nour�shes them, of the love she bears them, of the �nest�mable
benef�ts they rece�ve from her, and of the return they owe her, we
cannot doubt that they w�ll learn to cher�sh one another mutually as
brothers, to w�ll noth�ng contrary to the w�ll of soc�ety, to subst�tute
the act�ons of men and c�t�zens for the fut�le and va�n babbl�ng of
soph�sts, and to become �n t�me defenders and fathers of the country
of wh�ch they w�ll have been so long the ch�ldren.
I shall say noth�ng of the Mag�strates dest�ned to pres�de over such
an educat�on, wh�ch �s certa�nly the most �mportant bus�ness of the
State. It �s easy to see that �f such marks of publ�c conf�dence were
conferred on sl�ght grounds, �f th�s subl�me funct�on were not, for
those who have worth�ly d�scharged all other off�ces, the reward of



labour, the pleasant and honourable repose of old age, and the
crown of all honours, the whole enterpr�se would be useless and the
educat�on vo�d of success. For where-ever the lesson �s not
supported by author�ty, and the precept by example, all �nstruct�on �s
fru�tless; and v�rtue �tself loses �ts cred�t �n the mouth of one who
does not pract�se �t. But let �llustr�ous warr�ors, bent under the we�ght
of the�r laurels, preach courage: let upr�ght Mag�strates, grown wh�te
�n the purple and on the bench teach just�ce. Such teachers as these
would thus get themselves v�rtuous successors, and transm�t from
age to age, to generat�ons to come, the exper�ence and talents of
rulers, the courage and v�rtue of c�t�zens, and common emulat�on �n
all to l�ve and d�e for the�r country.
I know of but three peoples wh�ch once pract�sed publ�c educat�on,
the Cretans, the Lacedæmon�ans, and the anc�ent Pers�ans: among
all these �t was attended w�th the greatest success, and �ndeed �t d�d
wonders among the two last. S�nce the world has been d�v�ded �nto
nat�ons too great to adm�t of be�ng well governed, th�s method has
been no longer pract�cable, and the reader w�ll read�ly perce�ve other
reasons why such a th�ng has never been attempted by any modern
people. It �s very remarkable that the Romans were able to d�spense
w�th �t; but Rome was for f�ve hundred years one cont�nued m�racle
wh�ch the world cannot hope to see aga�n. The v�rtue of the Romans,
engendered by the�r horror of tyranny and the cr�mes of tyrants, and
by an �nnate patr�ot�sm, made all the�r houses so many schools of
c�t�zensh�p; wh�le the unl�m�ted power of fathers over the�r ch�ldren
made the �nd�v�dual author�ty so r�g�d that the father was more feared
than the Mag�strate, and was �n h�s fam�ly tr�bunal both censor of
morals and avenger of the laws.
Thus a careful and well-�ntent�oned government, v�g�lant �ncessantly
to ma�nta�n or restore patr�ot�sm and moral�ty among the people,
prov�des beforehand aga�nst the ev�ls wh�ch sooner or later result
from the �nd�fference of the c�t�zens to the fate of the Republ�c,
keep�ng w�th�n narrow bounds that personal �nterest wh�ch so
�solates the �nd�v�dual that the State �s enfeebled by h�s power, and
has noth�ng to hope from h�s good-w�ll. Wherever men love the�r
country, respect the laws, and l�ve s�mply, l�ttle rema�ns to be done �n



order to make them happy; and �n publ�c adm�n�strat�on, where
chance has less �nfluence than �n the lot of �nd�v�duals, w�sdom �s so
nearly all�ed to happ�ness, that the two objects are confounded.
III. It �s not enough to have c�t�zens and to protect them, �t �s also
necessary to cons�der the�r subs�stence. Prov�s�on for the publ�c
wants �s an obv�ous �nference from the general w�ll, and the th�rd
essent�al duty of government. Th�s duty �s not, we should feel, to f�ll
the granar�es of �nd�v�duals and thereby to grant them a d�spensat�on
from labour, but to keep plenty so w�th�n the�r reach that labour �s
always necessary and never useless for �ts acqu�s�t�on. It extends
also to everyth�ng regard�ng the management of the exchequer, and
the expenses of publ�c adm�n�strat�on. Hav�ng thus treated of general
economy w�th reference to the government of persons, we must now
cons�der �t w�th reference to the adm�n�strat�on of property.
Th�s part presents no fewer d�ff�cult�es to solve, and contrad�ct�ons to
remove, than the preced�ng. It �s certa�n that the r�ght of property �s
the most sacred of all the r�ghts of c�t�zensh�p, and even more
�mportant �n some respects than l�berty �tself; e�ther because �t more
nearly affects the preservat�on of l�fe, or because, property be�ng
more eas�ly usurped and more d�ff�cult to defend than l�fe, the law
ought to pay a greater attent�on to what �s most eas�ly taken away; or
f�nally, because property �s the true foundat�on of c�v�l soc�ety, and
the real guarantee of the undertak�ngs of c�t�zens: for �f property were
not answerable for personal act�ons, noth�ng would be eas�er than to
evade dut�es and laugh at the laws. On the other hand, �t �s no less
certa�n that the ma�ntenance of the State and the government
�nvolves costs and out-go�ngs; and as every one who agrees to the
end must acqu�esce �n the means, �t follows that the members of a
soc�ety ought to contr�bute from the�r property to �ts support. Bes�des,
�t �s d�ff�cult to secure the property of �nd�v�duals on one s�de, w�thout
attack�ng �t on another; and �t �s �mposs�ble that all the regulat�ons
wh�ch govern the order of success�on, w�ll, contracts, &c. should not
lay �nd�v�duals under some constra�nt as to the d�spos�t�on of the�r
goods, and should not consequently restr�ct the r�ght of property.
But bes�des what I have sa�d above of the agreement between the
author�ty of law and the l�berty of the c�t�zen, there rema�ns to be



made, w�th respect to the d�spos�t�on of goods, an �mportant
observat�on wh�ch removes many d�ff�cult�es. As Puffendorf has
shown, the r�ght of property, by �ts very nature, does not extend
beyond the l�fe of the propr�etor, and the moment a man �s dead h�s
goods cease to belong to h�m. Thus, to prescr�be the cond�t�ons
accord�ng to wh�ch he can d�spose of them, �s �n real�ty less to alter
h�s r�ght as �t appears, than to extend �t �n fact.
In general, although the �nst�tut�on of the laws wh�ch regulate the
power of �nd�v�duals �n the d�spos�t�on of the�r own goods belongs
only to the Sovere�gn, the sp�r�t of these laws, wh�ch the government
ought to follow �n the�r appl�cat�on, �s that, from father to son, and
from relat�on to relat�on, the goods of a fam�ly should go as l�ttle out
of �t and be as l�ttle al�enated as poss�ble. There �s a sens�ble reason
for th�s �n favour of ch�ldren, to whom the r�ght of property would be
qu�te useless, �f the father left them noth�ng, and who bes�des,
hav�ng often contr�buted by the�r labour to the acqu�s�t�on of the�r
father's wealth, are �n the�r own r�ght assoc�ates w�th h�m �n h�s r�ght
of property. But another reason, more d�stant, though not less
�mportant, �s that noth�ng �s more fatal to moral�ty and to the Republ�c
than the cont�nual sh�ft�ng of rank and fortune among the c�t�zens:
such changes are both the proof and the source of a thousand
d�sorders, and overturn and confound everyth�ng; for those who were
brought up to one th�ng f�nd themselves dest�ned for another; and
ne�ther those who r�se nor those who fall are able to assume the
rules of conduct, or to possess themselves of the qual�f�cat�ons
requ�s�te for the�r new cond�t�on, st�ll less to d�scharge the dut�es �t
enta�ls. I proceed to the object of publ�c f�nance.
If the people governed �tself and there were no �ntermed�ary between
the adm�n�strat�on of the State and the c�t�zens, they would have no
more to do than to assess themselves occas�onally, �n proport�on to
the publ�c needs and the ab�l�t�es of �nd�v�duals: and as they would all
keep �n s�ght the recovery and employment of such assessments, no
fraud or abuse could sl�p �nto the management of them; the State
would never be �nvolved �n debt, or the people over-burdened w�th
taxes; or at least the knowledge of how the money would be used
would be a consolat�on For the sever�ty of the tax. But th�ngs cannot



be carr�ed an �n th�s manner: on the contrary, however small any
State may be, c�v�l soc�et�es are always too populous to be under the
�mmed�ate government of all the�r members. It �s necessary that the
publ�c money should go through the hands of the rulers, all of whom
have, bes�des the �nterests of the State, the�r own �nd�v�dual
�nterests, wh�ch are not the last to be l�stened to. The people, on �ts
s�de, perce�v�ng rather the cup�d�ty and r�d�culous expend�ture of �ts
rulers than the publ�c needs, murmurs at see�ng �tself str�pped of
necessar�es to furn�sh others w�th superflu�t�es; and when once these
compla�nts have reached a certa�n degree of b�tterness, the most
upr�ght adm�n�strat�on w�ll f�nd �t �mposs�ble to restore conf�dence. In
such a case, voluntary contr�but�ons br�ng �n noth�ng, and forced
contr�but�ons are �lleg�t�mate. Th�s cruel alternat�ve of lett�ng the State
per�sh, or of v�olat�ng the sacred r�ght of property, wh�ch �s �ts
support, const�tutes the great d�ff�culty of just and prudent economy.



The f�rst step wh�ch the founder of a republ�c ought to take after the
establ�shment of laws, �s to settle a suff�c�ent fund for the
ma�ntenance of the Mag�strates and other Off�c�als, and for other
publ�c expenses. Th�s fund, �f �t cons�st of money, �s called œrar�um
or f�sc, and publ�c demesne �f �t cons�st of lands. Th�s, for obv�ous
reasons, �s much to be preferred. Whoever has reflected on th�s
matter must be of the op�n�on of Bod�n, who looks upon the publ�c
demesne as the most reputable and certa�n means of prov�d�ng for
the needs of the State. It �s remarkable also that Romulus, �n h�s
d�v�s�on of lands, made �t h�s f�rst care to set apart a th�rd for the use
of the State. I confess �t �s not �mposs�ble for the produce of the
demesne, �f �t be badly managed, to be reduced to noth�ng; but �t �s
not of the essence of publ�c demesnes to be badly adm�n�stered.
Before any use �s made of th�s fund, �t should be ass�gned or
accepted by an assembly of the people, or of the estates of the
country, wh�ch should determ�ne �ts future use. After th�s solemn�ty,
wh�ch makes such funds �nal�enable, the�r very nature �s, �n a
manner, changed, and the revenues become so sacred, that �t �s not
only the most �nfamous theft, but actual treason, to m�sapply them or
pervert them from the purpose for wh�ch they were dest�ned. It
reflects great d�shonour on Rome that the �ntegr�ty of Cato the
censor was someth�ng so very remarkable, and that an Emperor, on
reward�ng the talents of a s�nger w�th a few crowns, thought �t
necessary to observe that the money came from h�s own pr�vate
purse, and not from that of the State. But �f we f�nd few Galbas,
where are we to look for a Cato? For when v�ce �s no longer
d�shonourable, what ch�efs w�ll be so scrupulous as to absta�n from
touch�ng the publ�c revenues that are left to the�r d�scret�on, and
even not �n t�me to �mpose on themselves, by pretend�ng to confound
the�r own expens�ve and scandalous d�ss�pat�ons w�th the glory of
the State, and the means of extend�ng the�r own author�ty w�th the
means of augment�ng �ts power? It �s part�cularly �n th�s del�cate part
of the adm�n�strat�on that v�rtue �s the only effect�ve �nstrument, and
that the �ntegr�ty of the Mag�strate �s the only real check upon h�s
avar�ce. Books and aud�t�ng of accounts, �nstead of expos�ng frauds,
only conceal them; for prudence �s never so ready to conce�ve new



precaut�ons as knavery �s to elude them. Never m�nd, then, about
account books and papers; place the management of f�nance �n
honest hands: that �s the only way to get �t fa�thfully conducted.
When publ�c funds are once establ�shed, the rulers of the State
become of r�ght the adm�n�strators of them: for th�s adm�n�strat�on
const�tutes a part of government wh�ch �s always essent�al, though
not always equally so. Its �nfluence �ncreases �n proport�on as that of
other resources �s d�m�n�shed; and �t may justly be sa�d that a
government has reached the last stage of corrupt�on, when �t has
ceased to have s�news other than money. Now as every government
constantly tends to become lax, th�s �s enough to show why no State
can subs�st unless �ts revenues constantly �ncrease.
The f�rst sense of the necess�ty of th�s �ncrease �s also the f�rst s�gn
of the �nternal d�sorder of the State; and the prudent adm�n�strator, �n
h�s endeavours to f�nd means to prov�de for the present necess�ty,
w�ll neglect noth�ng to f�nd out the d�stant cause of the new need; just
as a mar�ner when he f�nds the water ga�n�ng on h�s vessel, does not
neglect, wh�le he �s work�ng the pumps, to d�scover and stop the
leak.
From th�s rule �s deduced the most �mportant rule �n the
adm�n�strat�on of f�nance, wh�ch �s, to take more pa�ns to guard
aga�nst needs than to �ncrease revenues. For, whatever d�l�gence be
employed, the rel�ef wh�ch only comes after, and more slowly than,
the ev�l, always leaves some �njury beh�nd. Wh�le a remedy �s be�ng
found for one ev�l, another �s beg�nn�ng to make �tself felt, and even
the remed�es themselves produce new d�ff�cult�es: so that at length
the nat�on �s �nvolved �n debt and the people oppressed, wh�le the
government loses �ts �nfluence and can do very l�ttle w�th a great deal
of money. I �mag�ne �t was ow�ng to the recogn�t�on of th�s rule that
such wonders were done by anc�ent governments, wh�ch d�d more
w�th the�r pars�mony than ours do w�th all the�r treasures; and
perhaps from th�s comes the common use of the word economy,
wh�ch means rather the prudent management of what one has than
ways of gett�ng what one has not.



But apart from the publ�c demesne, wh�ch �s of serv�ce to the State �n
proport�on to the upr�ghtness of those who govern, any one
suff�c�ently acqua�nted w�th the whole force of the general
adm�n�strat�on, espec�ally when �t conf�nes �tself to leg�t�mate
methods, would be aston�shed at the resources the rulers can make
use of for guard�ng aga�nst publ�c needs, w�thout trespass�ng on the
goods of �nd�v�duals. As they are masters of the whole commerce of
the State, noth�ng �s eas�er for them than to d�rect �t �nto such
channels as to prov�de for every need, w�thout appear�ng to �nterfere.
The d�str�but�on of prov�s�ons, money, and merchand�se �n just
proport�ons, accord�ng to t�mes and places, �s the true secret of
f�nance and the source of wealth, prov�ded those who adm�n�ster �t
have fores�ght enough to suffer a present apparent loss, �n order
really to obta�n �mmense prof�ts �n the future. When we see a
government pay�ng bount�es, �nstead of rece�v�ng dut�es, on the
exportat�on of corn �n t�me of plenty, and on �ts �mportat�on �n t�me of
scarc�ty, we must have such facts before our eyes �f we are to be
persuaded of the�r real�ty. We should hold such facts to be �dle tales,
�f they had happened �n anc�ent t�mes. Let us suppose that, �n order
to prevent a scarc�ty �n bad years, a proposal were made to establ�sh
publ�c granar�es; would not the ma�ntenance of so useful an
�nst�tut�on serve �n most countr�es as an excuse for new taxes? At
Geneva, such granar�es, establ�shed and kept up by a prudent
adm�n�strat�on, are a publ�c resource �n bad years, and the pr�nc�pal
revenue of the State at all t�mes. Al�t et d�tat �s the �nscr�pt�on wh�ch
stands, r�ghtly and properly, on the front of the bu�ld�ng. To set forth
�n th�s place the econom�c system of a good government, I have
often turned my eyes to that of th�s Republ�c, rejo�c�ng to f�nd �n my
own country an example of that w�sdom and happ�ness wh�ch I
should be glad to see preva�l �n every other.
If we ask how the needs of a State grow, we shall f�nd they generally
ar�se, l�ke the wants of �nd�v�duals, less from any real necess�ty than
from the �ncrease of useless des�res, and that expenses are often
augmented only to g�ve a pretext for ra�s�ng rece�pts: so that the
State would somet�mes ga�n by not be�ng r�ch, and apparent wealth
�s �n real�ty more burdensome than poverty �tself would be. Rulers
may �ndeed hope to keep the peoples �n str�cter dependence, by



thus g�v�ng them w�th one hand what they take from them w�th the
other; and th�s was �n fact the pol�cy of Joseph towards the
Egypt�ans: but th�s pol�t�cal soph�stry �s the more fatal to the State, as
the money never returns �nto the hands �t went out of. Such
pr�nc�ples only enr�ch the �dle at the expense of the �ndustr�ous.
A des�re for conquest �s one of the most ev�dent and dangerous
causes of th�s �ncrease. Th�s des�re, occas�oned often by a d�fferent
spec�es of amb�t�on from that wh�ch, �t seems to procla�m, �s not
always what �t appears to be, and has not so much, for �ts real
mot�ve, the apparent des�re to aggrand�se the Nat�on as a secret
des�re to �ncrease the author�ty of the rulers at home, by �ncreas�ng
the number of troops, and by the d�vers�on wh�ch the objects of war
occas�on �n the m�nds of the c�t�zens.
It �s at least certa�n, that no peoples are so oppressed and wretched
as conquer�ng nat�ons, and that the�r successes only �ncrease the�r
m�sery. D�d not h�story �nform us of the fact, reason would suff�ce to
tell us that, the greater a State grows, the heav�er and more
burdensome �n proport�on �ts expenses become: for every prov�nce
has to furn�sh �ts share to the general expense of government, and
bes�des has to be at the expense of �ts own adm�n�strat�on, wh�ch �s
as great as �f �t were really �ndependent. Add to th�s that great
fortunes are always acqu�red �n one place and spent �n another.
Product�on therefore soon ceases to balance consumpt�on, and a
whole country �s �mpover�shed merely to enr�ch a s�ngle town.
Another source of the �ncrease of publ�c wants, wh�ch depends on
the forego�ng, �s th�s. There may come a t�me when the c�t�zens, no
longer look�ng upon themselves as �nterested �n the common cause,
w�ll cease to be the defenders of the�r country, and the Mag�strates
w�ll prefer the command of mercenar�es to that of free-men; �f for no
other reason than that, when the t�me comes, they may use them to
reduce free-men to subm�ss�on. Such was the state of Rome
towards the end of the Republ�c and under the Emperors: for all the
v�ctor�es of the early Romans, l�ke those of Alexander, had been won
by brave c�t�zens, who were ready, at need, to g�ve the�r blood �n the
serv�ce of the�r country, but would never sell �t. Only at the s�ege of
Ve�� d�d the pract�ce of pay�ng the Roman �nfantry beg�n. Mar�us, �n



the Jugurth�ne war, d�shonoured the leg�ons by �ntroduc�ng
freedmen, vagabonds and other mercenar�es. Tyrants, the enem�es
of the very people �t was the�r duty to make happy, ma�nta�ned
regular troops, apparently to w�thstand the fore�gner, but really to
enslave the�r countrymen. To form such troops, �t was necessary to
take men from the land; the lack of the�r labour then d�m�n�shed the
amount of prov�s�ons, and the�r ma�ntenance �ntroduced those taxes
wh�ch �ncreased pr�ces. Th�s f�rst d�sorder gave r�se to murmurs
among the people; �n order to suppress them, the number of troops
had to be �ncreased, and consequently the m�sery of the people also
got worse; and the grow�ng despa�r led to st�ll further �ncreases �n the
cause �n order to guard aga�nst �ts effects. On the other hand, the
mercenar�es, whose mer�t we may judge of by the pr�ce at wh�ch
they sold themselves, proud of the�r own meanness, and desp�s�ng
the laws that protected them, as well as the�r fellows whose bread
they ate, �mag�ned themselves more honoured �n be�ng Cæsar's
satell�tes than �n be�ng defenders of Rome. As they were g�ven over
to bl�nd obed�ence, the�r swords were always at the throats of the�r
fellow-c�t�zens, and they were prepared for general butchery at the
f�rst s�gn. It would not be d�ff�cult to show that th�s was one of the
pr�nc�pal causes of the ru�n of the Roman Emp�re.
The �nvent�on of art�llery and fort�f�cat�ons has forced the pr�nces of
Europe, �n modern t�mes, to return to the use of regular troops, �n
order to garr�son the�r towns; but> however lawful the�r mot�ves, �t �s
to be feared the effect may be no less fatal. There �s no better
reason now than formerly for depopulat�ng the country to form
arm�es and garr�sons, nor should the people be oppressed to
support, them; �n a word, these dangerous establ�shments have
�ncreased of late years w�th such rap�d�ty �n th�s part of the world,
that they ev�dently threaten to depopulate Europe, and sooner or
later to ru�n �ts �nhab�tants.
Be th�s as �t may, �t ought to be seen that such �nst�tut�ons
necessar�ly subvert the true econom�c system, wh�ch draws the
pr�nc�pal revenue of the State from the publ�c demesne, and leave
only the troublesome resource of subs�d�es and �mposts; w�th wh�ch
�t rema�ns to deal.



It should be remembered that the foundat�on of the soc�al compact �s
property; and �ts f�rst cond�t�on, that every one should be ma�nta�ned
�n the peaceful possess�on of what belongs to h�m. It �s true that, by
the same treaty, every one b�nds h�mself, at least tac�tly, to be
assessed toward the publ�c wants: but as th�s undertak�ng cannot
prejud�ce the fundamental law, and presupposes that the need �s
clearly recogn�sed by all who contr�bute to �t, �t �s pla�n that such
assessment, �n order to be lawful, must be voluntary; �t must depend,
not �ndeed on a part�cular w�ll, as �f �t were necessary to have the
consent of each �nd�v�dual, and that he should g�ve no more than just
what he pleased, but on a general w�ll, dec�ded by vote of a major�ty,
and on the bas�s of a proport�onal rat�ng wh�ch leaves noth�ng
arb�trary �n the �mpos�t�on of the tax.
That taxes cannot be leg�t�mately establ�shed except by the consent
of the people or �ts representat�ves, �s a truth generally adm�tted by
all ph�losophers and jur�sts of any repute on quest�ons of publ�c r�ght,
not even except�ng Bod�n. If any of them have la�d down rules wh�ch
seem to contrad�ct th�s, the�r part�cular mot�ves for do�ng so may
eas�ly be seen; and they �ntroduce so many cond�t�ons and
restr�ct�ons that the argument comes at bottom to the same th�ng: for
whether the people has �t �n �ts power to refuse, or the Sovere�gn
ought not to exact, �s a matter of �nd�fference w�th regard to r�ght; and
�f the po�nt �n quest�on concerns only power, �t �s useless to �nqu�re
whether �t �s leg�t�mate or not. Contr�but�ons lev�ed on the people are
two k�nds; real, lev�ed on commod�t�es, and personal, pa�d by the
head. Both are called taxes or subs�d�es: when the people f�xes the
sum to be pa�d, �t �s called subs�dy; but when �t grants the product of
an �mpos�t�on, �t �s called a tax. We are told �n the Sp�r�t of the Laws
that a cap�tat�on tax �s most su�ted to slavery, and a real tax most �n
accordance w�th l�berty. Th�s would be �ncontestable, �f the
c�rcumstances of every person were equal; for otherw�se noth�ng can
be more d�sproport�onate than such a tax; and �t �s �n the
observat�ons of exact proport�ons that the sp�r�t of l�berty cons�sts.
But �f a tax by heads were exactly proport�oned to the c�rcumstances
of �nd�v�duals, as what �s called the cap�tat�on tax �n France m�ght be,
�s would be the most equ�table and consequently the most proper for
free-men.



These proport�ons appear at f�rst very easy to note, because, be�ng
relat�ve to each man's pos�t�on �n the world, the�r �nc�dence �s always
publ�c: but proper regard �s seldom pa�d to all the elements that
should enter �nto such a calculat�on, even apart from decept�on
ar�s�ng from avar�ce, fraud and self-�nterest. In the f�rst place, we
have to cons�der the relat�on of quant�t�es, accord�ng to wh�ch,
ceter�s par�bus, the person who has ten t�mes the property of another
man ought to pay ten t�mes as much to the State. Secondly, the
relat�on of the use made, that �s to say, the d�st�nct�on between
necessar�es and superflu�t�es. He who possesses only the common
necessar�es of l�fe should pay noth�ng at all, wh�le the tax on h�m
who �s �n possess�on of superflu�t�es may justly be extended to
everyth�ng he has over and above mere necessar�es. To th�s he w�ll
poss�bly object that, when h�s rank �s taken �nto account, what may
be superfluous to a man of �nfer�or stat�on �s necessary for h�m. But
th�s �s false: for a grandee has two legs just l�ke a cow-herd, and, l�ke
h�m aga�n, but one belly. Bes�des, these pretended necessar�es are
really so l�ttle necessary to h�s rank, that �f he should renounce them
on any worthy occas�on, he would only be the more honoured. The
populace would be ready to adore a M�n�ster who went to Counc�l on
foot, because he had sold off h�s carr�ages to supply a press�ng need
of the State. Lastly, to no man does the law prescr�be magn�f�cence;
and propr�ety �s no argument aga�nst r�ght.
A th�rd relat�on, wh�ch �s never taken �nto account, though �t ought to
be the ch�ef cons�derat�on, �s the advantage that every person
der�ves from the soc�al confederacy; for th�s prov�des a powerful
protect�on for the �mmense possess�ons of the r�ch, and hardly
leaves the poor man �n qu�et possess�on of the cottage he bu�lds w�th
h�s own hands. Are not all the advantages of soc�ety for the r�ch and
powerful? Are not all lucrat�ve posts �n the�r hands? Are not all
pr�v�leges and exempt�ons reserved for them alone? Is not the publ�c
author�ty always on the�r s�de? If a man of em�nence robs h�s
cred�tors, or �s gu�lty of other knaver�es, �s he not always assured of
�mpun�ty? Are not the assaults, acts of v�olence, assass�nat�ons, and
even murders comm�tted by the great, matters that are hushed up �n
a few months, and of wh�ch noth�ng more �s thought? But �f a great
man h�mself �s robbed or �nsulted, the whole pol�ce force �s



�mmed�ately �n mot�on, and woe even to �nnocent persons who
chance to be suspected. If he has to pass through any dangerous
road, the country �s up �n arms to escort h�m. If the axle-tree of h�s
cha�se breaks, everybody fl�es to h�s ass�stance. If there �s a no�se at
h�s door, he speaks but a word, and all �s s�lent. If he �s �ncommoded
by the crowd, he waves h�s hand and every one makes way. If h�s
coach �s met on the road by a wagon, h�s servants are ready to beat
the dr�ver's bra�ns out, and f�fty honest pedestr�ans go�ng qu�etly
about the�r bus�ness had better be knocked on the head than an �dle
jackanapes be delayed �n h�s coach. Yet all th�s respect costs h�m
not a farth�ng: �t �s the r�ch man's r�ght, and not what he buys w�th h�s
wealth. How d�fferent the case of the poor man! the more human�ty
owes h�m, the more soc�ety den�es h�m. Every door �s shut aga�nst
h�m, even when he has a r�ght to �ts be�ng opened: and �f ever he
obta�ns just�ce, �t �s w�th much greater d�ff�culty than others obta�n
favours. If the m�l�t�a �s to be ra�sed or the h�ghway to be mended, he
�s always g�ven the preference; he always bears the burden wh�ch
h�s r�cher ne�ghbour has �nfluence enough to get exempted from. On
the least acc�dent that happens to h�m, everybody avo�ds h�m: �f h�s
cart be overturned �n the road, so far �s he from rece�v�ng any
ass�stance, that he �s lucky �f he does not get horse-wh�pped by the
�mpudent lackeys of some young Duke; �n a word, all gratu�tous
ass�stance �s den�ed to the poor when they need �t, just because they
cannot pay for �t. I look upon any poor man as totally undone, �f he
has the m�sfortune to have an honest heart, a f�ne daughter, and a
powerful ne�ghbour.
Another no less �mportant fact �s that the losses of the poor are much
harder to repa�r than those of the r�ch, and that the d�ff�culty of
acqu�s�t�on �s always greater �n proport�on as there �s more need for
�t. "Noth�ng comes out of noth�ng," �s as true of l�fe as �n phys�cs:
money �s the seed of money, and the f�rst gu�nea �s somet�mes more
d�ff�cult to acqu�re than the second m�ll�on. Add to th�s that what the
poor pay �s lost to them for ever, and rema�ns �n, or returns to, the
hands of the r�ch: and as, to those who share �n the government or to
the�r dependents, the whole produce of the taxes must sooner or
later pass, although they pay the�r share, these persons have always
a sens�ble �nterest �n �ncreas�ng them.



The terms of the soc�al compact between these two estates of men
may be summed up �n a few words. "You have need of me, because
I am r�ch and you are poor. We w�ll therefore come to an agreement.
I w�ll perm�t you to have the honour of serv�ng me, on cond�t�on that
you bestow on me the l�ttle you have left, �n return for the pa�ns I
shall take to command you."
Putt�ng all these cons�derat�ons carefully together, we shall f�nd that,
�n order to levy taxes �n a truly equ�table and proport�onate manner,
the �mpos�t�on ought not to be �n s�mple rat�o to the property of the
contr�butors, but �n compound rat�o to the d�fference of the�r
cond�t�ons and the superflu�ty of the�r possess�ons. Th�s very
�mportant and d�ff�cult operat�on �s da�ly made by numbers of honest
clerks, who know the�r ar�thmet�c; but a Plato or a Montesqu�eu
would not venture to undertake �t w�thout the greatest d�ff�dence, or
w�thout pray�ng to Heaven for understand�ng and �ntegr�ty.
Another d�sadvantage of personal taxes �s that they may be too
much felt or ra�sed w�th too great sever�ty. Th�s, however, does not
prevent them from be�ng frequently evaded; for �t �s much eas�er for
persons to escape a tax than for the�r possess�ons.
Of all �mpos�t�ons, that on land, or real taxat�on, has always been
regarded as most advantageous �n countr�es where more attent�on �s
pa�d to what the tax w�ll produce, and to the certa�nty of recover�ng
the product, than to secur�ng the least d�scomfort for the people. It
has been even ma�nta�ned that �t �s necessary to burden the peasant
�n order to rouse h�m from �ndolence, and that he would never work �f
he had no taxes to pay. But �n all countr�es exper�ence confutes th�s
r�d�culous not�on. In England and Holland the farmer pays very l�ttle,
and �n Ch�na noth�ng: yet these are the countr�es �n wh�ch the land �s
best cult�vated. On the other hand, �n those countr�es where the
husbandman �s taxed �n proport�on to the produce of h�s lands, he
leaves them uncult�vated, or reaps just as much from them as
suff�ces for bare subs�stence. For to h�m who loses the fru�t of h�s
labour, �t �s some ga�n to do noth�ng. To lay a tax on �ndustry �s a very
s�ngular exped�ent for ban�sh�ng �dleness.



Taxes on land or corn, espec�ally when they are excess�ve, lead to
two results so fatal �n the�r effect that they cannot but depopulate and
ru�n, �n the long run, all countr�es �n wh�ch they are establ�shed.
The f�rst of these ar�ses from the defect�ve c�rculat�on of spec�e; for
�ndustry and commerce draw all the money from the country �nto the
cap�tals: and as the tax destroys the proport�on there m�ght
otherw�se be between the needs of the husbandman and the pr�ce of
h�s corn, money �s always leav�ng and never return�ng. Thus the
r�cher the c�ty the poorer the country. The product of the taxes
passes from the hands of the Pr�nce or h�s f�nanc�al off�cers �nto
those of art�sts and traders; and the husbandman, who rece�ves,
only the smallest part of �t, �s at length exhausted by pay�ng always
the same, and rece�v�ng constantly less. How could a human body
subs�st �f �t had ve�ns and no arter�es, or �f �ts arter�es conveyed the
blood only w�th�n four �nches of the heart? Chard�n tells us that �n
Pers�a the royal dues on commod�t�es are pa�d �n k�nd: th�s custom,
wh�ch, Herodotus �nforms us, preva�led long ago �n the same country
down to the t�me of Dar�us, m�ght prevent the ev�l of wh�ch I have
been speak�ng. But unless Intendants, D�rectors, Comm�ss�oners
and Warehousemen �n Pers�a are a d�fferent k�nd of people from
what they are elsewhere, I can hardly bel�eve that the smallest part
of th�s produce ever reaches the k�ng, or that the corn �s not spo�lt �n
every granary, and the greater part of the warehouses not consumed
by f�re.
The second ev�l effect ar�ses from an apparent advantage, wh�ch
aggravates the ev�l before �t can be perce�ved. That �s that corn �s a
commod�ty whose pr�ce �s not enhanced by taxes �n the country
produc�ng �t, and wh�ch, �n sp�te of �ts absolute necess�ty, may be
d�m�n�shed �n quant�ty w�thout the pr�ce be�ng �ncreased. Hence,
many people d�e of hunger, although corn rema�ns cheap, and the
husbandman bears the whole charge of a tax, for wh�ch he cannot
�ndemn�fy h�mself by the pr�ce of h�s corn. It must be observed that
we ought not to reason about a land-tax �n the same manner as
about dut�es la�d on var�ous k�nds of merchand�se; for the effect of
such dut�es �s to ra�se the pr�ce, and they are pa�d by the buyers
rather than the sellers. For these dut�es, however heavy, are st�ll



voluntary, and are pa�d by the merchant only �n proport�on to the
quant�ty he buys; and as he buys only �n proport�on to h�s sale, he
h�mself g�ves the law �ts part�cular appl�cat�on; but the farmer who �s
obl�ged to pay h�s rent at stated t�mes, whether he sells or not,
cannot wa�t t�ll he can get h�s own pr�ce for h�s commod�ty: even �f he
�s not forced to sell for mere subs�stence, he must sell to pay the
taxes; so that �t �s frequently the heav�ness of the tax that keeps the
pr�ce of corn low.
It �s further to be not�ced that the resources of commerce and
�ndustry are so far from render�ng the tax more supportable through
abundance of money, that they only render �t more burdensome. I
shall not �ns�st on what �s very ev�dent; �.e. that, although a greater or
less quant�ty of money �n a State may g�ve �t the greater or less
cred�t �n the eye of the fore�gner, �t makes not the least d�fference to
the real fortune of the c�t�zens, and does not make the�r cond�t�on
any more or less comfortable. But I must make these two �mportant
remarks: f�rst, unless a State possesses superfluous commod�t�es,
and abundance of money results from fore�gn trade, only trad�ng
c�t�es are sens�ble of the abundance; wh�le the peasant only
becomes relat�vely poorer. Secondly, as the pr�ce of everyth�ng �s
enhanced by the �ncrease of money, taxes also must be
proport�onately �ncreased; so that the farmer w�ll f�nd h�mself st�ll
more burdened w�thout hav�ng more resources.
It ought to be observed that the tax on land �s a real duty on the
produce. It �s un�versally agreed, however, that noth�ng �s so
dangerous as a tax on corn pa�d by the purchaser: but how comes �t
we do not see that �t �s a hundred t�mes worse when the duty �s pa�d
by the cult�vator h�mself? Is not th�s an attack on the substance of
the State at �ts very source? Is �t not the d�rectest poss�ble method of
depopulat�ng a country, and therefore �n the end ru�n�ng �t? For the
worst k�nd of scarc�ty a nat�on can suffer from �s lack of �nhab�tants.
Only the real statesman can r�se, �n �mpos�ng taxes, above the mere
f�nanc�al object: he alone can transform heavy burdens �nto useful
regulat�ons, and make the people even doubtful whether such
establ�shments were not calculated rather for the good of the nat�on
�n general, than merely for the ra�s�ng of money.



Dut�es on the �mportat�on of fore�gn commod�t�es, of wh�ch the
nat�ves are fond, w�thout the country stand�ng �n need of them; on
the exportat�on of those of the growth of the country wh�ch are not
too plent�ful, and wh�ch fore�gners cannot do w�thout; on the
product�ons of fr�volous and all too lucrat�ve arts; on the �mportat�on
of all pure luxur�es; and �n general on all objects of luxury; w�ll
answer the two-fold end �n v�ew. It �s by such taxes, �ndeed, by wh�ch
the poor are eased, and the burdens thrown on the r�ch, that �t �s
poss�ble to prevent the cont�nual �ncrease of �nequal�ty of fortune; the
subject�on of such a mult�tude of art�sans and useless servants to the
r�ch, the mult�pl�cat�on of �dle persons �n our c�t�es, and the
depopulat�on of the country-s�de.
It �s �mportant that the value of any commod�ty and the dut�es la�d on
�t should be so proport�oned that the avar�ce of �nd�v�duals may not
be too strongly tempted to fraud by the greatness of the poss�ble
prof�t. To make smuggl�ng d�ff�cult, those commod�t�es should be
s�ngled out wh�ch are hardest to conceal. All dut�es should be rather
pa�d by the consumer of the commod�ty taxed than by h�m who sells
�t: as the quant�ty of duty he would be obl�ged to pay would lay h�m
open to greater temptat�ons, and afford h�m more opportun�t�es for
fraud.
Th�s �s the constant custom �n Ch�na, a country where the taxes are
greater and yet better pa�d than �n any other part of the world. The
merchant h�mself there pays no duty; the buyer alone, w�thout
murmur�ng or sed�t�on, meets the whole charge; for as the
necessar�es of l�fe, such as r�ce and corn, are absolutely exempt
from taxat�on, the common people �s not oppressed, and the duty
falls only on those who are well-to-do. Precaut�ons aga�nst
smuggl�ng ought not to be d�ctated so much by the fear of �t
occurr�ng, as by the attent�on wh�ch the government should pay to
secur�ng �nd�v�duals from be�ng seduced by �lleg�t�mate prof�ts, wh�ch
f�rst make them bad c�t�zens, and afterwards soon turn them �nto
d�shonest men.
Heavy taxes should be la�d on servants �n l�very, on equ�pages, r�ch
furn�ture, f�ne clothes, on spac�ous courts and gardens, on publ�c
enterta�nments of all k�nds, on useless profess�ons, such as dancers,



s�ngers, players, and �n a word, on all that mult�pl�c�ty of objects of
luxury, amusement and �dleness, wh�ch str�ke the eyes of all, and
can the less be h�dden, as the�r whole purpose �s to be seen, w�thout
wh�ch they would be useless. We need be under no apprehens�on of
the produce of these taxes be�ng arb�trary, because they are la�d on
th�ngs not absolutely necessary. They must know but l�ttle of
mank�nd who �mag�ne that, after they have been once seduced by
luxury, they can ever renounce �t: they would a hundred t�mes sooner
renounce common necessar�es, and had much rather d�e of hunger
than of shame. The �ncrease �n the�r expense �s only an add�t�onal
reason for support�ng them, when the van�ty of appear�ng wealthy
reaps �ts prof�t from the pr�ce of the th�ng and the charge of the tax.
As long as there are r�ch people �n the world, they w�ll be des�rous of
d�st�ngu�sh�ng themselves from the poor, nor can the State dev�se a
revenue less burdensome or more certa�n than what ar�ses from th�s
d�st�nct�on.
For the same reason, �ndustry would have noth�ng to suffer from an
econom�c system wh�ch �ncreased the revenue, encouraged
agr�culture by rel�ev�ng the husbandman, and �nsens�bly tended to
br�ng all fortunes nearer to that m�ddle cond�t�on wh�ch const�tutes
the genu�ne strength of the State. These taxes m�ght, I adm�t, br�ng
certa�n fash�onable art�cles of dress and amusement to an unt�mely
end; but �t would be only to subst�tute others, by wh�ch the art�f�cer
would ga�n, and the exchequer suffer no loss. In a word, suppose the
sp�r�t of government was constantly to tax only the superflu�t�es of the
r�ch, one of two th�ngs must happen: e�ther the r�ch would convert
the�r superfluous expenses �nto useful ones, wh�ch would redound to
the prof�t of the State, and thus the �mpos�t�on of taxes would have
the effect of the best sumptuary laws, the expenses of the State
would necessar�ly d�m�n�sh w�th those of �nd�v�duals, and the treasury
would not rece�ve so much less as �t would ga�n by hav�ng less to
pay; or, �f the r�ch d�d not become less extravagant, the exchequer
would have such resources �n the product of taxes on the�r
expend�ture as would prov�de for the needs of the State. In the f�rst
case the treasury would be the r�cher by what �t would save, from
hav�ng the less to do w�th �ts money; and �n the second, �t would be
enr�ched by the useless expenses of �nd�v�duals.



We may add to all th�s a very �mportant d�st�nct�on �n matters of
pol�t�cal r�ght, to wh�ch governments, constantly tenac�ous of do�ng
everyth�ng for themselves, ought to pay great attent�on. It has been
observed that personal taxes and dut�es on the necessar�es of l�fe,
as they d�rectly trespass on the r�ght of property, and consequently
on the true foundat�on of pol�t�cal soc�ety, are always l�able to have
dangerous results, �f they are not establ�shed w�th the express
consent of the people or �ts representat�ves. It �s not the same w�th
art�cles the use of wh�ch we can deny ourselves; for as the �nd�v�dual
�s under no absolute necess�ty to pay, h�s contr�but�on may count as
voluntary. The part�cular consent of each contr�butor then takes the
place of the general consent of the whole people: for why should a
people oppose the �mpos�t�on of a tax wh�ch falls only on those who
des�re to pay �t? It appears to me certa�n that everyth�ng, wh�ch �s not
proscr�bed by law, or contrary to moral�ty, and yet may be proh�b�ted
by the government, may also be perm�tted on payment of a certa�n
duty. Thus, for example, �f the government may proh�b�t the use of
coaches, �t may certa�nly �mpose a tax on them; and th�s �s a prudent
and useful method of censur�ng the�r use w�thout absolutely
forb�dd�ng �t. In th�s case, the tax may be regarded as a sort of f�ne,
the product of wh�ch compensates for the abuse �t pun�shes.
It may perhaps be objected that those, whom Bod�n calls �mpostors,
�.e. those who �mpose or contr�ve the taxes, be�ng �n the class of the
r�ch, w�ll be far from spar�ng themselves to rel�eve the poor. But th�s
�s qu�te bes�de the po�nt. If, �n every nat�on, those to whom the
Sovere�gn comm�ts the government of the people, were, from the�r
pos�t�on, �ts enem�es, �t would not be worth wh�le to �nqu�re what they
ought to do to make the people happy.
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