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INTRODUCTION

WHEN a great writer comes to be known by posterity chiefly
as the author of a single book, and this book expresses only
one aspect of his thought, misunderstanding of his attitude 1s
very likely indeed to arise. I am not suggesting that this is
exactly Rousseau’s case; for mn addition to The Social Contract
both the Confessions and Emile are still widely read, though
largely by different readers. It is mainly 1n relation to
political ideas that Rousseau, on the strength of what he says
in The Soctal Contract, has been interpreted in a great many
different ways, usually without much attempt to refer to hus
other political writings 1n the hope of elucidating his meaning.
This 1s largely because he himself, before putting The Social
Contract 1nto final shape, abandoned his intention of writing a
much more comprehensive work on Politscal Institutions, for
which he had made extensive preliminary studies. In de-
cding to abandon thus larger book, explicitly on the ground
that 1t was ‘beyond his powers’ to finush 1t to his own satis-
faction, Rousseau actually destroyed a large part of the draft
he had made, leaving little more than the manuscript of that
part which he had made up his mind to turn into The Socza/
Contract by thorough revision. In addition, however, to
the preserved part of his original draft, he kept by him a
constderable number of preliminary studies for the projected
larger work—some of them mere notes, but several worked
up into long essays on particular subjects. These studies
temained unpublished until long after his death—much of
them until the present century; and the traditional inter-
pretations of his political thought were developed without
knowledge of them and, for the most part, without much
attempt to relate The Soctal Contract to what he said in his
other published writings. Thus it came about that whereas
a great deal continued to be written about ‘the great romantic’
as revealed in the Confessions and 1n his correspondence, and
also about the great advocate of naturalistic education as
revealed 1n Emnle, there grew up an interpretation of Rousseau
the political thinker, dertved mainly from The Social Contract,
v



vi * INTRODUCTION

that seemed to have little 1n common with what was written
about him 1n these other aspects. The Socsal Contract, studied
by 1tself, can be interpreted—and has been—in 2 number of
different ways, but none of them appears to bear any clear
relationship to either Romantictsm or Naturalism. The
soctal bond which it sets out explicitly to justify, and of
which it attempts to provide a rational account, 1s represented
not as ‘natural’ but as a work of human artifice; and the
arguments used in justifying it have no element of the
romantic. ‘There 1s nothing at all 1n The Socral Contract about
the ‘noble savage’, and though there 15 something about the
corrupting influence of luxury and about the virtue of a
simple way of living, the life of the citizen 1n a well-founded
State seems to be based not on conformity with nature but
on the acceptance of an essentially artificial form of com-
munity inspired by the predominance of the General Will.
No doubt Rousseau’s interpreters, 1n the ficld of political
thought, have taken some account of the political writings
which he published before The Socsal Contract—of the two
academic Disconrses on the Arts and Sciences and on the Origin
of Inequalty, and of the article on Political Economy which
appeared 1n the Great Encyclopaediain 1758,  But the tendency
has been to regard the Dusconrses as early efforts which had
been outgrown before The Social Contract took 1ts final form
and to treat the article as a relatively minor writing, though
the account given 1n 1t of the ‘ general will” differs substantially
from the treatment of that conception 1n The Socral Contract.
Rousseau has been described as advancing over years from a
rhetorical and not very sertous attack on ‘civilization’ to a
quite opposite conclusion in which he justified the social bond,
and The Soczal Contract has been regarded as the complete
exposition of an amended doctrine—which, on his own
showing, it certainly was not. Among lus later writings his
works on The Government of Poland and his unfinished plan
for The Conststutson of Corsica ate both specialized and con-
tribute only to a limited extent to the understanding of his
general doctrine  There 1s much of high importance 1n his
Letters Written from the Mount and 1n his Dralogues; but 1t is
most of all to the earlier drafts of his projected work on
Poltical Inststutions and to the essays related to 1t that we must
turn 10 order to fit The Socsal Contract 1nto 1ts appropriate
place 1n the structure of Rousseau’s political thought and,
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thus assisted, to relate it to the general body of his philo-
sophical and social ideas.

Rousseau’s two Disconrses, both of which are included in
the present volume, appeared respectively in 1750 and 17575,
and were followed by the article on Polstical Economy in 1758
and by The Social Contract 1n 1762—the same year as Emile.
The Letters Wratten from the Monnt appeared 1n 1764, and the
Considerations on the Government of Poland four years after the
author’s death, in 1782. The other works important for
the study of Rousseau’s political 1deas, with the exception of
one sectton of his summary and commentary on certain
writings of the Abbé de Saimnt-Pierre, were also published
posthumously. ‘They include The Consistutson of Corsica, the
Daalognes or, Roussean yudge of Jean Jacques, and the various
essays and fragments connected with his plan for a general
work on Polktical Institutions. Most of the relevant material
is included in C. E. Vaughan’s important collection of The
Political Writings of Jean Jacques Roussean (2 volumes, 1915)
and much of i1t in the standard comparative edition of Dz
Contrat Social, edited by E. Dreyfus-Brisac 1n 1896. This
latter gives the full text of the eatly version of The Social
Contract from the Geneva manuscript.

Rousseau first conceived the notion of writing a major
work on Political Institutsons while he was living in Venice as
secretary to the French ambassador 1n 1743—-4. He soon
put this task aside, but returned to 1t after being awarded the
prize by the Academy of Dyjon for his first Discourse. Even
before this, 1n 1749, he had begun writing an essay on the
Origin of Languages, intended 1n the first instance mainly as a
contribution to the history of music, but before long de-
veloped into a general discussion of the relattons between
language and society, posing the conundrum ‘Which came
first?’ It seemed impossible to believe that society could
have come into being among men who had still no means of
verbal communication; but, as against this, it was no less
difficult to believe that language could have been developed
except among men already living in a social state. From this
unanswered problem Rousseau was led on to consider others
—notably the question whether soctety should or should noty
be regarded as ‘natural’ to man—as arising out of an innate |
wstinct of sociability—which was the view of many of his con-

temporaries. Rousscau argued this issue out with himself *

/(
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on paper, and ended by rejecting the notion of an inpate
“socizl sense;” 2nd therewith that of 2 natural ‘ general society
of mankind,” as underlying the separate existences of particular
societies and giving tise to an inclusive social obligation
binding 2ll men together in terms of 2 common natural
morality. He would not accept this conception of 2 ‘social
sense’ because he saw it as ambivzalent—as accounting, if it
existed at all, not oanly for the legitimate forms of society in
which he was primarily interested, but also equally for all the
corrupt forms which he saw around him. He was seeking
for an esplanation not of the mere existence of societies, for
good or 1ll, but of the nature of the good society—that is, of
a society based on a social bond which would leave men as
free as they were 1n a state of nature, At this stage of his
thought he planned to begin his contemplated great work with
a refutation of the notion of 2 ‘general society of mankind,’
leading up to an account of the origin of true society in a
“social contract’ into which men entered directly from the
‘state of nature”

This led him to attempt to describe the supposed “state of
nature,’ as contrasted with the social state.  In this connection
he delivered 2 frontal attack on Hobbes’s conception of the
“state of nature’ as a war of all against all, waged by a number
of ferocious egoists each acting against his fellow-men in
pursuance of his personal appetite for possession and power.
‘This Hobbesian 1nferno, he said, bore no sort of resemblance
to the behaviour to be expected of primitive men in the
absence of organized society. He wrote an essay on Wer
in which he set out to show that war was esseatially 2 product
of society, and that nothing like it could arise among men who
had not become orgznized into actual socteties. In place of
Hobbes’s account he put forward his own, based on zan
attempt to strip away from men as they actually were every
characteristic attributable to their social intercourse in
organized groups. Indeed, he went even further, back to 2
world of ‘natural men” who roamed the world alone and had
at most only the most occasional and fortuitous meetings and
connections. Men in this primitive condition, he argued,
far from being natural enemies, could have had hardly any-
thing to quarrel about. Far from being driven into antagon-
ism by rampant desires, they would be moved only by the
natm:ally limited appetites for a sufficiency of food, clothing
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and shelter, and for sexual satisfactions which would not go
beyond the lukewarmness of natural bodily impulses. They
would not form persisting families—much less classes.
Children would leave and forget their mothers as soon as they
were able to look after themselves: there would be no
marriages or sustained household connecttons: men would
not wish to treat their wives as their property—for no such
conception as that of property would exist—nor would there
be any love between the sexes transcending or outlasting the
mere petformance of the sexual act. Prmitive, non-social
man would be neither an egoist nor an altruist in any moral
sense: he would be pre-moral. But he would have in him
already, as essential parts of his nature, the qualities which
under the influence of society would subsequently take on a
moral character. In particular he would be moved by two
mnnate and complementary sentiments, to which Rousseau
gave the names of amour de sof and pitsé. His amonr de soi
would lead him to seek the gratification of his nariowly
limited destres, which would include no forethought for the
future, at any rate beyond the shortest range, and at the same
time his pr#7é, or compassion, would make 1t pamnful to him to
witness the suffering of any fellow-being he could recognize
as resembling himself. He would therefore avoid causing
pain to other men beyond what was indispensable for satis-
fying his own desires; and the hmited range and strength of
these desires would seldom give r1se to conflict and never to
angry passions or to hatred lasting beyond the immediate
occaston,

Rousseau thus presented a picture of a “state of nature’
which, if not idyllic, was wholly free from the feroctous misery
depicted by Hobbes, and futnished 1n 1tself no sufficient reason
why men should-be ready 1n order to escape from 1t to give
up their natural liberty and accept the absolute rule of a
Sovereign. He could not, on this foundation, account for
the origin of societtes 1 simply utilitarian terms. Society
could be accounted for, and justified, only as a means of
enabling men to advance to a higher level of achievement than
could be arrived at in 1ts absence. It had to be regarded as a
necessary means to the development of the moral potentialities
of man’s original nature.

This 1s the foundation of Rousseau’s conception of the
Sociatlmg:ontract, which he represents as an agreement among
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men previously in a ‘state of nature’ to constitute 2 “collec-
tive moral person’ through which they endow themselves
with a constitution or code of laws designed to regulate both
their mutual relations and their relations with other men
Thus freely adopted Contract thereupon becomes the standard
by which they set out to govern thetr ways of living; and as
they have made 1t among themselves, without handing over
their natural liberty to any person other than themselves as a
collectivity, they can, Rousseau argues, fairly be said ‘to
remain as free as before’ and to have gamed the service of a
social instrument by use of which they can gtve themselves,
collectively and severally, a new moral stature and can live
together, not indeed ‘naturally’—for the social bond 1s
essentially artifictal—but 10 the only way consistent with the
higher development of their natural faculties and sentiments.

Much of the argument I have just outlined was set out by
Rousseau 1n his second Disconrse, dealing with The Origin of
Inequaltty, and 1n the excursus which he appended to 1t 1 1ts
published form. A good deal more was set down 1n his
various essays and 1n the drafts which he made 1n preparation
for his work on Politscal Institutions. But in proportion as he
became clear 1n his own mund about the meaning of the Soctal
Contract, he grew conscious of the difficulty of his original
undertaking, 1n which he would have needed to deal not only
with the nature of the social bond 1n any particular society,
but also with the problems of the relations between one
soctety and another, and with the whole question of moral
obligations as arising for mankind as a whole and for each
individual 1n matters affecting others than his fellow-citizens
and his own State. To many of these wider problems he
found himself quite unable to arrive at satisfactory answers;
and he solved his personal difficulty by giving up his greater
project and extracting from what be had wntten the past
dealing with the narrower question of citizenshup in a smgle
soclety. This questtor and this only, 1s discussed in the
final version of The Socic Contract,

Long before this, Rousseau had had to ask himself the
question whether 1n his account of the ‘orgin’ of society
and of the Social Contract he was setting out to give an
account of what had actually occurred as a matter of historical
fact. He wrote at a time when social theorists were well
accustomed to engage in the presentation of ‘imaginary
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history’—that is, to assert what must have happened in the
past to account for the situattons 10 which men actually found
themselyes. He was well aware that there existed no factual
evidence ot testimony to show how men had actually passed
from the supposed primitive ‘state of nature’—which was
itself conjectural—to the ‘social state’; and he did not pretend,
etther to himself or to his readers, that he was in a position
to give 2 factual account of the past on a basis of logical
necessity. The account he did give he did not profess to
regard as historically accurate. There were, he said, many
possible ways and stages by which actual societies could have
developed, and he did not profess to know what these had
factually been. What concerned him was not the factual
history, but the essential character of the development from
man’s primitive condition to the life of organized societies;
and this, he thought, could be described accurately enough to
provide a foundation for his conception of the necessary
elements of social obligation.

Rousseau was not, of coutse, in any sense the inventor of
the doctrine of the Social Contract. On the contraty he was
the last 1n time of its great proponents; and what he did was
to transform 1t and, 1n doing so, to give to subsequent political
theory a new basis which transcended i1ts Iimits and thus
contributed to its disuse.

The Social Contract theory 1s as old as the sophists of
Greece (see Plato, Repwblic, Book II, and the Gorgas), and as
elusive. It has been adapted to the most opposite points of
view, and used, in different forms, on both stdes of every
question to which it could concervably be applied. It is
frequent in medieval writers, a commonplace with the
theorists of the Renaissance, and in the eighteenth century
already nearing its fall before a wider conception. It would
be a long, as well as a thankless, task to trace its history over

_again: it can still best be followed in D. G. Ritchie’s admirable
essay on it in Darwin and Hegel and Other Studies. For us, 1t 1s
important only to regard it 1 its most general aspect, before
studying the special use made of 1t by Rousseau. Obviously,
in one form or another, 1t 1s a theory very eastly arrived at.
Wherever any form of government apart from the merest
tyranny exists, reflection on the basis of the State cannot but
lead to the notion that, in one sense or another, it 1s based
on the consent, tacit or expressed, past or present, of its
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members. In this alone, the greater part of the Social
Contract theory 1s already latent. Add the desire to find
actual justification for a theory in facts, and, espectally in an
age possessed only of the haziest historical sense, this doctrine

; of consent will mevitably be given a historical setting.  1f,

i\1n addition, there 15 a tendency to regard society as something
““unnatural’ to humanity, the tendency will become srressstible.
By writers of almost all schools, the State will be represented
as having ansen, 1n some remote age, out of a compact or,
in more legal phrase, contract between two or more parties.
The only theotists who will be able to resist this notion are
those who either maintain the divine right of kings, and hold
that all existing governments have been imposed on the people
by the direct interposition of God, or those who are content
to explain soctety entirely in terms of force—the ‘right’ of
the strongest.  All thinkers who are not prepared to mamntain
one or other of these notions will tend to be partisans of
some sort of Social Contract theory.

It 15, therefore, not surprising that we find among advocates
of this theory writers of the most opposite points of view.
Barely stated, 1t 1s a mere formula which can be filled 10 with
any content from absolutism to pure republicanssm. In the
hands of some of its supporters, 1t turns out to be a weapon
that cuts both ways We shall be better able to judge of its
uscfulness when we have seen 1ts chief varicties at work.

All Social Contract theories that are at all clearly defined
fall under one or other of two heads. They represent society
as based on an original contract, either between the people
and the government, or between all the individuals composing
the State. Historscally, Social Contract theories tended to
pass from the first to the second of these forms.

The doctrine that society 1s founded on a contract between
the people and the government 1s of medieval ongin. It was
often supported by refcrences to the Old Testament, which
contains 2 similar view in an embryonic form It 1s found
1n most of the great political writers of the sixteenth century;
1 Buchanan, and 1n James I- it persists into the seventeenth 1n
the works of Grotius and Puffendorf. Grotius 15 sometimes
held to have stated the theory so as to admut both forms
of contract; but 1t 15 clear that he was thinking only of the
first form as admitting democratic as well as monarchical
government. We find 1t put very clearly by the Convention
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Parliament of 1688, which accuses James II of having ‘en-
deavoured to subvert the constitution of the kingdom by
breaking the omgmal contract between king and people’
While Hobbes, on the side of the royalists, was maintaining
the contract theory in its second form, the Parliamentarian
Algernon Sidney adhered to the idea of a contract between
the people and the government.

In this form, the theory clearly admits of opposite inter-
pretations. It may be held that the people, having given
itself up once for all to 1ts rulers, has nothing more to ask
of them, and is bound to submuit to any usage they may choose
to inflict. 'This, however, 1s not the implication most usually
drawn from it. The theory, in this form, originated with
theologians who wete also lawyers. Their view of a contract
mmplied mutual obligations; they regarded the ruler as bound,
by 1ts terms, to govern constitutionally. ‘The old idea that a
king must not violate the sacred customs of the realm passes
easily into the doctrine that he must not violate the terms of
the original contract between himself and his people. Just
as, 1n the days of the Norman kings, every appeal on the part
of the people for more liberties was couched 1n the form of a
demand that the customs of the ‘good old times’ of Edward
the Confessor should be respected, so 1n the seventeenth
century every act of popular assertion or resistance was stated
as an appeal to the king not to violate the contract. The
demand was a good popular cry, and 1t seemed to have the
theorists behind 1t. Rousseau gives his refutation of this
view, which he had, in the Disconrse on Inequality, maintained
in passing, in the sixteenth chapter of the third book of the
Soctal Contract. (See also Book 1, chap. iv, ms2) His attack
1s really concerned also with the theory of Hobbes, which 1n
some respects resembles, as we shall see, this first view; but,
mn form at least, it 1s directed against the form of contract
theory which makes the contract one between the govern-
ment and the people. We shall need to examine it more
closely when the second view has been considered.

This second view, which may be called the Social Contract
theory proper, regards society as originating 1n, or based on,
an agreement between the individuals composing it. It
seems to be found first, rather vaguely, in Richard Hooker’s
Ecclesiastical Polity, from which Locke largely borrowed: and
1t reappears, in varying forms, 1n Milton’s Tenure of Kings and
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government as preferable to anarchy, and was therefore at
pans to find arguments in support of any form of absolutism.
It 1s easy to pick holes in his system, and to see into what
difficulties a conscientious Hobbist might be led by a revolu-
tion. For as soon as the revolutionaries got the upper hand
he would have to sacrifice one of his principles: he would
have to stde against either the actual or the legitimate Sover-
eign. On this issue, Hobbes himself felt no doubt. Accord-
ing to him the Sovereign, by failing to govern, forfeited his
Sovereignty to his d¢ facto successor without any need for a
further appeal to the verdict of the people. It 1s easy also to
see that alienation of liberty, even if 1t be possible for an
individual—which Rousseau denies—cannot bind his pos-
terity. But, with all its faults, the view of Hobbes was on
the whole ruthlessly logical; and to 1t Rousseau owed a
great deal.

The special shape given to the second type of Social Con-
tract theory by-Hobbes looks, at first sight, rather like 2
combination, into a single act, of both the contracts. Ths,
however, 1s not the view Hobbes took of it. The theory of
a contract between government and people had, as we have
seen, been used mainly as a support for popular liberties, a
means of assertion against the government. Hobbes, whose
whole aim was to make his government Sovereign, could do
this only by leaving the government outside the contract;
for he thus avoided the necessity of submitting it to any
obligation whatsoever and left it absolute and irresponsible.
He secured, 1n fact, not merely a State possessed of unbounded
tights against the individual, but a determinate authority with
the ‘right’ to enforce these rights. His theory was not
metely Statism (¢#at1sme): 1t was pure despotism.

It 1s clear that, if such a theory is to be upheld, it can
stand only by the view, which Hobbes shared with Grotius,
that 2 man can alienate not only his own liberty, but also that
of his descendants, and that, consequently, a people as a whole
can do the same. ‘This 1s the point at which both Locke and
Rousseau attacked Hobbes’s theory. Locke, whose aim was
largely to justify the English Revolution of 1688, made govern-
ment depend, not merely at its institution, but always, on the
consent of the governed, and regarded all rulers as lable to
be displaced if they governed tyrannically. Locke omitted,
however, to provide any machinery short of revolution
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for the expression of popular opinion, and on the whole
seemed to regard the consent of the pecople as something
essentially tacit and assumed. He regarded every man who
lived as a member of a soctety as consenting by implication to
its mode of government, until he actually rebelled against it
or withdrew from 1ts territory by cmigrating. Locke
regarded the State as existing mainly to protect hfe and
property, and was, 1n all his assertions of popular rights, so
cautious as to reduce them to little more than a final night of
rebellion against flagrant misgovernment, Not until we
come to Rousseau is the second form of the contract theory
developed 1nto a thorough-going assertion of democratic
rights.

Rousseau saw clearly the necessity, if popular consent to
government were to be more than nominal, of giving it some
effective mcans of continuous expression. For Locke’s
theory of tacit consent, Rousseau substituted that of an active
agreement, periodically renewed. He looked back with
admiration to the city-states of ancient Greece and, 1 his
own day, reserved his admiration for the Swiss free cities,
such as Berne and, above all, Geneva, his native place.  See-
1ng 1n the Europe of his day no instance in which representa-
tive government was working at all democratically, he was
unable to concetve that means might be found of giving
effect to this active agreement of the people in a large nation-
state; accordingly he concluded that real self-government was
impossible except for a city or for 2 very small State such as
Corsica, 1n which each atizen would be able to participate
directly in the conduct of affairs. He would have liked, if
he had deemed it practicable, to break up the nation-states
of Europe, and to create instead federative leagues of inde-
pendent city-states.

It matters, however, comparatively little for the apprecia-
tion of Rousseau’s political theory in general that he never
set out to make himself a theorist of the large modern State.
The State, 1f 1t 1s to be compatible with human freedom,
must have 1n essentials everywhere the same fundamental
kind of Sovereignty. By taking the rightly based Sovereign
State at 1ts simplest, he was able, far better than his predeces-
sors, to bring out the real character of the ‘social tie’—an
alternative phrase which he often used for the Social Contract.
His doctrine of the underlying principle of political obligation
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1s that of real popular Sovereignty which 1s common to the
great humanust thinkers from his time.  This essenttal quality
of his doctrine has been obscured only because some of his
critics have failed to put the Social Contract theory in its
proper place 1n his system.

This theory was, we have seen, a commonplace. The
amount of historical authenticity assigned to the contract
which was almost universally presupposed varied enormously.
Generally, the weaker a wtiter’s rational basis, the more he
appealed to history—and invented it. It was, therefore,
almost inevitable that Rousseau should cast his theory into
the contractual form. There were, indeed, writers of his
time who laughed at the contract, but they were not writers
who constructed a general system of political philosophy.
From Cromwell to Montesquieu and Bentham, it was the
practically minded man, impatient of upactual hypotheses,
who refused to accept the idea of contract. The theorists
were as preponderantly 1n 1ts favour as the theorsts of the
age of Darwin were 1n favour of some form of ‘organic’
theory. But we, criticizing them 1n the light of later events,
are in a better position for estimating the position the Social
Contract really took 1n their political systems. We see that
Locke’s doctrine of tacit consent made popular control so
unreal that he was forced, if the State was to have the 1nitial
basis, to make his contract historical and actual, binding
posterity for all time, and that he was also led to admit a
quast-contract between people and government, as a second
vindication of popular liberties. Rousseau, on the other
hand, based no vital argument on the historical nature of the
contract, in which, indeed, he clearly did not believe. ‘How,’
he asked, ‘did this change [from ‘nature’ to ‘society’] come
about®’ And he answered that he did not know. More-
over, his aim was to find ‘a sure and legitimate rule of adminis-
tration, taking men as they are and laws as they might be’;
that 15 to say, his Soctal Contract 1s something which will be
found at work in every legitimate society but will be in
abeyance in all forms of despotism. He clearly meant by 1t
no motre and no less than the fundamental principle of
pohms:al association, the basis of the unity which enables men,
associated 1n a State, to realize political liberty by giving up
lawlessness and licence. The presentation of this doctrine
tn the quasi-historical form of the Social Contract theory was
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any determunate power, but on the living and sustaining will
of its members. We have now to examine first Sovereignty
and then the General Will, which 1s ultimately Rousseau’s
guiding conception.

Sovereignty is, fitst and foremost, a legal term, and it has
often been held that its use in political philosophy merely
leads to confusion. In jurisprudence, we are told, it has the
perfectly plain meaning given to it in Austin’s famous
definition. ‘'The Sovereign 1s ‘a defermnate human superior,
not 1n a habit of obedience to a like superior, but receiving
habitual obedience from the bu/k of a given society.” Where
Sovereigaty 1s placed 1s, on this view, a question purely of
fact, and never of right.  We have only to seek out the deter-
minate human superior 10 a given soclety, and we shall find
the Sovereign., In answer to this theory, 1t 1s not enough,
though 1t 1s a valuable point, to show that such a determinate
superior 1sirarely to be discovered in actual existence.  Where,
for example, 1s the Sovereign of Great Britain or of the
British Commonwealth? Is it the King or Queen, who 1s
called the Sovereign? Or 1s 1t Parliament, which is the
legtslature (for Austin’s Sovereign is regarded as the source
of law)? Or 1s 1t a consensus of the vatious Parliaments of
the Commonwealth? Or 1s it the electorate, or the whole
mass of the population, with or without the right of voting?
Clearly all these exercise a certain influence 1n the making of
laws. Or, finally, 1s it now the Cabinet? For Austin, one of
these bodies would be ruled out as indeterminate (the mass
of the population) and another as responsible (the Cabinet).
But are we to regard the House of Commons or those who
clect 1t as forming part of the Sovereign? The seatch for a
determinate Sovereign may be a valuable exercise 1n the art
of political jurisprudence; but 1t has evidently nothing to do
with political theory as concerned with human rights.

It 1s, therefore, essential to distinguish between the legal
Sovereign of jurisprudence, and the political Sovereign of
political philosophy. Even so, 1t does not at once become
clear what this political Sovereign may be. Is 1t the body
or bodies of persons in whom political power 1n a society
actually resides? Is it merely the complex of actual institu-
tions by which the will of the soctety 1s expressed? ‘Ths
would leave us still 1n the realm of mere fact. The Sovereign,
n the philosophical sense, 15 neither the nominal Sovereign

’
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due to the acadent of the time and place 1n which Rousseau
wrote. At the same time, the importance of the conception
1s best to be seen 1n the hard death st dies. Though no one,
for a hundred years or so, has thought of regarding it as
historical, 1t has been so difficult to find any other phrase
explaining as well ot better the basts of political unton that,
to this day, the phraseology of the contract theory largely
persssts. A conception so vital cannot have been barren.

I have treated Rousseau, so far, as an exponent of the
Social Contract doctrine 1n 1ts second form—that of 2 contract
between all the citizens. Sometimes, however, he speaks of
it 1n a third sense—that of a contract between all the citizens
individually of the one part and these same citizens collec-
tively of the other part—i e of a contract between the citizens
and the State. In this form of the doctrine the sovereign
people 1n one capacity contracts with itself in another capacity,
and this constitutes a valid contract because the State which
the 1ndividuals set up 1s, or becomes, a distinct “ moral person’
capable of entering into a valid agreement with its members
as moral persons distinct from stself, This, to be sure,
involves a superficial illogicality, 1n that the State exists as a
moral person only by virtue of the Contract and can therefore
hardly be a party to its making. But Rousseau might have
answered that the individuals too become ‘moral persons’
only when they pass from the ‘ State of nature’ 1nto the ‘social
state,” Rousseau’s point 1s, of course, that the individuals,
in entering into the Contract, are not surrendering their
liberty one to another but transferring it to a new moral
person in whose being they shate, so that their liberty is not
being given up by them but only transferred.

The Soctal Contract 1s indeed, 1n Rousseau’s own thought,
only one of the three different ways 1n which the basis of
politscal unton 15 stated, according to the preoccupation of
his mind  When he 1s thinking quasi-historically, he de-
scribes his doctrine as that of the Social Contract. In a semi-
legal aspect, using the terminology, if not the standpoint, of
jurtsprudence, he restates the same doctrine 1n the form of
popular Sovereignty. ‘This use tends continually to pass over
into the more philosophical form which comes third.
‘Sovereignty 1s the exercise of the general will’ Philo-
sophically, Rousseau’s doctrine finds its expression 1n the view
that the State 1s based not on any original convention, not on
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any determinate power, but on the living and sustamning will
of its members. We have now to examine first Sovereignty
and then the General Will, which is ultimately Rousseau’s
guiding conception.

Sovereignty is, first and foremost, a legal term, and it has
often been held that its use 1n political philosophy merely
leads to confusion. In jurisprudence, we are told, it has the
perfectly plain meaning given to it in Austin’s famous
definition. 'The Sovereign 1s “a determinate human superior,
not 1n a habit of obedience to a like superior, but recetving
habitual obedience from the bu/k of a given soctety.” Where
Sovereignty 1s placed 1s, on this view, a question purely of
fact, and never of right. We have only to seek out the deter-
minate human superior 1n a given soctety, and we shall find
the Sovereign. In answer to this theory, 1t 1s not enough,
though 1t 1s a valuable point, to show that such a determunate
supertor 1s.rarely to be discovered 1n actual existence.  Where,
for example, is the Sovereign of Great Britain or of the
British Commonwealth? Is 1t the King or Queen, who 1s
called the Sovereign® Or is 1t Parliament, which 1s the
legislature (for Austin’s Sovereign 1s regarded as the source
of law)? Or 1s 1t a consensus of the various Parliaments of
the Commonwealth? Or 1s 1t the electorate, or the whole
mass of the population, with or without the right of voting?
Clearly all these exercise a certain influence 1n the making of
laws. Or, finally, 1s 1t now the Cabinet® For Austin, one of
these bodies would be ruled out as indeterminate (the mass
of the population) and another as responsible (the Cabinet).
But are we to regard the House of Commons or those who
elect 1t as forming part of the Sovereign® The search for a
determinate Sovereign may be a valuable exercise 1n the art
of political jurisprudence; but it has evidently nothing to do
with political theory as concerned with human rights.

It 1s, therefore, essential to distinguish between the legal
Sovereign of jurisprudence, and the political Sovereign of
political philosophy. Even so, 1t does not at once become
clear what this political Sovereign may be. Is it the body
or bodies of persons 1n whom political power 1n a soclety
actually resides® Is it merely the complex of actual institu-
tions by which the will of the soctety 1s expressed® This
would leave us still 1n the realm of mere fact. The Sovereign,
tn the phidosophical sense, 1s neither the nominal Sovereign
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nor the legal Sovereign, nor the political Sovereign of fact
gnd common sense: 1t 1s the consequence of the fundamental
bond of union, the embodiment of the notion of Social
Contract, the foreshadowing of that of the General Will
The Sovereign 1s that body 1n a soctety in which formal
political authority angh# always to reside, and 1n which the right
to such authornty does always reside.

The 1dea at the back of the philosophical conception of
Sovereignty 1s, therefore, essentially the same as that which we
found to underlie the Social Contract theory. It is the view
that the people, whether or not i1t can alienate its night, 1s
by night the ultimate director of its own destnies, the final
power from which there 1s no appeal to any determinate
superior. In a sense, this 1s recognized even by Hobbes,
who makes the power of his absolute Sovereign—the pre-
decessor of Austin’s ‘determinate human superior’—issue first
of all from the Social Contract, which 1s a popular act of all
the original citizens. The differeace between Hobbes and
Rousseau on this point 1s solely that Rousseau regards as
tnalienable a supreme power which Hobbes makes the people
alienate in 1ts first corporate action. That is to say, Hobbes
accepts the theory of popular supremacy 1n name only to
destroy it 1n fact; Rousseau asserts the theory 1n its only
logical form, and 1s under no temptation to evade it by meaas
of false historical assumptions In Locke, a distinction is
already drawn between the legal and the actual Soveregn,
which Locke calls ‘supreme power’; Rousseau unites the
absolute Sovereignty of Hobbes and the ‘popular consent’
of Locke 1nto the philosophic doctrine of popular Sovereignty
which has since been the established form of the theory. His
final view represents a return from the perversions of Hobbes
to a doctrine already familiar to medieval and Renaissance
writers; but it 1s not merely a return. In its passage the
view has fallen into 1ts place 10 a rational system of political
philosophy.

In a second important respect Rousseau differentiates him-
self from Hobbes. For Hobbes, the Sovereign is 1dentical
with the government, Hobbes 1s so hot for absolutism
largely because he regards revolution, the overthrow of the
existing government, unless a new government immediately
and effectively usurps its place, as at the same time the dis-
solution of the body politic, and a retura to complete anarchy
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or to the ‘state of nature.” Rousseau and, to some extent,
Locke meet this view by making a sharp distinction between
the supreme power and the government. For Rousseau,
they are so cleatly distinct that even a completely democratic
government is not at the same time the Sovereign; its mem-
bers are sovereign only in a different capacity and as a different
corporate body, just as two different socicties may exist for
different purposes with exactly the same members. Pure
democracy, however, meaning the government of the State
by all the people in every detail, 1s not, as Rousseau says, a
possible human nstitution. All governments are really
mixed 1n character; and what we call democratic governments
are only comparatively democratic. Government will always
be to some extent 1n the hands of selected persons. Sovet-
eignty, on the other hand, 1s 1n Rousseau’s view absolute,
unalienable, and indivisible. It cannot be limited, abandoned,
or shared save among a number of equals. It 1s an essential
part of all legstimate social existence that the right to control
the destinies of the society shall belong, 1n the last resort, to
the whole people. There must be somewhere 1n the society
an ultimate court of appeal, which must be made up of all the
citizens, but, unless Sovereignty 1s distinguished from govern-
ment, the government, usurping the name of Sovereign, will
inevitably claim to be absolute. The only way to avoid
Hobbes’s conclusion 1s, thetefore, to establish a clear separa-
tion between Sovereignty and government.

Rousseau tries to do this by an adaptation of the doctrins
of the ‘three powers.” But instead of three independent
powers sharing the supreme authority, he gives only two
powers, and makes one of these wholly dependent on the
other. He substitutes for the co-ordination of the legislative,
the executtve, and the judicial authorities a system 1n which
the legislative power, or Sovereign, is always supreme, the
executive, or government, always subordinate and derivative,
and the judicial power merely a part of government. This
division he makes, naturally, one of ws/ and power. The
government’s function 1s merely to carry out the decrees, or
acts of will, of the Sovereign people.  Just as the human will
transfers a command to the members of the body for execu-
tion, so the body politic may give its decisions force by setting
up an authonty which, like the brain, will transmit its com-
mands to its members. In delegating the powers necessary
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for the executton of its will, it is abandoning none of its
supreme authonty. It remains Sovereign, and can at any
moment recall the grants 1t has made. Government, there-
fore, exists only at the Sovereign’s pleasure, and 1s always
revocable by the sovereign will

It will be seen, when we come to discuss the nature of the
General Will, that this doctrine really contains the most
important part of Rousseau’s theory. Here, we are concerned
rather with its limitations. The distinction between legis-
lative and executtve functions 1s 1n practice always hard to
draw. In Rousseau’s doctrine, 1t 1s drawn at a quite different
point from that to which we are accustomed. Most of the
enactments we ordinarily think of as ‘laws’ are for him 1n
their essence executive acts.

Rousseau, when he speaks of ‘legislation,” means something
essentially different from what 1s usually meant by the word 1n
modern parlance Governments, including representative
assemblies, cannot ever make laws, 1n Rousseau’s sense of the
word They can enact only decrees, which are applications
of law to particular persons, groups, or situations. Laws, as
distinct from decrees, can be enacted only by the Sovereign
people, acting directly and not by way of representation.
Law-making 1s 2 function of Sovereignty, not of government.
The laws consist not of the whole body of regulations to
which the atizens are subject but only of the fundamental
declarations of principle on which the entire social order rests.
The laws, 1n this sense, can never legitimately discriminate
between persons or groups. they must always apply equally
to all the citizens  Discrimination between citizens 1s always
a matter of government and of decrees, never of Sovereignty
or of law 1n the strict sense  All decrees are to be made only
subject to the provisions of the fundamental laws, which 1t 1s
the province of the government to apply, but never to infringe.
Law 1s general, and the government 1s subject to 1t no less than
the individual citizen laws can be made, and governments
authorized, only by the direct decssion of the Sovereign people
. Thus distinction, the full force of which can only be scen
in connection with the General Will, means roughly that a
matter 1s general when 1t concerns the whole community
equally, and makes no mention of any particular class or
group; as soon as it refers to anv group or person, 1t becomes
particular, and can no longer form the subject-matter of an
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act of Sovereignty. However just this distinction may seem
1n the abstract, 1t 1s clear that 1ts effect 1s to place most of the
legsslative function, as we understand 1t, in the hands of the
government and not of the Sovereign: modern ‘legislation’
1s almost always concerned with particular classes and
interests. It 1s not, therefore, a long step from the view of
Rousseau to the modetn theory of democratic government
mn which the people’s power 1s manly that of removing its
rulers if they displease it. 'We must, however, remember that
‘government’ 1n Rousseau’s sense acts under a code of laws
made directly by the Sovereign people. As long as we confine
our view to the city-state of which Rousseau 1s thinking,
his distinction 1s capable of preserving for the peoplea real law-
making authority superior to that of the ‘government.” A
city can often generalize where a nation must particularize.

It 1s in the third book of The Social Contract, where Rousseau
is discussing the problem of government, that it 1s most
essential to remember that his discussion has in view mainly
the city-state and not the natton. Broadly speaking, his
principle of government 1s that 1t can be democratic only 1n
small States, whereas aristocratic government suits best those
of medium extent, and monarchical government 1s needed to
hold great States together (Book III, chap. m1). In con-
sidering this view, we have to take into account two things.
First, Rousseau rejects all claims to Sovereignty on behalf of
representative institutions ; will—that 1s, freedom of indtvidual
judgment—being, 1n his theory, inalienable, representative
Sovereignty 1s tmpossible. As he regards all general acts of
legislation as functions of Sovereignty, in which every citizen
1s entitled to participate directly, no such act can be within
the competence of a representative assembly. Injudging this
theory, we must take 1nto account all the circumstances of
Rousseau’s titme  France, Geneva, and England were the
three States he had most 1n mind. In France, representative
government was practically non-existent, in Geneva, it was
only partially necessary; in England, it was a mockery, used
to support an oligarchy agamnst a debased monarchy.
Rousseau may well be pardoned for not taking the ordinary
modern view of 1t. Nor indeed 1s 1t, even in the modern
world, so satisfactory an instrument of the popular will that
we can afford wholly to discard his criticism.,

The second factor is the immense development both of
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local government and of delegation to statutory functional
bodies. It seemed to Rousseau that, in the nation-state, all
authority must necessarily pass, as 1t had in France, to the
central power. Devolution was hardly dreamed of; and
Rousseau saw the only means of sccuring effective popular
government in a federal system, starting from the small unit
as Sovereign. ‘The nineteenth and twentieth centuries have
proved fruitful 1n both delegation and devolution of authority,
and have thrown much fresh light on the possibilities of
federal instituttons. ‘There are, however, still many shrewd
comments and fruitful suggestions to be found both 1n the
third book of The Soctal Contract and 1n Rousseau’s commen-
tartes on the Polysynodse of the Abbé de Saint-Pierre, with its
proposals for the establishment of a system of functional
adminsstration 1mn France,

The point 1n Rousseau’s theory of Sovereignty that offers
most difficulty 1s hus view (Book II, chap vu) that, for every
State, a Legislator 1s necessary. We shall understand the
section only by realizing that the legislator 1s, 1n fact, in
Rousseau’s system, the spirit of institutions personified; his
place, 1n a developed society, 1s taken by the whole complex of
soctal custom, organization, and tradition that has grown up
with the State. Tlus 1s made clearer by the fact that the
legislator 1s not to exercise legislative power; he 1s merely
to submut his suggestions for popular approval. Thus Rous-
seau recognizes that, 1n the case of institutions and tradittons
as elsewhere, will, and not force, 1s the basis of the State,

This may be seen 1n his treatment of law as a2 whole (Book
I, chap. vi), which deserves very careful attention. He
defines law as ‘acts of the general will,” and, agreeing with
Montesquieu n making law the ‘condition of civil associa-
tion,” goes beyond him only 1n tracing 1t more definitely to its
origin 1n an act of will. The Soctal Contract renders law
necessary, and at the same time makes 1t quite clear that valid
laws can proceed only from the body of citizens who have
constituted the State. “Doubtless,” says Rousseau, ‘there 1s
a universal justice emanating from reason alone, but this
justice, to be admitted among us, must be mutual. Humanly
speaking, 1n default of natural sancttons, the laws of justice
are ineffective among men.”  Of the laws which set up among

men this reign of mutual justice within a particular Society
the General Will 15 the source.
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We thus come at last to the General Will, the most disputed,
and certainly the most fundamental, of all Rousseau’s political
concepts. No critic of The Soczal Contract has found it easy
to say either what precisely its author meant by it, or what 1s
its final value for political phiosophy. The difficulty 1s
increased because Rousseau himself sometimes halts in the
sense which he assigns to 1t, and even seems to suggest by 1t
two different 1deas. Of its fundamental meaning, however,
there can be no doubt. The effect of the Social Contract,
according to Rousseau, is the creation of a new individual.
When 1t has taken place, ‘at once, 1n place of the individual
petsonality of each contracting party, the act of association
creates a moral and collective body, composed of as many
members as the assembly contains voters, and recetving from
the act its unity, its common identity (moi comman), its hfe
and its will’ (Book I, chap. vi). The same doctrine had been
stated earlier, in the Political Economy, without the historical
setting. “The body politic 1s also a moral being, possessed
of a will, and this general will; which tends always to the
preservation and welfare of the whole and of every part, and
1s the source of the laws, constitutes for all the members of
the State, 1n their relations to one another and to 1t, the rule
of what 1s just or unjust.” It will be seen at once that the
second statement, which could easily be fortified by others
from The Social Contract, says more than the first. It 1s not
apparent that the common will, created by the mstitution of
society, need ‘tend always to the welfare of the whole.” Is
not the common will at Jeast as fallible as the will of a single
individual?> May 1t not equally be led away from 1ts true
interests to the pursuit of pleasure or of something which 1s
really harmful to 1t® And, if the whole society may vote for
what conduces to the momentary pleasure of the members
and at the same time to the lasting damage of the State as a
whole, 1s 1t not still more likely that some of the members
will try to secure their private interests in opposition to those
of the whole and of others? All these questions, and others
like them, have been asked by critics of the conception of the
General Will,

_Two main points are involved, to one of which Rousseau
gives a clear and definite answer. “Therte 1s often,” he says,
‘a great deal of difference between the wsll of all and the
gneral will; the latter takes account only of the comimon
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interest, while the former takes private interest into account,
and 1s no more than a sum of particular wills.” “The agree-
ment of all interests 1s formed by opposition to that of each’
(Book II, chap. it1). It 1s indeed possible for a citizen, when
an 1ssue is presented to him, to vote not for what he believes
to be the good of the Society, but for his own good or for
that of a section, but 1n such a case, his vote, from the point
of view of the General Will, 1s merely negligible. But,
Rousseau asks, ‘does 1t follow that the general will 1s exter-
minated or corrupted® Not at all: 1t 1s always constant,
unalterable, and pure; but 1t 1s subordinated to other wills
which encroach upon 1ts sphere. . . . The fault {each man]
commits [1n detaching his 1nterest from the common interest]
1s that of changing the state of the question, and answering
something different from what he 1s asked. Instead of saying
by his vote “It 1s to the advantage of the State,” he says: “It
1s to the advantage of this or that man or party that this or
that view should prevail” Thus the law of public order 1n
assemblies 15 not so much to maintain 1n them the general will
as to secure that the question be always put to 1t, and the
answer always given by 1t’ (Book IV, chap. 1). These
passages, with many others that may be found in the text,
make 1t quite clear that by the General Will Rousscau means
something quite distinct from the Will of All, or of 2 majority.
The only excuse for confusion lies in his view that when,
in a cty-state resting on popular Sovereignty, all particular
associations are avoided, votes guided by individual self-
mterest will always tend to cancel one another out, so that
majority voting will result 1n the General Will finding expres-
sion. This clearly need not be the case, and 1n this respect
we may charge Rousseau with pushing the democratic
argument too far. The point, however, can be better dealt
with at a later stage. Rousseau makes no pretence that the
mere voice of a majority 1s infallible; he only says, at the
most, that, gwen bis 1deal conditions, ‘1t would be subject only
to errors of judgment about means, and not to perversion by
particular or sectional interests.’

The second main point raised by critics of the General Will
1s whether, in defining it as a will directed solely to the
common interest, Rousseau meant to exclude acts of public
immorality and short-sightedness. He answers these ques-
tions in different ways. First, an act of public immorality



INTRODUCTION ! Xxxvit

would be merely an 1nstance of collective selfishness, different
in no particular from sumilar acts prompted by group interests,
and therefore forming no part of the General Will. ~ Secondly,
a mere 1gnorance of our own and the State’s good, entirely
unprompted by selfish desires, does not make our will anti-
soctal or individual. ‘The general will 1s always right and
tends to the public advantage, but 1t does not follow that the
deliberations of the people are always equally correct. Our
will 1s always for our own good, but we do not always see
what that 1s: the people is never corrupted, but 1t 1s often
deceived, and on such occasions only does 1t seem to will what
1s bad’ (Book II, chap. ui).

The treatment of the General Will 1n the Political Economy
1s brief and luctd, and furnishes the best guide to Rousseau’s
general meaning. The definition of 1t 1 this work, which
has already been quoted, 1s followed by a short account of
the nature of general wills as a whole. ‘Every political soctety
1s composed of other smaller societies of various kinds, each
of which has its interest and rules of conduct; but those
societies which everybody perceives, because they have an
external or authorized form, are not the only ones that actually
exist in the State: all individuals who are united by a common
interest compose as many others, either temporary or pet-
manent, whose influence 1s none the less real because i1t 1s
less apparent. . . . The influence of all these tacit or formal
assoctations causes by the influence of their will as many
modifications of the public will. The will of these particular
socteties has always two relations; for the members of the
association, it 1s a general will; for the great society, it 1s 2
particular will; and 1t 1s often right with regard to the first
object and wrong as to the second. ‘The most general will 1s
always the most just, and the voice of the people 1s, 1n fact,
the voice of God.’

The General Will, Rousseau continues in substance, 1s
always for the common good; but 1t 1s sometimes divided
into smaller general wills, which are wrong 1n relation to 1t
The supremacy of the great General Will is “the first principle
of public economy and the fundamental rule of government.’

In this passage, which differs only 1a clearness and simpli-
city from others 1n The Soczal Contract itself, 1t 1s easy to sce
bow far Rousseau had in his mind a perfectly definite idea
Every association of several persons creates a new common
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will; every association of a permanent character has already
a ‘personality’ of its own, and in consequence a ‘general’
will, the State, the highest known form of association, 1s a
fully developed moral and collective being with a common
will which 1s, in the highest sense yet known to us, general
All such wills are general only for the members of the associa-
tions which exercise them, for outsiders, or for other similar
associations, they are merely particular wills. This applies
even to the State; ‘for, mn relation to what 15 outside 1t, the
State becomes a simple being, an individual’ (Soczal Contract,
Book I, chap. vi). In certain passages in The Socsal Contract,
in his criicism of the Abbé de Saint-Pierre’s Prosect of Per-
petnal Peace, and 1n the second chapter of the original draft
of the Social Contract, Rousseau takes into account the pos-
sibility of a still higher individual, ‘the federation of the
world.” 1In the Polttscal Economy, thinking of the nation-state,
he affitms what in The Social Contract (Book II, chap. u1) he
dentes of the city, and recognizes that the life of a nation 1s
made up of the whole complex of its institutions, and that the
existence of lesser general wills 1s not necessarily a menace to
the General Will of the State. In The Soctal Contract, he
treats of these lesser wills only 1n relation to the government,
which, he shows, has a will of 1ts own, general for its members,
but particular for the State as a whole (Book III, chap. i).
This governmental will he there prefers to call corporate will,
and by this name 1t will be convenient to distinguish the lesser
general wills from the General Will of the State that is over
them all

In The Social Contract Rousseau writes as if the General Will
of the State 1s final 1n relation to 1ts own citizens, though he
also says that 1n relation to other States and to 1ndividuals who
are not its citizens 1t 1s only a particular will. He leaves
altogether undiscussed, 1 The Socsal Contract, the major
sssue with which he had intended to deal 1n his projected
wotk on Polstscal Institutions as a whole—that 1s to say, the
problem of a greater General Will transcending that of any
individual State In the sutrviving part of his unpublished
draft he denied that there exssted any ‘general society of
mankind’ and by implication that mankind could be regarded
as possessing any General Will common to the whole species.
This, however, did not mean that he regarded the General
Will of each State, or of each legitimate State resting on
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popular Sovereignty, as final and absolute; for he unquestion-
ably accepted as conditioning the activities of the General
Will, wherever it was to be found, the overriding authority
of a Natural Law binding upon all mankind. This Natural
Law was to be incorporated 1n the fundamental code of
legislation of each Sovereign State, and was to govern both
relations between States and those between States and individ-
uvals. ‘This concept finds its place 1n The Socza/ Contract only
when we come to the articles of the Civil Religion prescribed
in Chapter vit of Book IV. The articles of Civil Religion
there laid down are, 1n effect, a brief statement of the funda-
mental requirements of the Natural Law. In Ennle, these
requirements are much more fully stated in the ‘Profession
of Faith of the Savoyard Vicar’; and for a full understanding
of Rousseau’s conception of Natural Law and 1ts implications
1n the field of politics, 1t 1s necessary to take Emrle and The
Soctal Contract together. Undoubtedly Rousseau was con-
scious of a major difficulty in defining the relations that ought
to subsist between States 1n such a way as to relate them to hus
concept of the General Will. This, indeed, was the main
reason why he abandoned his project of publishing a complete
treatise on Political Institutions and limited himself to ex-
tracting from what he had wrtten a part dealing with the
special relation between Sovereign and citizens 1n States
resting on a legitimate basis of popular Sovereignty.

So far, Rousseau’s meaning 1s tolerably clear; he is saying
that there exists in every citizen who 1s a party to the Social
Contract a recognition of his obligation so as to act as to
further the good of the soctety into which he has entered.
When he acts 1n accordance with this obligation, he makes his
contribution to the General Will, be his judgment good ot
faulty. When he acts from selfish motives or on a basis of
sectional interest, he fails to make any contributton to the
General Will. “When in the popular assembly a law 1s
proposed, what the people is asked 1s not precisely whether 1t
accepts or rejects the proposal, but whether 1t 1s 1n conformity
with the general will which is its will’ (Book IV, chap. u).
Rousseau then adds these wozrds: ‘ When therefore the optnion
that is contrary to my own prevails, this proves nerther more
nor less than that I was mistaken, and that what I thought to
be the general will was not so.” It proves, of course, nothing
of the sort, unless the votes cast from selfish or sectional
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motives 1n fact cancel one another out, so that the voters who
honestly answer the right question prevail. On Rousseau’s
own showing there can be no sccurity that the view of the
majority will express the General Will  All that can be said
1s that 10 a nightly based democratic soctety there will be a
better chance of the egotsms and sectionalisms cancelling one
another out than in societies where voting power 1s mono-
polized by a sectional interest, or interests, at the cxpense of
the rest of the aitizens. The case for democratic participation
1s not that the majority 1s always right, but that no minority
can be trusted not to prefer 1ts own advantage to the good of
the whole. The essential 1s to endow the society with a set
of fundamental laws and principles that will induce the citizens
to cast their votes as far as possible 1n the spirit of the General
Will,

The 1dea of the General Will 1s indeed essentially ethical:
it 1s a principle of moral conduct applied to political be-
haviour. Ethically, 1t 1s one and the same as Kant’s conception
of moral rationality. Kant, 1n effect, took 1t from Rousscau
and applied 1t to the enure realm of conduct. The justifica-
tion for this extension 1s to be found in Rousseau’s own
attitude, for he protested more than once against attempts to
treat moral and political philosophy apart, as distinct studies,
and asserted thetr absolute unity ~ This 1s brought out clearly
in The Socsal Contract (Book I, chap. vitt), where he 1s speak-
ing of the change brought about by the establishment of
soctety. ‘The passage from the state of nature to the civil
state produces a very remarkable change 1n man, by substi-
tuting justice for instinct 1n his conduct, and giving his
actions the morality they had hitherto lacked ... What
man loses by the social contract 1s his natural liberty and an
unlimited right to everything he tries to get and succeeds in
getting, what he gains 1s civil Iiberty . . . which 15 limited by
the general will. ... We might, over and above all this, add
to what man acquures 1n the civil state moral Jiberty, which alone
makes bim truly master of bumself; for the mere impulse of appetite
35 slavery, while obedience 10 a Jaw which we prescribe to onrselves 1s
Iiberty.

This chapter contains the gist of the Kantian moral philo-
sophy. The morality of our acts consists in their being
directed 1n accordance with universal law, acts in which we
are guided merely by our passions or appetites are not moral
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acts. Further, man can only possess freedom when his whole
being is unified 1n the pursuit of a rational end, which alone
excludes contradiction: only moral acts, only men directing
their lives by universal law, are free. In Kantian language,
the will 1s autonomous (1 e. prescribes to 1tself 1ts own law)
only when it 1s directed to a untversal end, when it 1s guided
by selfish passtons, or particular considerations, 1t 1s heterono-
mous (1e. recetves its law from something external to 1tself),
and 1n bondage. Rousseau, as he says (Book I, chap. viu),
was not directly concerned with the ethical sense of the word
‘liberty,” and Kant was, therefore, left to develop the doctrine
into a system; but the phrases of ?his chapter prove false the
view that the doctrine of a Real Will arose first 1n connection
with politics, and was only transferred thence to moral
phiosophy. Rousseau based his political doctrine throughout
on his view of human freedom; 1t is because man 1s by nature
a free agent capable of being determined by a universal law
prescribed by himself that the State 1s 1n like manner capable
of realizing the General Will—that is, of prescribing to itself
and 1ts members a similar universal law.

The General Wi, then, 1s the application of human freedom
to political institutions. Before the value of this conception
can be determined, there is a criticism to be met. The
freedom which 1s realized 1n the General Will, we are told, 1s
the freedom of the State as @ whole; but the State exists to
secute ndmwidual freedom for its members. A free State may
be tyrannical, a despot may allow his subjects every freedom.
What guarantee is there that the State, 1n freeing itself, will
not enslave 1ts members? This cuticism has been made
with such regularity that 1t has to be considered 1n some
detail.

‘The problem is to find a form of association which will
defend and protect with the whole common force the person
and goods of each associate, and 1n which each, while uniting
himself with all, may still obey himself alone, and remain as
free as before.” “The clauses of the contract . . . are every-
where the same and everywhere tacitly admutted and recog-
nized ... These clauses, properly understood, may be
reduced to one—the total altenation of each associate, together
with all his rights, to the whole community . . .; for, if the
indrviduals retained certain rights, as there would be no
common superior to decide between them and the public,
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each, being on one pomnt his own judge, would ask to be
so on all, and the state of nature would continue’ (Book I,
chap. vi).

Rousseau sees clearly the difficulty of putting any formal
Iimits on the authority which the aitizens transfer to the State,
he sees that men, 1n accepting incorporation into a State,
must agree to endow themselves collectively with an un-
limited power to regulate their common affairs 1n the general
interest. Limited Sovereignty 1s a contradiction in terms:
unlimited moral Soveteignty of all over all 1s the only practic-
able foundation for human societies. The Sovereign people
has a right to enforce whatever the general interest requures,
and where this interest calls for public intervention no appeal
can be made against it to individual rights. Nevertheless,
Rousseau follows up his assertion of the unbimited character
of Sovereignty with a discussion of “ the limits of the sovereign
power’ (Book II, chap 1v). He has been accused 1n this
matter of contradicting himself, but there 1s no real contra-
diction. Wherever the State needs to 1ntervene for the good
of the whole, 1ts right to intervene 1s unlimited; but 1t has
no night to intervene except when and where this condition
1s satisfied. The General Will, being by definition always 1n
the night, will declare for intervention only when the common
interest requires it. ‘The Sovereign,’ says Rousseau, ‘cannot
impose upon 1ts subjects any fetters that are useless to the
community, nor can 1t even wish to do so.” As, however,
the infallibility of the General Will 1n respect of ends 1s not
enough to make the State infallible, espectally about meass,
there still remains an objection. Since the General Will
cannot always be arrived at, who 1s to judge whether an
act of intervention 1s justified? Rousseau’s answer fails to
satisfy many of his critics.  “Each man alienates, I admit, by
the social compact, only such part of his powers, goods, and
Liberty, as 1t 1s 1mportant for the community to control, but
it must also be granted that the Sovereign is sole judge of
what 15 important.” Thus we are back 1n the old difficulty;
for the voice of the Sovereign, despite what Rousseau says,
may fail to give expression to the General Will and the
General Will itself may be mistaken about means There
can be, however, within a society, no higher court of appeal.
If the Sovereign fails to express the General Will, or to judge
anight about means, it cannot be expressed at all—or at any
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rate cannot be made effective; and, if 1t is expressed, mistakes
may still occur.

Does Rousseau’s conclusion that the Sovereign people
must have the final word constitute him 1n any sense a
‘totalitartan’? Cleatly not, 1n any sense that would make
him an advocate of the widest possible state mterference with
personal liberties, which he was, on the contrary, most
anxious to preserve. He was no apostle of Gleschschaltung:
he desired no more regulation of the citizen’s personal life
than the common nterest imperatively demands. The most
he did was to 1nsist on the paramountcy of the general interest
over all particular interests. He was, moreover, eager to
mncorporate 1n the fundamental constitution the articles of
his proposed Civil Religiton—which, as we saw, was in effect
a formulation of the essential dictates of Natural Law—and
among these he 1ncluded, as an indispensable element, mutual
toleration and the absolute exclusion of religious intolerance
To this precept and to the other articles of the Civil Religion
the State and 1ts citizens were under a sacred obligation to
conform as a matter of common human morality, from which
there could be no appeal to razson d’état in any form. Such an
attitude 1s entirely remote from totalitartanism; and I feel
sure Rousseau must be fully acquitted of the charge.

The answer, therefore, to the critics who hold that in
securing civil liberty Rousseau has sacrified the individual
may be put after this fashion. Liberty 1s not a merely
negative conception; 1t does not consist solely in the absence
of restraint. The purest individualist, Herbert Spencer for
example, would grant that a certain amount of State inter-
ference 15 necessary to secure liberty; but as soon as this idea
of securing liberty 1s admutted, the whole 1dea has undergone
profound modification. It can no longer be claimed that
every interference on the part of the State lessens the liberty
of the mndividual: the members of a State may be more free
when all are restrained from doing one another mutual damage
than when anyone 1s left ‘free’ to enslave another or be
himself enslaved. This prnciple admutted, the precise
amount of State mterference that 1s necessary to secure free-
dom will always be a matter for particular determnation,
every case must be decided on its own merits, and, 1n right,
the Sovereign will be subject only to the law of reason.

It hgg often been held that Rousseau cannot really have
B 3
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inspired the French Revolution because this view is totally
mnconssstent with the ‘rights of man,” which the revolution-
aries so fervently proclaimed. If every mght 1s alienated 1n
the Social Contract, what sease can there be 1n talking of
‘patural rights’ afterwards? This, however, 15 to mis-
represent Rousseau’s position. The rights of man, as they
are preached by the modern ndividualist, are not the rights
of which Rousseau and the revolutionartes were thinking,
We have seen that the theory of The Social Contract 1s founded
on human freedom: this freedom carries with 1t, in Rousseau’s
view, the guarantee of its own permagence as a might; 1t 15
malienable and indestructible. When, therefore, govern-
ment becomes despotic, 1t has no more right over its subjects
than the master has over his slave (Book I, chap. 1v); the
question 15 then purely one of might. In such cases, appeal
may be made either to the terms of the Social Contract, or,
putting the same idea another way, to the ‘natural right’
of human freedom. 'This natural right is 1n no sense 1ncon-
sistent with the complete alienation supposed 1n the Contract;
for the Contract itself reposes on it and guarantees its maia-
tenance The legstimate State must, therefore, treat all its
members as equal participants 1 Sovereignty; but as long
as this 1s done, 1ts authority 1s final. If 1t leaves the general
for the particular, and treats one man differently from another,
it ceases to be Sovereign; for equality 1s presupposed 1n the
tezms of the Contract.

It 1s more profitable to attack Rousseau for his :dentification
of the interests of each of the citizens with those of all, but
here, too, be does not mantain that there can be no opposition
between a man’s particular 1nterests and the General Will as
preseat 1n him, on the contrary, he explicitly and consistently
affirms the presence of such opposition (Book I, chap. vii).
What he asserts 1s, first, that the Sovereign, as such, cannot
have any interest contrary to the interest of the citizens as 2
whole——which 1s obvious; and, secondly, that 1t cannot have
an 1aterest contrary to that of any ndrvidual-—which 1s not.
The second point Rousseau tries to prove by showing that the
omnipotence of the Sovereign 1s essential to the preservation
of society, which 1o turn 1s necessary fot the indtvidual as the
means to the good lfe.  His argument, bowever, really rests
on the fundamental character of the General Wil. He
would admut that, in actual States, the nterest of the many
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might often conflict with that of the few; but he would
contend that 1n a rightly founded society based on popular
Sovereignty and soctal equality, the rea/ interest of State and
individual would be bound to cowncide.

Thus the justification of Rousseau’s theory of liberty
returns to the point from which 1t set out—the omnipotence
of the General Will 1n State and individual. It 1s 1n this sense
that he speaks of man 1n the State as ‘forced to be free’ by
the General Will, much as Kant might speak of a man’s
lower nature as forced to be free by the universal mandate of
his higher, rational will. It is n this recognition of the State
as a moral being, with powers of determination similar to the
powers of the individual mind, that the significance of the
General Will ultimately lies. Even, however, among those
who have recognized its meaning, there are some who deny
its value as a conception of political philosophy. If, they
say, the General Will is not the Will of All, if there can be
no assurance of its being arrived at by a majority vote or by
any system of voting whatsoever, then 1t 1s nothing; 1t 1s a
mere abstraction, neither general, nor a wil. This 1s, of
course, precisely the criticism to which Kant’s conception of
the ‘real will’ 1s often subjected. Clearly, 1t must be granted
at once that the General Will does not form the whole actual
content of the will of every citizen. Regarded as actual, 1t
must always be qualified by ‘in so far as’ or its equivalent,
This, however, 1s far from destroying the value of the concept.
In seeking the universal basis of society, we are not seeking
anything that 1s wholly actualized 1n any society, though we
must be seeking something which exists, more or less per-
fectly, 1n evety society that has a claim to rest on legitimate
foundations.

_ The pomt of the Social Contract theory, as Rousseau states
it, 1s that legitimate society exists by the agreement of the
people, and acts by popular will. Active will, and not force
or even mere consent, 1s the basis of the ‘republican’ State,
which can possess this character only because 1ndividual wills
are not really self-sufficient and separate, but complementary
and interdependent. The answer to the question ‘Why
ought I to obey the General Whll?’ 1s that the General Waill
cxists in me and not outside me. I am ‘obeying only myself,’
as Rousseau says. The State 1s not a mere accident of human
history, 2 mere device for the protection of life and propexty;
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it responds to a fundamental need of human nature, as soon
as men have to find ways of living 1n conditions which make 1t
impracticable to maintain the 1solation characteristic of the
primitive ‘state of nature.” From that pomnt individual
human nature requires the State, in a form compatible with
the retention of human freedom. The complex of socl
institutions 1s not a merely artifictal structure, artsficial though
itbe Itisa direct outcome of mutual dependence and fellow-
ship when the ‘state of nature’ 1s superseded. The State 1s,
for men who have passed beyond this condition, a necessary
extension of their individuality as well as a means of mutual
protection,

The problem, however, still remains of making the General
Will, 1n any particular State, active and conscious. It 1s clear
that there are States 1n which visible and recognized 1nstitu-
ttons hardly answer 1n any respect to 1its requirements.  Even
in such States, however, there 1s a limit to tyranny; deep
dow 0, 1n immemorial customs with which the despot dare not
interfere, the General Will 1s active and important It does
not reside merely 1n the outward and visible organization of
soctal institutions, in that complex of formal associations
which we may call the State, 1ts roots go decper and 1ts
branches spread further. It 1s realized, 1n greater or less
degree, 1n the whole life of the community, in the entire
complex of private and public relations which, in the widest
sense, may be called Society It finds expression not only in
Parliaments or other agencies of government, or in churches,
universities, trade unions, and all manner of groups and
associations, but also 1n the most mntimate personal relation-
ships and 1n all the variety of customs and social observances.

But, if all these things go to the making of the General
Wil 1n every community, the General Will has, for politics,
primarily a narrower sense  The problem here 1s to secure its
supremacy 1n the offical institutions and public councils of
the nation. This 1s the question to which Rousseau chiefly
addressed himself.  Here, too, we shall find the General Will
the best possible conception for the guidance of political
endeavour. For the General Will 1s realized not whenever
that 1s done which 1s best for the community, but when, 1n
addition, the community as a whole has willed the doing of 1t
The notion of the General Will embraces 2 demand not only
for good government, but also for self-government—not
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only for rational conduct, but for goodwil. The good
State must be a State based on equality—on the equal partici-
patton of all its citizens. It must be, at bottom, a democracy,
even If its ‘government,” in the limited sense in which
Rousseau uses the word, may sometimes need to be aristo-
cratic, or even monarchical. Rousseau said that aristocracy
was the best of all governments, but he said also that it was the
worst of all usurpers of Soveresgnty. Nor must 1t be forgotten
that he expressly spectfied elective aristocracy. There 15 no
General Will unless the people wills the good. General Will
may be embodied 1n one man willing universally; but 1t can
be embodied 1n the State only when the mass of the citizens
so wills. The will must be ‘general’ in two senses: in the
sense in which Rousseau used the word, 1t must be general
1n its object, 1 e universal, but 1t must also be generally held,
ie. common to all or to the majority.!

The General Will 1s, then, above all a universal and, 1n the
Kantian sense, a ‘rational’ will. It would be possible to find
in Rousseau many more anticipations of the views of Kant;
but it 1s better here to confine comment to an important
difference between them It 1s surprising to find 1n Kant, the
originator of modern ‘intellectualism,” and 1n Rousseau, the
great apostle of ‘sentiment,” an essentially simular view on
the nature and function of the will. Their views, however,
present a difference; for, whereas the moving force of Kant’s
moral imperative 1s purely ‘rational,” Rousseau finds the
sanction of his General Will 1n human feeling itself  As we
can see from a passage in the original draft of The Soctal
Contract, the General Will remains purely rational. ‘No one
will dispute that the General Will 1s 1n each individual a pure
act of the understanding, which reasons while the passions
are silent on what a man may demand of his neighbour and
on what his neighbour has a right to demand of him”> The
will remains purely rational, but Rousseau feels that it needs
an external motive power. ‘If natural law,” he writes, ‘were
written only on the tablets of human reason 1t would be
incapable of guiding the greater part of our actions; but 1t 1s
also graven on the heart of man 1n characters that cannot be

. 1 The term “general” will means, 1n Rousseau, not so much ‘will held
y several persons,” as will having a general (uaiversal) object ‘This 1s

often misunderstood, but the mistake matters the less, because the
General Will must, 1n fact, be both
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THE SOCIAL CONTRACT
OR
PRINCIPLES OF POLITICAL
RIGHT

Foederis aequas
Dicamus leges. (Vergil, Aenesd XT)



FOREWORD

THis little treatise 1s part of a longer work, which 1 began
years ago without realizing my liminations, and long since
abandoned. Of the various fragments that mught have been
extracted from what 1 wrote, this is the most considerable,
and, I think, the least unworthy of being offered 1o the
public. The rest no longer exists.



BOOK 1

I MEAN to inquite if, in the civil order, there can be any sure
and legitimate rule of administration, men being taken as
they are and laws as they might be. In this inquiry I shall
endeavour always to unite what right sanctions with what
1s prescribed by interest, in order that justice and utility may
10 no case be divided.

I enter upon my task without proving the importance of
the subject. I shall be asked 1f I am a prince or a legislator,
to write on politics. I answer that T am neither, and that 1s
why I do so. If I were a prince or a legislator, I should
not waste time 1n saying what wants doing; I should do 1t,
or hold my peace.

As I was born a citizen of a free State, and a member of
the Sovereign, I feel that, however feeble the influence my
voice can have on public affairs, the right of voting on them
makes 1t my duty to study them: and I am happy, when
I reflect upon governments, to find my inquiries always
furnish me with new reasons for loving that of my own
country.

CHAPTER I
SUBJECT OF THE FIRST BOOK

Man is born free; and everywhere he 1s in chains. One
thinks himself the master of others, and still remains a greater
slave than they. How did this change come about? I do
not know. What can make 1t legitumate? That question
I think I can answer.

If I took 1nto account only force, and the effects derived
from 1t, I should say: ‘As long as a people 1s compelled to
obey, and obeys, 1t does well; as soon as it can shake off the
yoke, and shakes 1t off, 1t does still better; for, regaining 1ts
liberty by the same right as took 1t away, erther 1t 15 justified
In resuming 1t, or there was no justification for those who
took 1t away.” But the soctal order 1s a sacred right which
s the basts of all other rights. Nevertheless, this right does

3
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not come from nature, and must therefore be founded on
conventions. Before coming to that, I have to prove what
I have just asserted.

CHAPTER 1I
THE FIRST SOCIETIES

THE most ancient of all societies, and the only one that is
natural, 1s the family and even so the children remain
attached to the father only so long as they need him for
their preservation. As soon as this need ceases, the natural
bond 1s dissolved. ‘The children, released from the obedience
they owed to the father, and the father, released from the
care he owed his children, return equally to independence.
If they remain united, they continue so no longer naturally,
but voluntarily, and the family itself 1s then maintained only
by convention.

This common liberty results from the nature of man. His
first law is to provide for his own preservation, his first
cares are those which he owes to himself, and, as soon as
he reaches years of discretion, he 1s the sole judge of the
proper means of preserving himself, and consequently be-
comes his own master.

The family then may be called the first model of political
societies* the ruler corresponds to the father, and the people
to the children; and all, being born free and equal, alienate
their liberty only for their own advantage The whole
difference 1s that, in the family, the love of the father for
his children repays him for the care he takes of them, while,
in the State, the pleasure of commanding takes the place of
gxle love which the chief cannot have for the peoples under

m.

Grotius dentes that all human power is established in
favour of the governed, and quotes slavery as an example.
His usual method of reasoning 1s constantly to establish right
by fact! It would be possible to employ a more logical
method, but none could be more favourable to tyrants.

It 1s then, according to Grotius, doubtful whether the

1 “‘Learned inquiries 1nto public right are often only the history of past abuses,
and troubling to study them too deeply 1s a profitléss infatuatton® (Essay on the
Interests of France in Relation g0 sts Nesghbours, by the Marquis d’Argenson) This
ts exactly what Grotius has done



THE SOCIAL CONTRACT ]

human race belongs to a hundred men, or that hundred men
to the human race: and, throughout his book, he seems to
incline to the former alternative, which is also the view of
Hobbes. On this showing, the human species 1s divided
into so many herds of cattle, each with 1ts ruler, who keeps
guard over them for the purpose of devouring them.

As a shepherd is of 2 nature superior to that of his flock,
the shepherds of men, 1.e. their rulers, are of a nature superior
to that of the peoples under them. Thus, Philo tell us, the
Emperor Caligula reasoned, concluding equally well either
that kings were gods, or that men were beasts,

The reasoning of Caligula agrees with that of Hobbes and
Grotius. Aristotle, before any of them, had said that men
ate by no means equal naturally, but that some are born for
slavery, and othets for dominton.

Anistotle was right; but he took the effect for the cause.
Nothing can be more certain than that every man born in
slavery 1s born for slavery. Slaves lose everything in their
chains, even the desite of escaping from them: they love
their servitude, as the comrades of Ulysses loved their
brutish condition.r If then there are slaves by nature, it 1s
because there have been slaves against nature. Force made
the first slaves, and thetr cowardice perpetuated the condition.

I have said nothing of King Adam, or Emperor Noah,
father of the three great monarchs who shared out the
untverse, like the children of Satutn, whom some scholars
have recogmized in them. I trust to gettng due thanks
for my moderation; for, being a direct descendant of one of
these princes, perhaps of the eldest branch, how do I know
that a versfication of titles might not leave me the legitimate
king of the human race® In any case, there can be no doubt
that Adam was sovereign of the wotld, as Robinson Crusoe
was of his island, as long as he was 1ts only inhabitant; and
this empire had the advantage that the monarch, safe on his
throne, had no rebellions, wars, or conspirators to fear.

3 See 1 short treatise of Plutarch’s entitled *“That Animals Reason’
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CHAPTER III
THE RIGHT OF THE STRONGEST

THE sttongest is never strong enough to be always the master,
unless he transforms strength 1nto right, and obedience into
duty. Hence the right of the strongest, which, though to
all seeming meant tronically, 1s really lad down as a funda-
mental princtple.  But are we never to have an explanation
of this phrase® Force 1s a physical power, and I fail to see
what moral effect 1t can have. To yield to force 1s an act
of necessity, not of will—at the most, an act of prudence.
In what sense can 1t be a duty?

Suppose for a moment that this so-called “right’ exists.
I maintain that the sole result 1s a mass of inexplicable non-
sense. For, 1f force creates right, the effect changes with
the cause: every force that 1s greater than the first succeeds to
its right.  As soon as 1t 1s possible to disobey with impunity,
disobedience 1s legitimate; and, the strongest being always 1n
the right, the only thing that matters 1s to act so as to become
the strongest. But what kind of right 1s that which penshes
when force faills?  If we must obey perforce, there is no need
to obey because we ought, and if we are not forced to obey,
we are under no obligation to do so. Clearly, the word
‘right’ adds nothing to force: in this connection, 1t means
absolutely nothung,

Obey the powers that be. If this means yield to force,
1t 1s a good precept, but superfluous: I can answer for its
never being violated. All power comes from God, I admut;
but so does all sickness* does that mean that we are forbidden
to call 1n the doctor? A brigand surprises me at the edge of
a wood: must I not merely surrender my purse on com-
pulsion, but, even if I could withhold 1t, am I 1n conscience
bound to give 1t up® For certainly the pistol he holds 1s
also a power.

Let us then admit that force does not create right, and
that we are obliged to obey only legitimate powers. In
that case, my original question recurs,
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CHAPTER IV
SLAVERY

SiNcE no man has a natural authority over his fellow, and
force creates no right, we must conclude that conventions
form the basis of all legitimate authority among men.

If an indtvidual, says Grotius, can alienate his liberty and
make himself the slave of a master, why could not a whole
people do the same and make 1tself subject to a king? There
are 1n this passage plenty of ambiguous words which would
need explamning; but let us confine ourselves to the word
alenate. To alienate 1s to give or to sell. Now, a man
who becomes the slave of another does not give himself, he
sells himself, at the least for his subsistence: but for what
does a people sell tself? A king 1s so far from furnishing
his subjects with their subsistence that he gets his own only
from them; and, according to Rabelats, kings do not live
on nothing. Do subjects then give their persons on conds-
tion that the king takes their goods also? I fail to see what
they have left to preserve.

It will be said that the despot assures his subjects crvil
tranquillity. Granted; but what do they gain, if the wars
his ambstion brings down upon them, lus 1nsatiable avidity,
and the vexatious conduct of his ministers press harder on
them than their own dissenstons would have done? What
do they gain, 1f the very tranquillity they enjoy 1s one of their
museries? Tranqullity is found also 11 dungeons, but 1s that
enough to make them destrable places to live in? The Greeks
tmprisoned in the cave of the Cyclops lived thete very tran-
quilly, while they were awaiting their turn to be devoured.

To say that a man gives himself gratuitously, 1s to say
what 1s absurd and inconcetvable, such an act 1s null and
tllegitimate, from the mere fact that he who does it 1s out
of hismind  To say the same of a whole people 1s to suppose
a people of madmen; and madness creates no right.

Even if each man could alienate himself, he could not
alienate his children: they are born men and free; their
lberty belongs to them, and no one but they has the right
to dispose of it. Before they come to years of discretion, the
father can, 1n their name, lay down conditions for their preser-
vation and well-being, but he cannot give them irrevocably
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and without conditions: such a gift is contrary to the
ends of nature, and exceeds the rights of paternity. It would
therefore be necessary, 1n order to legitimize an arbitrary
government, that i1n every generation the people should be
1n a position to accept or reject 1t; but, were this so, the
government would be no longer arbitrary.

To renounce liberty 1s to renounce being 2 man, to sur-
render the rights of humanity and even its duties. For him
who renounces everything no mndemmty is possible. Such
a renunciation 1s incompatible with man’s nature; to remove
all liberty from his will 1s to remove all morality from his
acts. Finally, 1t 1s an empty and contradictory convention
that sets up, on the one side, absolute authority, and, on the
other, unlimited obedience. Is 1t not clear that we can be
under no obligation to a person from whom we have the right
to exact everything? Does not this condition alone, 1n the
absence of equivalence or exchange, in 1tself 1nvolve the
nullity of the act® For what right can my slave have against
me, when all that he has belongs to me, and, his right being
mine, this right of mine against myself 1s a phrase devoid
of meaning?

Grotius and the rest find 1n war another origin for the
so-called right of slavery. The victor having, as they hold,
the right of killing the vanquished, the latter can buy back
his life at the price of hus liberty; and this convention 1s the
more legitimate because 1t 1s to the advantage of both parties.

But 1t 15 clear that this supposed right to kill the conquered
1s by no means deducible from the state of war, Men, from
the mere fact that, while they are living 1n their primitive
independence, they have no mutual relations stable enough
to constitute either the state of peace or the state of war,
cannot be naturally enemies  War 1s constituted by a relation
between things, and not between persons; and, as the state
of war cannot arise out of simple personal relations, but only
out of real relations, private war, or war of man with man,
can exist neither 1n the state of nature, where there 1s no
constant propetty, nor in the social state, where everything
1s under the authority of the laws.

Individual combats, duels, and encounters, are acts which
cannot constitute a state; while the private wars, authorized
by the Establishments of Louss IX, King of France, and
suspended by the Peace of God, are abuses of feudalism, 1n
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itself an absurd system if ever there was one, and contrary
to the principles of natural mght and to all good
polity.

War then 1s a relation, not between man and man, but
between State and State, and individuals are enemies only
accidentally, not as men, nor even as citizens,! but as soldiers;
not as members of their country, but as its defendets.
Finally, each State can have for enemies only other States,
and not men; for between things disparate in nature thete
can be no real relation.

Furthermore, this principle is 1n conformity with the
established rules of all times and the constant practice of
all civilized peoples. Declarations of war are intimations
less to powers than to their subjects. The foreigner, whether
king, indtvidual, or people, who robs, kills, or detamns the
subjects, without declaring war on the prince, 1s not an
enemy, but a brigand. Even 1n real war, a just prince, while
laying hands, 1n the enemy’s country, on all that belongs to
the public, respects the lives and goods of individuals: he
respects rights on which his own are founded. The object
of the war being the destruction of the hostile State, the
other side has a right to kill its defenders, while they are
bearing arms; but as soon as they lay them down and sur-
render, they cease to be enemies or instruments of the
enemy, and become once more merely men, whose life no
one has any right to take. Sometimes 1t 1s possible to kill
the State without killing a single one of its members; and
wat gives no right which 1s not necessary to the gaming of
its object. These principles are not those of Grotius: they
are not based on the authority of poets, but derived from
the nature of reality and based on reason.

The right of conquest has no foundation other than the

}'The Romans, who understood and respected the right of war more than any
other nation on earth, carried their scruples on this head so far that a citizen was
not allowed to serve as a volunteer without engaging humself expressly agatnst the
enemy, and against such and such an enemy by name A legion 1n which the
younger Cato was seeing his first service under Popilius having been reconstructed,
the elder Cato wrote to Popilius that, 1f he wished his son to continue serving
under him, he must administer to him a new military oath, because, the first having
been annulled, he was no longer able to bear arms agaost the enemy  The same
Cato wrote to hus son telling him to take great care not to go into battle before
taking this new oath I know that the stege of Clusium and other 1solated events
can be quoted agatnst me, but I am ating laws and customs The Romans are

the people that least often transgressed its laws, and no other people has had such
good ones
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right ot the strongest. If war does not give the conqueror
the right to massacre the conquered peoples, the right to
enslave them cannot be based upon a right which does not
exist. No one has a right to kill an enemy except when he
cannot make him a slave, and the right to enslave him can-
not therefore be derived from the right to kil hum Tt 1s
accordingly an unfair exchange to make him buy at the price
of his liberty his life, over which the victor holds no nght.
Is it not clear that there 1s a vicious circle 1n founding the
right of life and death on the right of slavery, and the right
of slavery on the right of life and death?

Even if we assume this terrible night to kill everybody,
I maintain that a slave made 1n war, or a conquered people,
1s under no obligation to a master, except to obey him as far
as he 1s compelled to do so. By taking an equivalent for his
Iife, the victor has not done him a favour, instead of killing
him without profit, he has killed him usefully. So far then
1s he from acquiring over him any authornty 1n addition to
that of force, that the state of war continues to subsist
between them their mutual relation 1s the effect of it, and
the usage of the right of war does not imply a treaty of
peace. A convention has indeed been made; but this con-
vention, so far from destroying the state of war, presupposes
its continuance

So, from whatever aspect we regard the question, the
right of slavery 1s null and void, not only as being illegiti-
mate, but also because 1t 1s absurd and meaningless. The
words s/ave and right contradict each other, and are mutually
exclustve. It will always be equally foolish for a man to say
to a man or to a people ‘I make with you a convention wholly
at your expense and wholly to my advantage, I shall keep
1t as long as I like, and you will keep 1t as long as I like.’

CHAPTER V
THAT WE MUST ALWAYS GO BACK TO A FIRST CONVENTION

Even if T granted all that 1 have been refuting, the friends
of despotism would be no better off. There will always be
a great difference between subduing a multitude and ruling
a soctety. Even if scattered individuals were successively
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enslaved by one man, however numerous they might be,
I still see no more than a master and his slaves, and certainly
not a people and 1ts ruler; I see what may be termed an
aggregation, but not an association, there 1s as yet neither
public good nor body politic.  The man 1n question, even if
he has enslaved half the world, 1s stil only an individual,
his 1nterest, apart from that of others, 1s still a purely private
interest. If this same man comes to die, his empire, after
him, remains scattered and without unity, as an oak falls and
dissolves 1nto a heap of ashes when the fire has consumed 1t

A people, says Grotus, can give itself to a king. Then,
according to Grotius, a people 1s a people before it gives
ttself. The gift 1s 1tself a crvil act, and 1mplies public delibera-
tion It would be better, before examining the act by which
a people gives 1tself to a king, to examine that by which it
has become a people; for this act, being necessarily prior to
the other, 1s the true foundation of society. .

Indeed, if there were no prior convention, where, unless
the election were unanimous, would be the obligation on the
minority to submut to the choice of the majorty? How
have a hundred men who wish for a master the right to
vote on behalf of ten who do not? The law of majority
voting 1s 1tself something established by convention, and
presupposes unanimity, on one occaston at least.

CHAPTER VI
THE SOCIAL COMPACT

[ surpose men to have reached the point at which the obstacles
1n the way of their preservation in the state of nature show
their power of resistance to be greater than the resources at
the disposal of each individual for his maintenance 1n that
state. ‘That primitive condition can then subsist no longer,
and the human race would perish unless 1t changed its
manner of existence.

But, as men cannot engender new forces, but only unite
and direct existing ones, they have no other means of pre-
serving themselves than the formation, by aggregation, of a
sum of forces great enough to overcome the resistance.
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These they have to bring into play by mecans of a single
motive power, and cause to act in concert.

This sum of forces can arise only where several persons
come together: but, as the force and liberty of each man are
the chief mnstruments of his self-preservation, how can he
pledge them without harming his own tnterests, and neg-
lecting the care he owes to himself> This difficulty, in
its bearing on my present subject, may be statcd in the
following terms:

“The problem 1s to find a form of association which will
defend and protect with the whole common force the person
and goods of each associate, and in which each, while uniting
himself with all, may still obey himself alone, and remain
as free as before > This 1s the fundamental problem of which
the Soczal Contract provides the solution.

The clauses of this contract are so determined by the
nature of the act that the slightest modification would make
them vain and imneffective, so that, although they have per-
haps never been formally set forth, they are everywhere the
same and everywhere tacitly admitted and recognized, until,
on the violatton of the social compact, each regains his
original rights and resumes his natural liberty, while losing
the conventional liberty 1n favour of which he renounced 1t.

These clauses, properly understood, may be reduced to
one—the total alienation of each associate, together with
all his rights, to the whole community, for, 1n the first place,
as each gives himself absolutely, the conditions are the same
for all, and, this being so, no one has any interest 1n making
them burdensome to others.

Moreover, the alienation being without reserve, the union
is as perfect as 1t can be, and no associate has anything more
to demand: for, if the individuals retained certain rights, as
there would be no common superior to decide between them
and the public, each, being on one point his own judge,
would ask to be so on all, the state of nature would thus
continue, and the association would necessarily become
inoperative or tyrannical

Finally, each man, 10 giving himself to all, gives himself
to nobody, and as thete 1s no assocatte over which he does
not acquire the same right as he yields others over himself,
he gamns an equivalent for everything he loses, and an
increase of force for the preservation of what he has.
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If then we discard from the social compact what is not
of its essence, we shall find that it reduces itself to the
following terms:

“Each of us puts bis person and all bis power in common snder
the supreme direction of the general will, and, i osr corporate
capacrty, we recewve each member as an indwisible part of the whole.”

At once, in place of the individual personality of each
contracting party, this act of association creates a moral and
collective body, composed of as many members as the
assembly contains voters, and receiving from this act its unity,
its common identity, 1ts life, and its will. This public person,
so formed by the union of all other persons, formerly took
the name of ¢r#y and now takes that of Republic or body
polttic; 1t is called by its members Srate when passive, Sovereign
when active, and Power when compared with others like
itself. Those who are associated in it take collectively, the
name of people, and severally are called citigens, as sharing
in the sovereign power, and s#bsecss, as being under the laws
of the State. But these terms are often confused and taken
one for another: it is enough to know how to distinguish
them when they are being used with precision.

CHAPTER VII
THE SOVEREIGN

Tris formula shows us that the act of association comprises a
mutual undertaking between the public and the individuals,
and that each individual, 1n making a contract, as we may
say, with himself, is bound 1n a double capacity; as a member

3 The real meaning of this word has been almost wholly lost in modern times;
most people mistake a town for a city, and a townsman for a atizen They do
ot know that houses mahe a town, but citizens a city  The samc mustake long
ago cost the Casthagimans dear I have never read of the title of citizens being
given to the subjects of any prnince, not even the ancient Macedonians or the
English of to-day, though they are nearer liberty than any one else, The French
tlone everywhere familiarly adopt the name of ctizens, because, as can be seen
from theie dictionarses, théy have no tdea of its meaning, otherwise they would
be guilty 1n usurping it, of the enime of fse-mapesté: among them, the name expresscs
a virtue, and not a night.  When Bodin spoke of our citizens and townsmen, he
fell 10to a bad blunder 1n taking the onc class for the other. M d’Alembert has
avoided the error, and, 1n hus article on Geneva, has clearly distinguished the four
orders of men (or even five, counting mere foreigners) who dwell 1n our town,
of which two only compose the Republic. No other French wnter, to my
knowledge, has undetstood the real meaning of the word citizen.
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of the Sovereign he is bound to thc individuals, and as a
member of the State to the Sovercign. But the maxim of
avil right, that no one 1s bound by undertakings made to
himself, does not apply 1n this case; for there 1s a great
difference between incurring an obligation to yourself and
incurring one to a whole of which you form a part.

Attention must further be called to the fact that public
deliberation, while competent to bind all the subjccts to the
Sovereign, because of the two different capacities in which
cach of them may be regarded, cannot, for the opposite
reason, bind the Sovereign to itself; and that 1t 1s consequently
against the nature of the body politic for the Sovereign to
impose on 1tself a law which 1t cannot infringe.  Betng able
to regard 1tsclf in only one capacity, it 15 1n the position of
an individual who makes a contract with himself; and this
makes 1t cleat that there neither 1s nor can be any kind of
fundamental law binding on the body of the people—not
even the social contract itself. This does not mean that the
body politic cannot enter into undertakings with others,
provided the contract 1s not infringed by them; for in
relation to what 1s external to 1t, 1t becomes a simple being,
an 1ndividual.

But the body politic or the Sovereign, drawing ts being
wholly from the sanctity of the contract, can never bind stself,
even to an outstder, to do anything derogatory to the orginal
act, for instance, to alienate any part of 1tself, or to submit
to another Sovereign. Violation of the act by which 1t
exists would be seif-annihilation; and that which 1s itself
nothing can create nothing.

As soon as this multitude 1s so united in one body, it is
impossible to offend against one of the members without
attacking the body, and still more to offend against the body
without the members resenting 1t.  Duty and interest there-
fore equally oblige the two contracting parties to give each
other help; and the same men should seck to combine, 1n
their double capacity, all the advantages dependent upon
that capacity.

Again, the Sovereign, being formed wholly of .the indi-
viduals who compose 1t, neither has nor can have any interest
contrary to thetrs, and consequently the sovereign power
need give no guarantec to 1ts subjects, because 1t 1s 1mpos-
sible for the body to wish to hurt all 1ts members, We shall
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also see later on that it cannot hurt any 1n particular. The
Sovereign, merely by virtue of what it 1s, 1s always what 1t
should be.

This, however, 1s not the case with the relation of the
subjects to the Sovereign, which, despite the common interest.
would have no security that they would fulfil their under-
takings, unless 1t found means to assure 1tself of their fidelity,

In fact, each individual, as a man, may have a particular
will contrary or disstmular to the general will which he has
as a atizen.  His particular interest may speak to him quite
differently from the common intetest: his absolute and
naturally independent existence may make him look upon
what he owes to the common cause as a gratuitous contri-
bution, the loss of which will do less harm to others than the
payment of 1t 1s burdensome to himself; and, regarding the
moral person which constitutes the State as a persona ficta,
because not a man, he may wish to enjoy the rights of citizen-
ship without being ready to fulfil the duties of a subject.
The continuance of such an injustice could not but prove
the undoing of the body polittc.

In order then that the social compact may not be an empty
formula, 1t tacitly includes the undertaking, which alone can
gwve force to the rest, that whoever refuses to obey the
general will shall be compelled to do so by the whole body.
This means nothing less than that he will be forced to be
free, for this 1s the condition which, by giving each citizen
to hts country, secures him against all personal dependence.
In this lies the key to the working of the political machine,
this alone legitimizes crvil undettakings, which, without it,

would be absurd, tyrannical and liable to the most frightful
abuses.

CHAPTER VIII
THE CIVIL STATE

THE passage from the state of nature to the civil state pro-
duces a very remaikable change in man, by subsututing
justice for instinct 1n his conduct, and giving his actions the
morality they had formerly lacked. Then only, when the
voice of duty takes the place of physical impulses and right
of appetite, does man, who so far had considered only



16 THE SOCIAL CONTRACT

himself, find that he is forced to act on different principles,
and to consult his reason before listening to his inclinations,
Although, 1n this state, he deprives himsclf of some advan-
tages which he got from nature, he gains 1n rcturn others so
great, his faculties are so stimulated and developed, his ideas
so extended, his feelings so ennobled, and his whole soul so
uplifted, that, did not the abuses of this new condition often
degrade him below that which he left, he would be bound
to bless continually the happy moment which took him from
it for ever, and, instead of a stupid and unimaginative
animal, made him an intelligent being and a man.

Let us draw up the whole account in terms casily com-
mensurable What man loses by the social contract is his
natural liberty and an unlimited right to everything he tries
to get and succeeds 1n getting; what he gains is civil Iiberty
and. the proprictorship of all he possesses. If we are to
avold mistake 1n weighing one against the other, we must
clearly distinguish natural liberty, which 1s bounded only by
the strength of the individual, from civil liberty, which is
limited by the general will, and possesston, which is mcrely
the effect of force or the right of the first occupier, from
property, which can be founded only on a positive title.

We might, over and above all this, add, to what man
acquires 1n the civil state, moral liberty, which alone makes
him truly master of himself, for the mere impulse of appetite
1s slavery, while obedience to a law which we prescribe to
ourselves 1s liberty. But I have already said too much on
this head, and the philosophical mcaning of the word hiberty
does not now concern us.

CHAPTER IX

REAL PROPERTY
Eacr member of the community gives himself to it, at the
moment of 1ts foundation, just as he 1s, with all the resources
at his command, including the goods he possesses. This
act does not make possession, in changing hands, change
1ts nature, and become property 1n the hands of the Sovereign;

but, as the forces of the city are incomparably greater than
those of an individual, public possession 15 also, 1n fact,
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stronger and more irrevocable, without being any more
legitimate, at any rate from the point of view of forcigners.
For the State, in relation to its members, is master of all
their goods by the soctal contract, which, within the State,
is the basts of all rights; but, in relation to other powers,
it 1s so only by the right of the first occupier, which it holds
from its members.

The right of the first occupier, though more zeal than the
right of the strongest, becomes a real right only when the
right_of property has already been established. Every man
has naturally a right to everything he needs; but the positive
act which makes him proprietor of one thing excludes him
from everything else. Having his share, he ought to keep
to it, and can have no further right against the community.
This 1s why the right of the first occupier, which 1n the state
of nature is so weak, claims the respect of every man 1n civil
society. In this right we are respecting not so much what
belongs to another as what does not belong to ourselves.

In general, to establish the right of the first occupier over
a plot of ground, the following conditions are necessary:
first, the land must not yet be inhabited; secondly, 2 man
must occupy only the amount he needs for his subsistence;
and, in the third place, possession must be taken, not by an
empty ceremony, but by labour and cultivation, the only
sign of proprietorship that should be respected by others,
in default of a legal title.

In granting the right of first occupancy to necessity and
labour, are we not really stretching it as far as 1t can go? Is
1t possible to leave such a right unlimited? Is 1t to be enough
to set foot on a plot of common ground, in order to be able
to call yourself at once the master of 1t? Is 1t to be enough
that a man has the strength to expel others for a moment, 1n
order to establish his right to prevent them from ever
returning? How can a man or a people seize an 1mmense
territory and keep 1t from the rest of the world except by
a punishable usurpation, since all others are being robbed,
by such an act, of the place of habitation and the means of
subsistence which nature gave them in common? When
Nufiez Balbao, standing on the seashore, took possession of
the South Seas and the whole of South America in the name
of the crown of Castille, was that enough to dispossess all
their actual inhabitants, and to shut out from them all the
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princes of the world? On such a showing, these ceremonies
are 1dly multiplied, and the Catholic King neced only take
possession all at once, from his apartment, of the whole
untverse, merely making a subsequent reservation about what
was already 1n the possession of other princes.

We can 1magine how the lands of individuals, where they
were contiguous and came to be united, became the public
territory, and how the night of Sovercignty, extending from
the subjects over the lands they held, became at once real
and personal The possessors were thus made more de-
pendent, and the forces at their command used to guarantee
their fidelity The advantage of this does not scem to have
been felt by ancient monarchs, who called themselres King
of the Perstans, Scythians, or Macedonians, 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 Kings of France, Spamn, England, etc.: thus
holding the land, they are quite confident of holding the
mhabitants

The peculiar fact about this alienation 1s that, 1n taking
over the goods of individuals, the community, so far from
despoiling them, only assures them legittmate possession,
and changes usurpation 1nto a true right and enjoyment into
proprictorship. ‘Thus the possessors, being regarded as
depositaries of the public good, and having their nights
respected by all the members of the State and maintained
against foreign aggression by all 1ts forces, have, by 2 cession
which benefits both the public and still more themselves,
acquired, so to speak, all that they gave up. This paradox
may easily be explained by the distinction between the rights
which the Sovereign and the proprietor have over the same
estate, as we shall see later on.

It may also happen that men begin to unite one with an-
other before they possess anything, and that, subscquently
occupying a tract of country which s enough for all, they
enjoy i1t 1n common, or share it out among themselves, either
equally or according to a scale fixed by the Sovereign. How-
ever the acquisition be made, the right which cach individual
has to his own estate 1s always subordinate to the right which
the community has over all* without this, there would be
neither stability 1n the social tie, nor real force 1n the exercise
of Sovereignty.
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I shall end this chapter and this book by remarking on a
fact on which the whole social system should rest: 1 e. that,
instead of destroying natural inequality, the fundamental
compact substitutes, for such physical 1nequality as nature
may have sct up between men, an _equality that 1s moral and
legitimate, and that men, who may be unequal 1n’ strength
or ntelligence, become every one equal by cohvention and
legal right.!

1 Under bad governments, this equality 1s only apparent and illusory, 1t serves
only to leep the pauper 1n his poverty and the rich man 1n the position he has
usurped  In fact, laws are always of use to those who possess and harmful to those

who have nothing from which 1t follows that the social state 1s advantageous to
men only when all have something and none too much



BOOK II

CHAPTER 1
THAT SOVEREIGNTY IS INALIENABLE

THE first and most important deduction from the principles
we have so far latrd down 1s that the general will alone can
direct the State according to the object for which it was
instituted, 1.e. the common good: for if the clashing of
particular 1nterests made the establishment of societies neces-
sary, the agreement of these very intcrests made it possible.
The common eclement 1n these different interests 1s what
forms the social ue, and, were there no point of agreement
between them all, no society could extst. It is solely on the
basts of this common interest that every society should be
governed.

I hold then that Sovereignty, being nothing less than the
exercise of the general will, can never be alienated, and that
the Sovereign, who 1s no less than a collective being, cannot
be represented except by himsclf. the power indeed may be
transmitted, but not the will.

In reality, 1f 1t 1s not impossible for a particular will to
agree on some pownt with the general will, it 1s at least
impossible for the agreement to be lasting and constant; for
the particular will tends, by its very nature, to partiality,
while the general will tends to equality. It is even more
impossible to have any guarantee of this agreement; for even
if 1t should always exist, 1t would be the effect not of art, but
of chance. The Sovereign may indeed say: ‘I now will
actually what this man wills, or at least what he says he
wills’, but it cannot say: ‘What he wills to-morrow, I too
shall will” because 1t 1s absurd for the will to bind itself for
the future, nor 1s 1t incumbent on any will to consent to
anything that 15 not for the good of the being who wills.
If then the people promises simply to obey, by that very act
it dissolves itself and loses what makes 1t a people; the
moment a master exists, there 1s no longer a Sovereign, and
from that moment the body politic has ceased to exist.

This does not mean that the commands of the rulers can-
not pass for general wills, so long as the Sovereign, being

20
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free to oppose them, offers no opposition. In such a case,
universal silence is taken to imply the consent of the people.
This will be explained later on.

CHAPTER I
THAT SOVEREIGNTY IS INDIVISIBLE

SOVEREIGNTY, for the same reason as makes it inalienable,
1s 1ndivisible; for will etther 1s, or 1s not, general, 1 1t 1s the
will either of the body of the people, or only of a part
of it. In the first case, the will, when declared, 1s an act
of Sovereignty and constitutes law: in the second, it 1s
metely a particular will, or act of magistracy—at the most
a decree.

But our political theorists, unable to divide Sovercignty
in principle, divide it according to 1ts object: into force and
will; 1nto legislative power and executive power; into rights
of taxatton, justice, and war; 1ato internal administration and
power of foreign treaty. Sometimes they confuse all these
sections, and sometimes they distingussh them; they turn
the Sovereign into a fantastic being composed of several
connected pieces: 1t 1s as if they were making man of several
bodies, one with eyes, one with arms, another with feet,
and each with nothing besides. We are told that the jugglers
of Japan dismember a child before the eyes of the spectators;
then they throw all the members 1nto the air one after another,
and the chdd falls down alive and whole. The conjuring
tricks of our political theorists are very like that; they first
dismember the body politic by an illusion worthy of a fair,
and then join 1t together again we know not how.

This error 1s due to a lack of exact notions concerning the
Sovereign authority, and to taking for parts of i1t what are
only emanations from 1t. ‘Thus, for example, the acts of
declaring war and making peace have been regarded as acts
of Sovereignty; but this 1s not the case, as these acts do not
constitute law, but merely the application of a law, a particular
act which decides how the law applies, as we shall see clearly
when the 1dea attached to the word ‘law’ has been defined.

! To be general, a will nced not always be unanimous, but every vote must be
counted any exclusion 1s a breach of genesahity,
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If we examined the other divisions in the same manner,
we should find that, whenever Sovereignty seems to be
divided, thete 1s an 1lluston: the rights which are taken as being
part of Sovereignty are rcally all subordinate, and always
imply supreme wills of which they only sanction the execution.

It would be mmpossible to estimate the obscurity this lack
of exactness has thrown over the decisions of writers who
have dealt with political right, when they have used the
principles laid down by them to pass judgment on the
respective rights of kings and peoples. Every one can sce,
in Chapters IIT and IV of the first book of Grotius, how the
learned man and his translator, Barbeyrac, entangle and tie
themselves up 1n their own sophistries, for fear of saying too
little or too much of what they think, and so offending the
interests they have to conctliate. Grotius, a refugee 1n
France, 1ll content with his own country, and destrous of
paying his court to Lous XIII, to whom his book 1s deds-
cated, spares no pains to rob the peoples of all their rights
and 1nvest kings with them by every conceivable artifice.
This would also have been much to the taste of Barbeyrac,
who dedicated his translation to George I of England. But
unfortunately the expulsion of James II, which he called his
‘abdication,” compelled him to use all reserve, to shuffle and
to tergiversate, 1n order to avoid making Willlam out a
usurper. If these two writers had adopted the true prin-
ciples, all difficulties would have been removed, and they
would have been always consistent, but it would have been
a sad truth for them to tell, and would have paid court for
them to no one save the people. Moreover, truth 1s no road
to fortune, and the people dispenses ncither ambassadorships,
nor professorships, nor pensions.

CHAPTER III
WHETHER THE GENERAL WILL IS FALLIBLE

It follows from what has gone before that the general will
ts always right and tends to the public advantage, but it does
not follow that the deliberations of the people are always
equally correct Our will 1s always for our own good, but
we do not always see what that 1s; the people 1s never
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corrupted, but 1t 1s often deceived, and on such occastons
only does 1t seem to will what 1s bad.

There 1s often a great deal of difference between the will
of all and the general will, the latter considers only the
common 1nterest, while the former takes private interest into
account, and 1s no more than a sum of particular wills: but
take away from these same wills the pluses and minuses that
cancel one another,! and the general will remains as the sum
of the differences.

If, when the people, being furnished with adequate in-
formation, held its deliberations, the citizens had no com-
munication one with another, the grand total of the small
differences would always give the general will, and the decision
would always be good. But when factions arise, and partial
associations are formed at the expense of the great association,
the will of each of these associations becomes general 1n rela-
tion to its members, while 1t remains particular 1n relation to
the State: it may then be said that there are no longer as many
votes as there are men, but only as many as there are associa-
tions. The differences become less numerous and give a
less general result. Lastly, when one of these associations
1s so great as to prevail over all the rest, the result 1s no
longer a sum of small differences, but a single difference; 1n
this case there is no longer a general will, and the opinion
which prevails 1s purely particular.

It 1s therefore essential, if the general will 1s to be able
to express itself, that there should be no partial society
within the State, and that each atizen should think only his
own thoughts- 2 which was indeed the sublime and umque
system established by the great Lycurgus. But if there are
partial socteties, 1t 1s best to have as many as possible and to
prevent them from being unequal, as was done by Solon,
Numa, and Servius These precautions are the only ones
that can guarantee that the general will shall be always

1*Every 1nterest,” says the Marquis d’Argenson, ‘has different prnciples  The
agreement of two particular interests 1s formed by opposition to a third” He
might have added that the agreement of all iterests 1s formed by opposition to
that of each. If there were no different interests, the common 1nterest would be
barely felt, as 1t would encounter no obstacle, all would go on of its own accord,
and politics would cease to be an art

*‘In fact,’ says Machiavelli, ‘there are some divisions that are harmful to a
Republic and some that are advantageous Those which stir up sects and parties
are harmful, those attended by netther are advantageous  Since, then, the founder
of 2 Republic cannot help enmitics ansing, he ought at least to prevent them from
growing into sects’ (History of Florence, Book VII)  [Rousseau quotes the Italian ]

‘
c 660
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enlightened, and that the people shall 10 no way deccive
itself,

CHAPTER IV
THE LIMITS OF THE SOVERLIGN POWER

Ir the State 1s a moral person whose life 1s 1n the union of
1its members, and if the most important of its cares is the
care for 1ts own preservation, it must have a universal and
compelling force, 1n order to move and dispose cach part
as may be most advantagcous to the whole. As nature gives
each man absolute power over all his members, the social
compact gives the body politic absolute power over all its
members also; and 1t 1s this power which, under the direc-
tion of the general will, bears, as I have said, the name of
Sovereignty.

But, besides the public person, we have to consider the
private persons composing 1t, whose hife and liberty are
naturally independent of it. We are bound then to distin-
guish clearly between the respective nights of the ctizens
and the Sovereign,! and between the duties the former have
to fulfil as subjects, and the natural rights they should enjoy
as men.

Each man alienates, I admit, by the social compact, only
such part of his powets, goods, and liberty as it 1s important
for the community to control; but 1t must also be granted
that the Sovereign 1s sole judge of what is important.

Every service a citizen can render the State he ought to
render as soon as the Sovereign demands it; but the Sovereign,
for 1ts part, cannot 1mpose upon its subjects any fetters that
ate useless to the community, nor can it even wish to do so;
for no more by the law of reason than by the law of nature
can anything occur without a cause.

The undertakings which bind us to the social body are
obligatory only because they are mutual; and thetr nature is
such that 1n fulfilling them we cannot work for others without
working for ourselves. Why is 1t that the general will 1s
always 1n the night, and that all continually will the happs-

1 Attentive readers, do not, I pray, be 1n a hurry to charge me with contradicung

myself The terminology made 1t unavoidable, considering the poverty of the
language, but wait and see
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ness of each one, unless it is because there is not a man who
does not think of ‘each’ as meaning him, and consider him-
self in voting for all? This proves that equality of rights
and the idea of justice which such equality creates originate
1n the preference each man gives to himself, and accordingly
in the very nature of man. It proves that the general will,
to be really such, must be general 1n 1ts object as well as its
essence; that it must both come from all and apply to all;
and that it loses its natural rectitude when 1t 1s directed to
some particular and determinate object, because 1n such a
case we are judging of something foreign to us, and have no
true principle of equity to guide us.

Indeed, as soon as a question of particular fact or right
arises on a point not previously regulated by a general con-
vention, the matter becomes contentious. It 1s a case in
which the 1ndividuals concerned are one party, and the public
the other, but 1n which I can see neither the law that ought
to be followed nor the judge who ought to give the deciston.
In such a case, 1t would be absurd to propose to refer the
question to an express deciston of the general will, which
can be only the conclusion reached by one of the parties and
1n consequence will be, for the other party, merely an external
and particular will, inclined on this occasion to injustice and
subject to error. Thus, just as a particular will cannot
stand for the general will, the general will, in turn, changes
its nature, when 1ts object is particular, and, as general, can-
not pronounce on a man or a fact. When, for instance, the
people of Athens nominated or displaced 1ts rulers, decreed
honours to one, and 1mposed penalties on another, and, by
a multitude of particular decrees, exercised all the functions
of government indiscriminately, it had in such cases no
longer a general will 1n the strict sense; 1t was acting no
longer as Sovereign, but as magistrate. This will seem con-
trary to current views; but I must be given time to expound
my own,

It should be seen from the foregoing that what makes the
will general 1s less the number of voters than the common
interest uniting them; for, under this system, each necessarily
submuts to the conditions he imposes on others: and this
admirable agreement between interest and justice gives to
the common deliberations an equitable character which at

, once vamishes when any particular question 1s discussed, 1n
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the absence of a common interest to unite and identify the
ruling of the judge with that of the party.

From whatever side we approach our principle, we reach
the same conclusion, that the soctal compact sets up among
the citizens an equality of such a kind, that they all bind
themsclves to observe the same conditions and should there-
fore all enjoy the same rights. Thus, from the very nature
of the compact, every act of Sovercignty, i.e. every authentic
act of the general will, binds or favours all the citizens
equally, so that the Sovereign recognizes only the body of
the nation, and draws no distinctions between those of whom
it 15 made up. What, then, strictly speaking, 1s an act of
Sovereignty? It is not a convention between a superior
and an inferior, but a convention between the body and
each of 1ts members It 1s legitimate, because based on the
social contract, and equitable, because common to all; uscful,
because 1t can have no other object than the general good,
and stable, because guaranteed by the public force and the
supreme power, So long as the subjects have to submit only
to conventions of this sort, they obey no one but thetr own
will; and to ask how far the respective rights of the Sove-
reign and the atizens extend, 1s to ask up to what point the
latter can enter into undertakings with themsclves, cach with
all, and all with each.

We can sce from this that the sovercign power, absolute,
sacred, and 1nviolable as 1t 1s, does not and cannot exceed
the limits of general conventions, and that every man may
dispose at will of such goods and liberty as these conven-
tions leave him; so that the Sovereign never has a right to
lay more charges on one subject than on another, because,
in that case, the question becomes particular, and ceases to
be within its competency.

When these distinctions have once been admutted, it is
secn to be so untrue that there 1s, in the social conitract, any
real renunciation on the part of the individuals, that the
position 1n which they find themselves as a result of the
contract s really preferable to that 1n which they were before.
Instcad of a renunciation, they have made an advantageous
cxchange. instead of an uncertain and precarious way of
living they have got one that 1s better and more secure; instead
of natural independence they have got Iiberty, instead of the
power to harm others sccurity for themselves, and 1nstead of
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their strength, which others might overcome, 2 right which
soctal unton makes invincible, Their very life, which they
have devoted to the State, 1s by it constantly protected; and
when they risk 1t 1n the State’s defence, what more are they
doing than giving back what they have received from it?
What are they doing that they would not do more often and
with greater danger in the state of nature, 1n which they
would 1nevitably have to fight battles at the peril of thetr
lives in defence of that which 1s the means of their preser-
vation? All have indeed to fight when their country needs
them; but then no one has ever to fight for lumself. Do
we not gain something by running, on behalf of what gives
us our security, only some of the risks we should have to
run for ourselves, as soon as we lost 1t?

CHAPTER V
THE RIGHT OF LIFE AND DEATH

THE question 1s often asked how 1ndividuals, having no right
to dispose of their own lives, can tiansfer to the Sovereign a
right which they do not possess. The difficulty of answering
this question seems to me to lie 1 its being wrongly stated.
Every man has a night to risk his own life 1n order to pre-
serve 1t. Has 1t ever been said that a man who throws
himself out of the window to escape from a fire 1s guilty of
suicide®  Has such a crime ever been laid to the charge of
him who perishes in a storm because, when he went on
board, he knew of the danger?

The social treaty has for 1ts end the preservation of the
contracting parties. He who wills the end wills the means
also, and the means must involve some tisks, and even some
losses. He who wishes to preserve his life at others’ expense
should also, when 1t 1s necessary, be ready to gtve it up for
their sake. Furthermore, the citizen 1s no longer the judge
of the dangers to which the law destres him to expose him-
self, and when the prince says to him: ‘It is expedient for
the State that you should die,” he ought to die, because 1t 1s
only on that condition that he has been living 1n security up
to the present, and because his life 1s no longer a mere bounty
of naturc, but a gift made conditionally by the State,
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The death-penalty inflicted upon criminals may be looked
on 1n much the same light: 1t 1s 1n order that we may not
fall victims to an assassin that we consent to die if we our-
selves turn assassins. In this treaty, so far from disposing
of our own lives, we think only of securing them, and it
1s not to be assumed that any of the parties then expects to
get hanged .

Again, every malefactor, by attacking social rights, becomes
on forfeit a rebel and a trattor to hus country; by violating
1ts laws he ceases to be 2 member of it; he even makes war
upon 1t. In such a case the preservation of the State 1s
inconsistent with his own, and one or the other must perish,
1n putting the guilty to death, we slay not so much the
citizen as an enemy. The trial and the judgment are the
proofs that he has broken the social treaty, and 1s 1n conse-
quence no longer a member of the State. Since, then, he
has recognized himself to be such by living there, he must
be removed by exile as a violator of the compact, or by death
as a public enemy; for such an enemy 1s not a moral person,
but merely a man; and 1n such a case the right of war 1s to
kill the vanqushed.

But, 1t will be said, the condemnation of a criminal 1s a
particular act. I admut 1t* but such condemnation 1s not a
function of the Sovereign, 1t 1s a right the Sovereign can
confer without being able itself to exert 1t. All my ideas
are consistent, but I cannot expound them all at once.

We may add that frequent punishments are always a sign
of weakness or remissness on the part of the government.
There 1s not a single ill-doer who could not be turned to
some good. The State has no right to put to death, even
for the sake of making an example, any one whom it can
leave alive without danger.

The night of pardoning or exempting the guilty from a
penalty imposed by the law and pronounced by the judge
belongs only to the authority which 1s supertor to both judge
and law, 1.e. the Sovereign; even its right in this matter 1s
far from clear, and the cases for exercising 1t are extremely
rare. In a well-governed State, there are few punishments,
not because there are many pardons, but because criminals
are rare; 1t 1s when a State 1s 1n decay that the multitude of
crimes 1s a guarantee of impunity. Under the Roman
Republic, nesther the senate nor the consuls ever attempted
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to pardon; even the people never did so, though 1t some-
times revoked its own decision. Frequent pardons mean
that crime will soon need them no longer, and no one can
help seeing whither that leads. But I feel my heart protest-
ing and restraining my pea; let us leave these questions to
the just man who has never offended, and would himself
stand 10 no need of pardon.

CHAPTER VI
LAW

By the social compact we have given the body politic existence
and life; we have now by legislation to give it movement and
will. For the original act by which the body 1s formed and
united still 1n no respect determines what 1t ought to do for
1ts preservation.

What is well and 1n conformity with order 1s so by the
nature of things and independently of human conventions.
All justice comes from God, who 1s its sole source, but if
we knew how to recetve so high an inspiration, we should
need neither government nor laws. Doubtless, there 1s a
untversal justice emanating from reason alone; but this
justice, to be admitted among us, must be mutual. Humanly
speaking, in default of natural sanctions, the laws of justice
are ineffective among men: they merely make for the good
of the wicked and the undoing of the just, when the just
man observes them towards everybody and nobody observes
them towards him. Conventions and laws are therefore
needed to join rights to duties and refer justice to 1ts object.
In the state of nature, where everything 1s common, I owe
nothing to him whom I have promised nothing, I recognize
as belonging to others only what 1s of no use to me. In
the state of society all rights are fixed by law, and the case
becomes different.

But what, after all, is a law? As long as we remain satis-
fied with attaching purely metaphysical 1deas to the word, we
shall go on arguing without arriving at an understanding;
and when we have defined a law of nature, we shall be no
tiearer the definition of a law of the State.

I have already said that there can be no general will
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directed to a particular object. Such an object must be
either within or outside the State. If outside, a will which
1s alten to 1t cannot be, in relation to 1t, general; if within,
it 15 part of the State, and in that case there arises a relation
between whole and part which makes them two separate
beings, of which the part 1s one, and the whole minus the
part the other. But the whole minus a part cannot be the
whole; and while this relation persists, there can be no whole,
but only two unequal parts, and 1t follows that the will of one
1s no longer 10 any respect general in relation to the other.

But when the whole people dectees for the whole people,
it 1s considering only itself, and if a relation is then formed,
1t 15 between two aspects of the entire object, without there
being any division of the whole. In that case the matter
about which the decree 1s made 1s, like the decreeing will,
general. This act 1s what I call a law.

When I say that the object of laws 1s always general, I mean
that law considers subjects en masse and actions 1n the abstract,
and never a particular person or action. Thus the law may
indeed decree that there shall be privileges, but cannot confer
them on anybody by name. It may set up several classes of
citizens, and even lay down the qualifications for member-
ship of these classes, but 1t cannot nominate such and such
persons as belonging to them; 1t may establish a monarchical
government and hereditary succession, but 1t cannot choose
a king, or nominate a royal family. In a word, no function
which has a particular object belongs to the legislative power.

On this view, we at once see that 1t can no longer be
asked whose business 1t 1s to make laws, since they are acts
of the general will, nor whether the prince 1s above the law,
since he 1s 2 member of the State, nor whether the law can
be unjust, since no one 1s unjust to himself; nor how we
can be both free and subject to the laws, since they are but
registers of our wills,

We see further that, as the law unites untversality of will
with universality of object, what a man, whoever he be,
commands of his own motion cannot be a law; and even
what the Sovereign commands with regard to a particular
matter 15 no nearer being a law, but 1s a decree, an act, not
of sovereignty, but of magistracy.

I therefore give the name ‘Republic’ to every State that 1s
governed by laws, no matter what the form of 1ts adminsstration
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may be: for only 1n such a case does the public intetest govern,
and the res publica rank as a realsty. Every legitimate govern-
ment 1s republican;! what government1sI will explain later on.

Laws are, properly speaking, only the conditions of civil
association. The people, being subject to the laws, ought
to be their author: the conditions of the soctety ought to be
regulated solely by those who come together to form it.
But how are they to regulate them? Is it to be by common
agreement, by a sudden inspiration? Has the body politic
an organ to declare 1ts will> Who can gtve 1t the foresight
to formulate and announce its acts in advance? Or how is
1t to announce them 1n the hour of need?> How can a blind
multitude, which often does not know what 1t wills, because
it rarely knows what 1s good for 1t, carry out for itself so
great and difficult an enterprise as a system of legislation?
Of 1tself the people wills always the good, but of 1tself it by
no means always sees 1t. The general will 1s always 1n the
right, but the judgment which guides 1t 1s not always en-
lightened. It must be got to see objects as they are, and
sometimes as they ought to appear to 1t; it must be shown
the good road 1t is 1n search of, secured from the seductive
influences of 1ndividual wills, taught to see times and spaces
as a series, and made to weigh the attractions of present and
senstble advantages against the danger of distant and hudden
evils. The individuals see the good they reject; the public
wills the good 1t does not see. All stand equally 1n need
of guidance. The former must be compelled to bring their
wills into conformity with their reason; the latter must be
taught to know what 1t wills. If that 1s done, public en-
lightenment leads to the union of understanding and will
in the social body: the parts are made to work exactly
together, and the whole 1s raised to 1ts highest power. This
makes a legislator necessary.

11 understand by this word, not merely an anstocracy or a democracy, but
geaerally any government directed by the general will, which 1s the law  To be

legitimate, the government must be, not one with the Sovereign, but 1ts minuster

In such a case ¢ven a monarchy 1s a Republic  This will be made clearer 1a the
following book,

*C 680
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CHAPTER VII
THE LEGISLATOR

In order to discover the rules of soctety best suited to nations,
a supertor intelligence beholding all the passions of men
without experiencing any of them would be needed. This
intelligence would have to be wholly unrelated to our nature,
while knowing 1t through and through; its happiness would
have to be independent of us, and yet ready to occupy itself
with ours; and lastly, it would have, 1n the march of time,
to look forward to a distant glory, and, working in one
century, to be able to enjoy 1n the nextl It would take
gods to give men laws,

What Caligula argued from the facts, Plato, in the dialogue
called the Po/i#icus, argued 1n defining the civil or kingly man,
on the basts of right. But if great princes are rare, how much
more so are great legislators! The former have only to
follow the pattern which the latter have to lay down. The
legislator 15 the engineer who invents the machine, the
prince merely the mechanic who sets 1t up and makes it go
‘At the birth of societies,” says Montesquieu, ‘the rulers of
Republics establish institutions, and afterwards the institu-
tions mould the rulers.’ 2

He who dares to undertake the making of a people’s
institutions ought to feel himself capable, so to speak, of
changing human nature, of transforming each individual,
who 1s by humself a complete and solitary whole, into part
of a greater whole from which he 1n a manner recetves his
life and being; of altering man’s constitution for the purpose
of strengthening 1t; and of substituting a parttal and moral
existence for the physical and independent existence nature
has conferred on us all. He must, 10 a word, take away
from man his own resources and give him instead new ones
alien to him, and incapable of being made use of without
the help of other men. The more completely these natural
resources are annthilated, the greater and the more lasting
are those which he acquires, and the more stable and perfect
the new institutions; so that if each citizen 1s nothing and

1 A people becomes famous only when 1ts legislation begins to dechae  We
do not know for how many centustes the system of Lycurgus made the Spartans
happy before the rest of Greece took any notice of 1t.

¥ Montesquicu, The Greatness and Decadence of the Romans, ch L
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can do nothing without the rest, and the resources acquired
by the whole are equal or superior to the aggregate of the
resources of all the individuals, 1t may be said that legislation
is at the highest possible point of perfection.

The legislator occupies in every respect an extraordinary
position 1n the State. If he should do so by reason of his
gentus, he does so no less by reason of his office, which 1s
netther magistracy, nor Sovereignty. ‘This office, which sets
up the Republic, nowhere enters into 1ts constitution; it is
an individual and superior function, which has nothing 1n
common with human empire; for if 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 it
over men; or else his laws would be the ministers of his
passions and would often merely serve to perpetuate his
injustices: his private aims would inevitably mar the sanctity
of his work.

When Lycurgus gave laws to his country, he began by
tesigning the throne. It was the custom of most Greek
towns to entrust the establishment of their laws to foreigners.
The Republics of modern Italy in many cases followed this
example; Geneva did the same and profited by 1t.! Rome,
when 1t was most prosperous, suffered a revival of all the
crimes of tyranny, and was brought to the verge of destruc-
tion, because it put the legislative authority and the sovereign
power into the same hands.

Nevertheless, the decemvirs themselves never claimed
the right to pass any law merely on their own authority.
‘Nothing we propose to you,” they said to the people,
‘can pass into law without your consent. Romans, be
yourselves the authors of the laws which are to make you
happy.’

He, therefore, who draws up the laws has, or should have,
no right of legislation, and the people cannot, even 1f 1t
wishes, deprive itself of this incommunicable right, because,
according to the fundamental compact, only the general will
can bind the individuals, and there can be no assurance that
a particular will 1s in conformity with the general will, until

I Those who Lnow Calvin only as a theologian much ‘underestimate the extent
of hus gentus  The codification of our wise cdicts, 1n which be played a large

art, does him no less honour than his Institute  Whatever revolution time may

nng i our rehigion, so long as the spirt of patriotism and libetty still lives among
us, the memory of this great man will be for ever blessed
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it has been put to the free vote of the people. This I have
said already, but 1t 1s worth while to repeat it.

Thus 1n the task of legislation we find together two things
which appear to be incompatible: an enterprise too difficult
for human powers, and, for its execution, an authority that
1s no authority.

There 15 a further difficulty that deserves attention. Wise
men, if they try to speak their language to the common herd
mstead of its own, cannot possibly make themselves under-
stood. There are a thousand kinds of ideas which it is
impossible to translate 1nto popular language. Conceptions
that are too general and objects that are too remote are
equally out of its range* each indtvidual, having no taste for
any other plan of government than that which suits his
particular interest, finds 1t difficult to realize the advantages
he might hope to draw from the continual privations good
laws impose. For a young people to be able to relish sound
principles of political theory and follow the fundamental
rules of statecraft, the effect would have to become the cause;
the social spirit, which should be created by these institutions,
would have to prestde over their very foundation; and men
would have to be before law what they should become by
means of law. The legislator therefore, being unable to
appeal to erther force or reason, must have recourse to an
authonty of a different order, capable of constraining without
violence and persuading without convincing.

This 1s what has, 1n all ages, compelled the fathers of
nations to have recourse to divine intervention and credit
the gods with their own wisdom, 1n order that the peoples,
submutting to the laws of the State as to those of nature,
and recognizing the same power 1n the formation of the city
as 1n that of man, might obey freely, and bear with docility
the yoke of the public happiness

This sublime reason, far above the range of the common
herd, 1s that whose decistons the legislator puts into the mouth
of the immortals, 1n order to constrain by divine authority
those whom human prudence could not movel But 1t 1s

1*In truth,’ says Machiavells, “there has never been, 1n any country, an extra-
ordinary legislator who has not had recourse to God, for otherwise his laws would
not have been accepted there are, 1n fact, many useful truths of which a wise
man may have knowledge without their having 1n themselves such clear reasons
for their being 50 as to be able to convinee others® (Discourses on Lizy, BL V,ch x1)
{Rousscau quotes the Italan }
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not anybody who can make the gods speak, or get himself
believed when he proclaims himself their interpreter, The
great soul of the legislator 1s the only miracle that can prove
his mission. Any man may grave tablets of stone, or buy
an oracle, or feign secret intercourse with some divinity, or
train a bird to whisper 1n his ear, or find other vulgar ways
of imposing on the people. He whose knowledge goes no
further may perhaps gather round him a band of fools; but
he will never found an empire, and his extravagances will
quickly perssh with hum, Idle tricks form a passing te,
only wisdom can make 1t lasting. The Judaic law, which
st1ll subsists, and that of the child of Ishmael, which, for ten
centuries, has ruled half the world, still proclaim the great
men who laid them down; and, while the pride of philosophy
or the blind spirit of faction sees in them no more than lucky
impostures, the true political theorist admures, 1n the 1nstitu-
tions they set up, the great and powerful gentus which presides
over things made to endure.

We should not, with Warburton, conclude from this that
politics and religion have among us a common object, but
that, 1n the first periods of nations, the one 1s used as an
instrument for the other.

CHAPTER VIII
THE PEOPLE

As, before putting up a large building, the architect surveys
and sounds the site to see 1if 1t will bear the weight, the wise
legtslator does not begin by laying down laws good in
themselves, but by investigating the fitness of the people,
for which they are destined, to recetve them. Plato refused
to legislate for the Arcadians and the Cyrenaeans, because
he knew that both peoples were rich and could not put up
with equality; and good laws and bad men were found
together in Crete, because Minos had inflicted discipline on
a people already burdened with vice.

A thousand nations have achieved earthly greatness, that
could never have endured good laws; even such as could
have endured them could have done so only for a very brief
period of their long history. Most peoples, like most men,
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are docile only in youth; as they grow old they become
incorrigible.  When once customs have become established
and prejudices inveterate, 1t is dangerous and useless to
attempt their reformation; the people, like the foolish and
cowardly patients who rave at sight of the doctor, can
no longer bear that any one should lay hands on its faults
to remedy them.

There are indeed times 1n the history of States when, just
as some kinds of illness turn men’s heads and make them
forget the past, periods of violence and revolutions do to
peoples what these crises do to individuals: horror of the
past takes the place of forgetfulness, and the State, set on fire
by avil wars, 1s born again, so to speak, from its ashes, and
takes on anew, fresh from the jaws of death, the vigour of
youth Such were Sparta at the time of Lycurgus, Rome
after the Tarquins, and, in modern times, Holland and
Switzerland after the expulsion of the tyrants.

But such events are rare, they are exceptions, the cause of
which 1s always to be found 1n the particular constitution of
the State concerned. They cannot even happen twice to the
same people, for 1t can make 1tself free as long as 1t remains
barbarous, but not when the civic impulse has lost 1ts vigour.
Then disturbances may destroy 1t, but revolutions cannot
mend 1t: 1t needs a master, and not a liberator. Free peoples,
be mindful of this maxim: ‘Liberty may be gained, but can
never be recovered.’

Youth 1s not infancy. There 1s for nations, as for men,
a period of youth, or, shall we say, maturity, before which
they should not be made subject to laws; but the matunty
of a people 1s not always easily recognizable, and, if 1t 1s
anticipated, the work 1s spoilt. One people is amenable
to discipline from the beginning; another, not after ten
centurtes. Russia will never be really ctvilized, because 1t
was civilized too soon Peter had a gentus for imitation;
but he lacked true genius, which 1s creative and makes all
from nothing. He did some good things, but most of what
he did was out of place. He saw that his people was bat-
barous, but did not see that it was not ripe for cvilization:
he wanted to civilize 1t when 1t needed only hardening. His
first wish was to make Germans or Englishmen, when he
ought to have been making Russians; and he prevented his
subjects from ever becoming what they might have been by
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persuading them that they were what they are not. In this
fashion too a French teacher turns out his pupil to be an
infant prodigy, and for the rest of his Iife to be nothing
whatsoever. ‘The empire of Russia will aspire to conquer
Europe, and will itself be conquered. The Tartars, its sub-
jects or neighbours, will become 1ts masters and ours, by a
revolution which I regard as inevitable. Indeed, all the kings
of Europe ate working 1n concert to hasten its coming,

CHAPTER IX
THE PEOPLE (continued)

As nature has set bounds to the stature of a well-made man,
and, outstde those limits, makes nothing but giants or dwatrfs,
similarly, for the constitution of a State to be at its best, 1t
1s posstble to fix limats that will make 1t neither too large for
good government, nor too small for self-maintenance. In
every body politic there is 2 maximum strength which 1t can-
not exceed and which 1t only loses by increasing 1n size.
Every extension of the social tie means its relaxation; and,
generally speaking, a small State 1s stronger 1n proportion
than a great one.

A thousand arguments could be advanced in favour of
thus prinaple. First, long distances make administration
mote difficult, just as a weight becomes heavier at the end
of a longer lever. Adminstration therefore becomes more
and more burdensome as the distance grows greater; for,
in the first place, each city has its own, which 1s paid for by
the people: each district its own, still paid for by the people:
then comes each province, and then the great governments,
satrapies, and viceroyalties, always costing more the higher
you go, and always at the expense of the unfortunate people.
Last of all comes the supreme administration, which eclipses
all the rest. All these overcharges are a continual drain
upon the subjects; so far from being better governed by
all these different orders, they are worse governed than if
there were only a single authority over them. In the mean-
time, there scatce remain resources enough to meet emer-
genctes; and, when recoutse must be had to these, the State
1s always on the eve of destruction.
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Ths is not all; not only has the government less vigour
and promptitude for securing the obscrvance of the laws,
preventing nuisances, correcting abuses, and guarding against
seditious undertakings begun in distant places, the people
has less affection for its rulers, whom 1t never sees, for its
country, which, to 1ts eyes, scems like the world, and for its
fellow citizens, most of whom are unknown to it. The same
laws cannot suit so many diverse provinces with different
customs, situated 1n the most various climates, and incapable
of enduring a uniform government  Dafferent laws lead only
to trouble and confusion among peoples which, living under
the same rulers and 1n constant communication one with
another, intermingle and intermarry, and, coming under the
sway of new customs, never know if they can call their very
patrimony their own, Talent 1s buried, virtue unknown, and
vice unpunished, among such a multitude of men who do
not know one another, gathered together 1n one place at the
seat of the central adminustration  ‘The leaders, overwhelmed
with business, see nothing for themselves; the State 1s
governed by cletks Finally, the measures which have to
be taken to maintain the general authorty, which all these
distant offictals wish to escape or to impose upon, absorb
all the energy of the public, so that there is none left for
the happiness of the people. There 1s hardly enough to
defend it when need amnses, and thus a body which s too
big for its constitution gives way and falls crushed under
its own weight

Again, the State must assure 1tself a safe foundation, 1f 1t
1s to have stability, and to be able to resist the shocks 1t
cannot help experiencing, as well as the efforts 1t will be
forced to make for its maintenance; for all peoples have a
kind of centrifugal force that makes them continually act
one against another, and tend to aggrandize themselves at
their neighbouts’ expense, like the vortices of Descartes.
Thus the weak run the risk of being soon swallowed up;
and 1t 15 almost impossible for any one to preserve 1tself
except by putting itself 1n a state of equilibrium with all, so
that the pressure 1s on all sides practically equal.

It may therefore be seen that there are reasons for expan-
ston and reasons for contraction; and 1t 1s no small part of
the statesman’s skill to hit between them the mean that 1s
most favourable to the preservation of the State, It may be
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said that the reason for expansion, being merely external and
relative, ought to be subordinate to the reasons for contrac-
tion, which are internal and absolute. A strong and healthy
constitution 1s the first thing to look for; and 1t 1s better to
count on the vigour which comes of good government than
on the resources a great territory furnishes.

It may be added that there have been known States so
constituted that the necessity of making conquests entered
into their very constitution, and that, 10 order to maintain
themselves, they were forced to expand ceaselessly. It may
be that they congratulated themselves greatly on this fortunate
necessity, which none the less indicated to them, along
with the limits of their greatness, the inevitable moment of
their fall.

CHAPTER X
THE PEOPLE (contintted)

A BopY politic may be measured 1n two ways—either by the
extent of 1ts territory, or by the number of its people, and
there 1s, between these two measurements, a right relation
which makes the State really great. The men make the
State, and the territory sustains the men; the right relation
therefore 1s that the land should suffice for the maintenance
of the inhabitants, and that there should be as many i1nhabi-
tants as the land can maintain, In this proportion lies the
maximum strength of a given number of people; for, 1f there
1s too much land, 1t 15 troublesome to guard and 1nadequately
cultivated, produces more than 1s needed, and soon gives
tise to wars of defence, if there 1s not enough, the State
depends on 1ts neighbours for what 1t needs over and above,
and this soon gives rise to wars of offence. Every people,
to which 1ts situation gives no choice save that between
commerce and war, 1s weak 1n 1tself: 1t depends on 1ts neigh-
bouts, and on circumstances, 1ts existence can never be more
than short and uncertain. It either conquers others, and
changes 1ts situation, or 1t 1s conquered and becomes nothing.
Only insignificance or greatness can keep it free.

No fixed relation can be stated between the extent of terri-
tory and the population that are adequate one to the other,
both because of the differences in the quality of land, 1n 1ts
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fertility, in the nature of its products, and in the influence
of climate, and because of the different tempers of those who
inhabit it; for some in a fertile country consume little, and
others on an ungrateful soill much. The greater or less
fecundity of women, the conditions that are more or less
favourable 1n each country to the growth of population, and
the 1nfluence the legislator can hope to exercise by his 1nsti-
tutions, must also be taken into account. The legislator
therefore should not go by what he sees, but by what he
foresees; he should stop not so much at the state 1n which
he actually finds the population, as at that to which it ought
naturally to attain, Lastly, there are countless cases in which
the particular local circumstances demand or allow the
acqusition of a greater territory than seems necessary. ‘Thus,
expansion will be great 1n a mountainous country, where
the natural products, t.e. woods and pastures, nced less
labour, where we know from experience that women are
more fertile than in the plamns, and where a great expanse
of slope affords only a small level tract that can be counted
on for vegetation. On the other hand, contraction 1s possible
on the coast, even 1n lands of rocks and nearly barren sands,
because there fishing makes up to a great extent for the lack
of land produce, because the inhabitants have to congregate
together more 1n order to repel pirates, and further because
it 15 easter to unburden the country of its superfluous 1nhabi-
tants by means of colonies.

To these conditions of law-giving must be added one other
which, though 1t cannot take the place of the rest, renders
them all useless when 1t 1s absent. This 1s the enjoyment of
peace and plenty, for the moment at which a State sets its
house 1n order s, like the moment when a battalion 1s
forming up, that when its body is least capable of offering
resistance and eastest to destroy. A better resistance could
be made at a time of absolute disorganization than at a
moment of fermentation, when each 1s occupied with his
own posttion and not with the danger. If war, famine, or
sedition arises at this time of crists, the State will inevitably
be overthrown.

Not that many governments have not been set up during
such storms; but 1n such cases these govetnments are them-
selves the State’s destroyers. Usurpers always bring about
or select troublous times to get passed, under cover of the
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public terror, destructive laws, which the people would
never adopt in cold blood. The moment chosen is one of
the surest means of distinguishing the work of the legislator
from that of the tyrant.

What people, then, is a fit subject for legislation? One
which, already bound by some unity of origin, interest, or
convention, has never yet felt the real yoke of law; one that
has neither customs nor superstitions deeply ingrained, one
which stands 1n no fear of being overwhelmed by sudden
invasion; one which, without entering into 1ts neighbours’
quarrels, can resist each of them single-handed, or get the
help of one to repel another; one 1n which every member
may be known by every other, and there is no need to lay
on any man burdens too heavy for 2 man to bear; one which
can do without other peoples, and without which all others
can do;! one which is neither rich nor poor, but self-
suffictent; and, lastly, one which unites the consistency of
an ancient people with the docility of a new one. Legislation
1s made difficult less by what 1t 1s necessary to build up than
by what has to be destroyed; and what makes success so rare
1s the mmpossibility of finding natural simplicity together
with social requirements. All these conditions are indeed
rarely found united, and therefore few States have good
constitutions.

There 1s still in Europe one country capable of being
given laws—Corsica. The valour and persistency with
which that brave people has regained and defended its
liberty well deserves that some wise man should teach it
how to preserve what it has won. I have a feeling that some
day that little 1sland will astonish Europe.

LIf there were two neighbouring peoples, one of which could not do without
the other, 1t would be very hard on the former, and very dangerous for the latter
Every wise nation, o such a case, would make haste to free the other from de-
pendence  The Republic of Thlascala, enclosed by the Mexican Empure, preferred
doing without salt to buying from the Mexicans, or even getting it from them as
a gift. The Thlascalans were wise enough to see the snare hidden under such

liberality They kept their freedom, and that Little State, shut up in that great
Empire, was finally the mstrument of its ruin,
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CHAPTER XI
THE VARIOUS SYSTEMS OF LEGISLATION

Ir we ask 1n what precsely consists the greatest good of all,
which should be the end of every system of legislation, we
shall find 1t reduce itself to two main objects, liberty and
equality—liberty, because all particular dependence means so
much force taken from the body of the State, and equality,
because liberty cannot extst without 1t.

I have already defined civil hiberty; by equality, we should
understand, not that the degrees of power and riches are to
be absolutely identical for everybody; but that power shall
never be great enough for violence, and shall always be
exercised by virtue of rank and law; and that, 10 respect of
riches, no citizen shall ever be wealthy enough to buy an-
other, and none poor enough to be forced to sell himself: !
which 1mplies, on the part of the great, moderation 1n goods
and position, and, on the side of the common sort, modera-
tton 1n avarice and covetousness.

Such equality, we are told, 1s an unpractical 1deal that can-
not actually exist.  But 1f 1ts abuse 1s 1nevitable, does it follow
that we should not at least make regulations concerning it?
It 1s precisely because the force of circumstances tends con-
tinually to destroy equality that the force of legislation
should always tend to its maintenance

But these general objects of every good legislative system
need modifying 1n every country in accordance with the
local situation and the temper of the inhabitants; and these
circumstances should determine, 1n each case, the particular
system of institutions which 1s best, not perhaps 1n itself,
but for the State for which 1t 1s destined. If, for instance,
the soil 1s barren and unproductive, or the land too crowded
for its inhabutants, the people should turn to industry and the
crafts, and exchange what they produce for the commodities
they lack. If, on the other hand, a people dwells 1n rich
plains and fertile slopes, or, 1n a good land, lacks 1nhabitants,
1t should give all its attention to agriculture, which causes

* If the object 1s to give the State consstency, bring the two extremes s near to
cach other as possible, allow neither rich men nor beggars  These two estates,
which are naturally inseparable, are equally fatal to the common good, from the

one come the friends of tyranay, and from the other tyrants It 1s always between
them that public liberty 1s put up to auction, the one buys, and the other sclls
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men to multiply, and should drive out the crafts, which
would only result 1n depopulation, by grouping 1n a few
localities the few inhabitants there arel If a nation dwells
on an extensive and convenient coast-line, let 1t cover the
sea with ships and foster commerce and navigation. It will
have a life that will be short and glorious. If, on its coasts,
the sea washes nothing but almost 1naccessible rocks, let 1t
remain barbarous and ichthyophagous: 1t will have a quieter,
pethaps a better, and certainly a happier life. In a word,
bestdes the principles that are common to all, every nation
has in itself something that gives them a particular applica-
tion, and makes its legislation peculiarly its own. Thus,
among the Jews long ago and mote recently among the
Arabs, the chief object was religion, among the Athentans
letters, at Carthage and Tyre commerce, at Rhodes shipping,
at Sparta war, at Rome virtue. The author of The Spirst of
the Laws has shown with many examples by what art the
legislator directs the constitution towards each of these
objects.

What makes the constitution of a State really solid and
lasting 1s the due observance of what 1s proper, so that the
natural relations are always in agreement with the laws on
every point, and law only serves, so to speak, to assure, accom-
pany and rectify them. But if the legislator mustakes his
object and adopts a principle other than circumstances natur-
ally direct; of hus principle makes for servitude, while they
make for liberty, or if it makes for riches, while they make
for populousness, or if 1t makes for peace, while they make
for conquest—the laws will insensibly lose their influence,
the constitution will alter, and the State will have no rest
from trouble till 1t 15 etther destroyed or changed, and nature
has resumed her 1avincible sway.

1¢Any branch of foru%n commerce,’ says M d’Argenson, ‘creates on the whole

or

only apparent advantage for the hingdom 1n general, 1t may enrich some individuals,

of even some towns, but the natton as a whole gains nothing by 1t, and the people
1s 10 better off?
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CHAPTER XII
THE DIVISION OF THE LAWS

Ir the whole is to be set in otder, and the commonwealth
put 1mto the best possible shape, there are various relations
to be considered. Furst, there 1s the action of the complete
body upon 1tself, the relatton of the whole to the whole, of
the Sovereign to the State, and this relation, as we shall see,
1s made up of the relations of the intermediate terms.

The laws which regulate this relation bear the name of
political laws, and are also called fundamental laws, not with-
out reason if they are wise. For, if there 1s, 1n each State,
only one good system, the people that 1s 1n possesston of it
should hold fast to this; but if the established order is bad,
why should laws that prevent men from being good be
regarded as fundamental? Besides, 1n any case, a pcople 1s
always 10 a position to change 1ts laws, however good, for, 1f
it choose to do 1tself harm, who can have a right to stop 1t?

The second relation 1s that of the members one to an-
other, or to the body as a whole; and this relation should
be in the first respect as unimportant, and in the second
as important, as possible. Each atizen would then be per-
fectly independent of all the rest, and at the same time very
dependent on the city; which 1s brought about always by the
same means, as the strength of the State can alone secure
the liberty of 1ts members. From this second relation arsse
awvil laws.

We may consider also a third kind of relation between
the 1ndividual and the law, a relation of disobedience to 1ts
penalty. ‘This gives rise to the setting up of criminal laws,
which, at bottom, are less a particular class of law than the
sanction behind all the rest.

Along with these three kinds of law goes a fourth, most
important of all, which is not graven on tablets of marble
or brass, but on the hearts of the citizens. This forms the
real constitution of the State, takes on every day new powers,
when other laws decay or die out, restores them or takes
their place, keeps a people in the ways in which 1t was meant
to go, and 1nsensibly replaces authority by the force of habit.
I am speaking of morality, of custom, above all of public
opinion; a power unknown to political thinkers, on which
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none the less success in everything else depends. With this
the great legislator concerns himself in secret, though he
seems to confine himself to patticular regulations; for these
atre only the arc of the arch, while manners and morals,
slower to arise, form in the end its immovable keystone.

Among the different classes of laws, the political, which
determine the form of the government, are alone relevant
to my subject.



BOOK 1II

Berore speaking of the different forms of government, let
us try to fix the exact sense of the word, which has not yet
been very clearly explained.

CHAPTER 1

GOVERNMENT IN GENERAL

I wARN the reader that this chapter requires careful reading,
and that I am unable to make myself clear to those who
refuse to be attentive,

Every free action 1s produced by the concurrence of two
causes; one moral, 1.e. the will which determunes the act;
the other physical, 1.e. the power which executes it. When
I walk towards an object, 1t 1s necessary first that I should
will to go there, and, 1n the second place, that my feet should
carry me, If a paralytic wills to run and an active man wills
not to, they will both stay where they are. The body politic
has the same motive powers, hete too force and will are
distinguished, will under the name of legislative power and
force under that of executive power. Without their con-
currence, nothing 1s, or should be, done.

We have seen that the legislative power belongs to the
people, and can belong to 1t alone. It may, on the other
hand, readily be seen, from the prnciples laid down above,
that the executive power cannot belong to the generality as
legislature or Sovereign, because 1t consists wholly of particular
acts which fall outside the competency of the law, and con-
sequently of the Sovereign, whose acts must always be laws.

The public force therefore needs an agent of its own to
bind 1t together and set it to work under the direction of
the general will, to serve as a means of communication
between the State and the Sovereign, and to do for the
collective person more or less what the union of soul and
body does for man. Here we have what 1s, 1n the State,
the basts of government, often wrongly confused with the
Sovereign, whose minister it 1s,

What then 1s government? An intermediate body set

46
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up between the subjects and the Soveteign, to secure their
mutual correspondence, charged with the execution of the
laws and the maintenance of liberty, both civil and political.

The members of this body are called magistrates or Asmgs,
that is to say governors, and the whole body bears the name
princer Thus those who hold that the act, by which a
people puts iself under a prince, 1s not a contract, are cer-
tawnly right. Itis simply and solely a commussion, an employ-
ment, 10 which the rulers, mere officials of the Sovereign,
exercise in their own name the power of which 1t makes them
deposttartes. This power 1t can limit, modify, or recover at
pleasure; for the alienation of such a right 1s incompatible
with the nature of the social body, and contrary to the end
of association.

1 call then governmen?, or supreme admunistration, the
legitimate exercise of the executive power, and prince or
magistrate the man or the body entrusted with that
administration.

In government reside the intermediate forces whose rela-
tions make up that of the whole to the whole, or of the
Sovereign to the State. This last relation may be repre-
sented as that between the extreme terms of a continuous
proportion, which has government as its mean proportional.
The government gets from the Sovereign the orders 1t gives
the people, and, for the State to be properly balanced, there
must, when everything 1s reckoned 1n, be equality between
the product or power of the government taken in tself, and
the product or power of the citizens, who are on the one
hand sovereign and on the other subject.

Furthermore, none of these three terms can be altered
without the equality being instantly destroyed. If the
Sovereign desires to govern, or the magistrate to give laws,
or if the subjects refuse to obey, disorder takes the place of
regularty, force and will no longer act together, and the
State 15 dissolved and falls 1nto despottsm or anarchy. Lastly,
as there 15 only one mean proportional between each relation,
there 15 also only one good government possible for a State.
But, as countless events may change the relations of a people,
not only may different governments be good for different
peoples, but also for the same people at different times.

! Thus at Venice the College, even 1n the abseace of the Doge, 15 called *Most
Serene Prince’
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In attempting to give some idca of the various relations
that may hold between these two extreme terms, I shall take
as an example the number of a people, which 1s the most
easily expressible.

Suppose the State 1s composed of ten thousand citizens.
The Sovercign can only be considered collectively and as
a body; but cach member, as being a subject, is regarded
as an indrvidual: thus the Sovereign 1s to the subject as ten
thousand to one, i.e. each member of the State has as his
share only a ten-thousandth part of the sovereign authority,
although he 1s wholly under its control. If the people
numberts a hundred thousand, the condition of the subject
undergoes no change, and cach equally 1s under the whole
authority of the laws, while his vote, being reduced to one
hundred thousandth part, has ten times less influence in
drawing them up. The subject therefore remaiming always
a unit, the relatton between him and the Sovercign increases
with the number of the citizens. From thss 1t follows that,
the larger the State, the less the liberty.

When I say the rclation increases, I mean that it grows
more unequal. Thus the greater i1t 1s 1n the geometrical
sense, the less relation there 1s in the ordinary sense of the
word. In the former sense, the relation, considered accord-
ing to quantity, 1s expressed by the quotient, 1n the latter,
considered according to 1dentuty, 1t is reckoned by similarity.

Now, the less relation the particular wills have to the
general will, that 1s, morals and manners to laws, the more
should the repressive force be increased. The government,
then, to be good, should be proportionately stronger as the
people 1s more numerous.

On the other hand, as the growth of the State gives the
deposttaries of the public authority more temptations and
chances of abusing their power, the greater the force with
which the government ought to be endowed for keeping the
people 1n hand, the greater too should be the force at the
disposal of the Sovereign for keeping the government in
hand. I am speaking, not of absolute force, but of the
relative force of the different parts of the State.

It follows from this double telation that the continuous
proportion between the Sovereign, the prince, and the people,
1s by no means an arbitrary 1dea, but a necessary consequence
of the nature of the body politic. It follows further that,
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one of the extreme terms, viz. the people, as subject, being
fixed and represented by unity, whenever the duplicate ratio
increases or dimunishes, the simple ratto does the same, and
1s changed accordingly. From this we see that there is not
a single unique and absolute form of government, but as
many governments differing in nature as there are States
differing 10 size.

If, ridiculing this system, any one were to say that, in
otder to find the mean proportional and give form to the
body of the government, 1t is only necessary, according to
me, to find the square root of the number of the people,
I should answer that T am here taking this number only as
an instance; that the relations of which I am speaking are
not measured by the number of men alone, but generally by
the amount of action, which is a combination of a multitude
of causes; and that, further, if, to save words, I borrow for
a moment the tetms of geometry, I am none the less well
aware that moral quantities do not allow of geometrical
accuracy.

The government is on a small scale what the body politic
which includes it is on a great one. It is a moral person
endowed with certain faculties, active like the Sovereign and
passtve like the State, and capable of bemng resolved into
other similar relations. ‘This accordingly gives rise to a new
proportion, within which there 1s yet another, according to
the arrangement of the magistracies, till an indivisible middle
term 1s reached, 1.e. a single ruler or supreme magistrate,
who may be represented, 1n the mudst of this progression,
as the unity between the fractional and the ordinal series.

Without encumbeting ourselves with this multiplication of
terms, let us rest content with regarding government as a
new body within the State, distinct from the people and the
Sovereign, and intermediate between them.

There 1s between these two bodtes this essential difference,
that the State exists by itself, and the government only
through the Sovereign. Thus the dominant will of the
prince s, or should be, nothing but the general will or the
law, his force 1s only the public force concentrated in his
hands, and, as soon as he tries to base any absolute and
independent act on his own authority, the tie that binds the
whole together begins to be loosened. If finally the prince
should come to have a particular will more active than the
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will of the Sovereign, and should employ the public force 1n
his hands 1n obedience to this particular will, there would
be, so to speak, two Sovereigns, one rightful and the other
actual, the social union would evaporate instantly, and the
body politic would be dissolved.

However, 1n order that the government may have a true
existence and a real hife distinguishing it from the body of
the State, and in order that all its members may be able to
act 1n concert and fulfil the end for which 1t was set up, 1t
must have a particular personality, a sensibility common to
1ts members, and a force and will of its own making for 1ts
preservation. This particular existence implies assemblies,
councils, power of deliberation and decision, nights, titles,
and privileges belonging exclusively to the prince and making
the office of magistrate more honourable 1n proportion as it
1s more troublesome. The difficulttes lie in the manner of
so ordeting this subordinate whole withun the whole, that it
1n no way alters the general constitution by affirmation of
its own, and always distinguishes the particular force 1t
possesses, which 1s destined to aid in 1ts preservation, from
the public force, which 1s destined to the preservation of the
State; and, 1n a word, 1s always ready to sacrifice the govern-
ment to the people, and never to sacrifice the people to the
government.

Furthermore, although the artificial body of the govern-
ment 1s the work of another artificial body, and has, we may
say, only a borrowed and subordinate life, this does not
prevent it from being able to act with more or less vigour
or promptitude, or from being, so to speak, in more or less
robust health. Finally, without departing directly from the
end for which 1t was instituted, 1t may deviate more or less
from 1t, according to the manner of its constitution.

From all these differences arise the various relations which
the government ought to bear to the body of the State,
according to the accidental and particular relations by which
the State 1tself 1s modified, for often the government that 1s
best 1n 1tself will become the most pernicious, 1f the relations
in which 1t stands have altered according to the defects of
the body politic to which 1t belongs.
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CHAPTER TI

THE CONSTITUENT PRINCIPLE IN THE VARIOUS FORMS OF
GOVERNMENT

To set forth the general cause of the above differences, we
must here distinguish between government and its principle,
as we did before between the State and the Sovereign.

The body of the magistrates may be composed of a greater
or a less number of members. We said that the relation of
the Sovereign to the subjects was greater in proportion as
the people was more numerous, and, by a clear analogy,
we may say the same of the relation of the government to
the magistrates.

But the total force of the government, being always that
of the State, 1s invariable; so that, the more of this force 1t
expends on 1ts own members, the less it has left to employ
on the whole people.

‘The more numerous the magistrates, therefore, the weaker
the government. 'This principle being fundamental, we must
do our best to make 1t clear.

In the person of the magistrate we can distinguish three
essentnally different wills: first, the private will of the ind:-
vidual, tending only to his personal advantage; secondly,
the common will of the magistrates, which is relative solely
to the advantage of the prince, and may be called corporate
Will,‘bemg general 1 relation to the government, and par-
ticular in’relation to the State, of which the government
forms part; and, 1n the third place, the will of the people or
the sovereign will, which 1s general both in relation to the
State regarded as the whole, and to the government regarded
as a part of the whole.

In a perfect act of legislation, the indtvidual or particular
will should be at zero, the corporate will belonging to the
government should occupy a very subordinate position; and,
consequently, the general or sovereign will should always
predomuinate and should be the sole guide of all the rest.

_According to the natural order, on the other hand, these
different wills become more active 1n proportion as they are
concentrated. ‘Thus, the general will 1s always the weakest,
the corporate will second, and the 1ndividual will strongest
of all: so that, 1n the government, each member 1s first of
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all himself, then a magistrate, and then a atizen—in an order
exactly the reverse of what the socal system requires.

This granted, if the whole government 1s in the hands
of one man, the particular and the corporate will are wholly
united, and consequently the latter 1s at 1ts highest possible
degree of intensity. But, as the use to which the force 1s
put depends on the degree reached by the will, and as the
absolute force of the government 1s invarable, it follows
that the most active government 1s that of one man.

Suppose, on the other hand, we unite the government
with the legislative authority, and make the Sovereign prince
also, and all the citizens so many magistrates: then the
corporate will, being confounded with the general will, can
possess no greater activity than that will, and must leave the
particular will as strong as it can possibly be. Thus, the
government, having always the same absolute force, will be
at the lowest point of its relative force or activity.

These relations are incontestable, and there are other con-
siderations which still further confirm them. We can see,
for 1nstance, that each magistrate 1s more active 1n the body
to which he belongs than each citizen 1n that to which he
belongs, and that consequently the particular will has much
more 1nfluence on the acts of the government than on those
of the Sovereign, for each magistrate 1s almost always charged
with some governmental function, while each citizen, taken
singly, exercises no function of Sovereignty. Furthermore,
the bigger the State grows, the more its real force increases,
though not 1n direct proportion to 1ts growth; but, the State
remaining the same, the number of magistrates may increase
to any extent, without the government gaining any greater
real force; for 1ts force 1s that of the State, the dimension of
which remains equal. Thus the relative force or activity
of the government decreases, while its absolute or real force
cannot increase.

Moreover, 1t 1s a certainty that promptitude in execution
diminishes as more people are put 1n charge of 1t: where
prudence 1s made too much of, not enough 1s made of
fortune; opportunity 1s let slip, and deliberation results 1n
the loss of its object

I have just proved that the government grows remiss in
proportion as the number of the magistrates increases; and
1 previously proved that, the more numerous the people, the
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greater should be the repressive force. From this it follows
that the relation of the magisttates to the government should
vary inversely to the relation of the subjects to the Sovereign,
that is to say, the larger the State, the more should the
government be tightened, so that the number of the rulers
diminish in proportion to the increase of that of the people.

It should be added that I am here speaking of the relative
strength of the government, and not of its rectitude: for, on
the other hand, the more numerous the magistracy, the
nearer the corporate will comes to the general will; while,
under a single magistrate, the corporate will 15, as I said,
merely a particular will.  Thus, what may be gamned on one
side 15 lost on the other, and the art of the legislator 1s to
know how to fix the point at which the force and the will
of the government, which are always 1n inverse proportion,
meet i1n the relation that is most to the advantage of the
State,

CHAPTER III
THE DIVISION OF GOVERNMENTS

WE saw in the last chapter what causes the various kinds
or forms of government to be distinguished according to the
number of the members composing them: 1t remains 1n this
to discover how the division 1s made.

In the first place, the Sovereign may commit the charge
of the government to the whole people or to the majority
of the people, so that more citizens are magistrates than
are mere private individuals. This form of government is
called democracy.

Or 1t may restrict the government to a small number, so
that there are more private citizens than magistrates; and
this 15 named arsstocracy.

Lastly, it may concentrate the whole government 1n the
hands of a single magistrate from whom all others hold
their power. ‘This third form 1s the most usual, and 1s called
monarchy, or toyal government.

It should be remarked that all these forms, or at least the
first two, admit of degree, and even of very wide differences;
for democracy may include the whole people, or may be
restricted to half. Auristocracy, 1n its turn, may be restricted
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indefinitely from half the people down to the smallest possible
number. Even royalty 1s susceptible of a measure of distri-
bution. Spatta always had two kings, as its constitution
provided, and the Roman Empire saw as many as eight
emperors at once, without its being possible to say that the
Empire was split up. ‘Thus there 15 a point at which each
form of government passes into the next, and it becomes
clear that, under three comprehensive denominations, govern-
ment 1s really susceptible of as many diverse forms as the
State has citizens.

There are even more* for, as the government may also, 1n
certain aspects, be subdivided into other parts, one adminis-
tered 1n one fashion and one 1n another, the combination of
the three forms may result 1n a multitude of mixed forms,
each of which admits of multiplication by all the simple
forms.

Thete has been at all times much dispute concerning the
best form of government, without consideration of the fact
that each is 1n some cases the best, and in others the worst.

If, 1n the different States, the number of supreme magis-
trates should be 1n tnverse ratio to the number of citizens,
it follows that, generally, democratic government sutts small
States, aristocratic government those of middle size, and
monarchy great ones This rule 1s immediately deducible
from the principle laid down  But 1t 1s impossible to count
the innumerable circumstances which may furnish exceptions.

CHAPTER IV
DEMOCRACY

He who makes the law knows better than any one else how
it should be executed and interpreted It seems then mm-
possible to have a better constitution than that 1n which the
executive and legislative powers are united, but this very
fact renders the government in certain respects inadequate,
because things which should be distinguished are confounded,
and the prince and the Sovereign, being the same person,
form, so to speak, no more than a government without
government.

It 15 not good for him who makes the laws to execute
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them, or for the body of the people to turn its attention
away from a general standpoint and devote it to particular
objects. Nothing 1s more dangerous than the influence of
private interests 1n public aﬂ'alr.s, and the abuse of the laws
by the government is a less evil than the corruption of the
legtslator, which 1s the inevitable sequel to a particular stand-
pomnt. In such a case, the State betng altered in substance,
all reformation becomes impossible. A people that would
never mususe governmental powers would never misuse
independence; a people that would always govern well
would not need to be governed.

If we take the term 1n the strict sense, there never has
been a real democtracy, and there never will be. It 1s against
the natural order for the many to govern and the few to
be governed. It 1s unimaginable that the people should
rematn continually assembled to devote their time to public
affairs, and it 1s clear that they cannot set up commissions
for that purpose without the form of administration being
changed.

In fact, I can confidently lay down as a principle that, when
the functions of government are shared by several tribunals,
the less numerous sooner or later acquire the greatest authozr-
1ty, if only because they are in position to expedite affairs,
and power thus naturally comes into their hands.

Besides, how many conditions that are difficult to unite
does such a government presuppose! First, a very small
State, where the people can readily be got together and
where each citizen can with ease know all the rest; secondly,
great simplicity of manners, to prevent business from multi-
plying and raising thorny problems; next, a large measure
of equality in rank and fortune, without which equality of
tights and authority cannot long subsist; lastly, little or no
luxury—for luxury either comes of riches or makes them
necessary; it corrupts at once rich and poor, the rich by
possession and the poor by covetousness; it sells the country ,
to softness and vanity, and takes away from the State all 1ts
citizens, to make them slaves one to another, and one and all
to public opinion.

This 1s why a famous writer has made virtue the funda-
mental principle of Republics; for all these conditions could
not exist without virtue. But, for want of the necessary dis-

tmcti(goxtl)s, that great thinker was often inexact, and sometimes
D
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obscure, and did not see that, the sovereign authonty being
everywhere the same, the same principle should be found in
every well-constituted State, 1n a greater or less degree, 1t is
true, according to the form of the government.

It may be added that there is no government so subject to
civil wars and intestine agitations as democratic or popular
government, because there 1s none which has so strong and
continual a tendency to change to another form, or which
demands more vigilance and courage for 1ts maintenance as
it 1s.  Under such a constitution above all, the citizen should
arm himsclf with strength and constancy, and say, every day
of his life, what a virtuous Count Palatine ? said in the Diet
of Poland: ‘Malo periculosam libertatem quim quictum
servitium.’

Were there a people of gods, their government would be
democratic.  So perfect a government is not for men,

CIIAPTER V
ARISTOCRACY

WE have here two quite distinct moral persons, the govern-
ment and the Sovereign, and in conscquence two general
wills, one gencral 1n relation to all the atizens, the other
only for the members of the admmstration.  Thus, although
the government may regulate 1ts internal poliey as it pleases,
1t can never speak to the people save in the name of the
Sovereign, that is, of the people self, a fact which must
not be forgotten,

The first socictics governed themselves aristocratically.
The heads of families took counsel together on public affairs.
The young bowed without question to the authority of
expertence. Hence such names as priests, elders, senate, and
gerontes.  'The savages of North America govern themselves
in this way even now, and their government is admurable.

But, 1n proportion as artificial inequality produced by
institutions became predominant over natural inequality,
riches or power ? were put before age, and aristocracy be-

1 The Palatine of Posen, father of the King of Poland, Duke of Lotrzine,
2 Prcfct iberty with danger to peace with slavery.]

It 1s clear that the word gpfimater meant, amoog the ancients, not the best, but
the most powerful,
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came elective.  Finally, the transmission of the father’s power
along with lis goods to his chuldren, by creating patrician
families, made government hereditary, and there came to be
senators of twenty.

There are then three sorts of aristocracy—natural, elective,
and hereditary. The first 1s only for simple peoples; the
third 1s the worst of all governments; the second 1s the best,
and 1s aristocracy propetly so called.

Besides the advantage that lies 1n the distinction between
the two powers, it presents that of its members being chosen;
for, 10 popular government, all the citizens are born magis-
trates, but here magistracy 1s confined to a few, who become
such only by election.? By this means uprightaess, under-
standing, experience, and all other claims to pre-eminence
and public esteem become so many further guarantees of
wise government.

Moreover, assemblies are more eastly held, affairs better
discussed and carried out with more order and diligence,
and the credit of the State is better sustained abroad by
venerable senators than by a mulutude that 1s unknown
or despised.

In a word, it is the best and most natural arrangement
that the wisest should govern the many, when 1t 1s assured
that they will govern for 1ts profit, and not for their own.
There is no need to multiply instruments, or get twenty
thousand men to do what a hundred picked men can do
even better. But it must not be forgotten that corporate
interest here begins to direct the public power less under
the regulation of the general will, and that a further in-
evitable propensity takes away from the laws part of the
executive power.

If we are to speak of what is indtvidually desirable, neither
should the State be so small, nor a people so simple and
upright, that the execution of the laws follows immediately
from the public will, as it does in a good democracy. Nor
should the nation be so great that the rulers have to scatter
in order to govern 1t and are able to play the Sovereign

1t 15 of great importance that the form of the election of magistrates should be
regulated by law, for 1f 1t 15 left at the discretion of the prince, 1t 15 impossible to
avoud falling 1nto hereditary amstocracy, as the Republics of Venice and Berne
2ctwafly did” The first of these has therefore long been a State dissolved, the
second, however, is maintained by the extreme wisdom of the senate, and {orms
an hot ourable and highly dangesous exception
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each in his own department, and, beginning by making
themselves independent, end by becoming masters.

But if aristocracy does not demand all the virtues needed
by popular government, 1t demands others which are peculiar
to 1tself; for instance, moderation on the side of the rich
and contentment on that of the poor; for it seems that
thorough-going equality would be out of place, as 1t was not
found even at Sparta.

Furthermore, if this form of government carries with it
a certain 1nequality of fortune, this 1s justifiable 1n order that
as 2 rule the administration of public affairs may be entrusted
to those who are most able to give them their whole time,
but not, as Aristotle maintains, 1n order that the rich may
always be put first. On the contrary, it is of importance
that an opposite choice should occasionally teach the people
that the deserts of men offer claims to pre-eminence more
important than those of riches.

CHAPTER VI
MONARCHY

So far, we have considered the prince as a2 moral and collective
person, unified by the force of the laws, and the depositary
1n the State of the executive power. We have now to con-
sider this power when it 1s gathered together into the hands
of a natural person, a real man, who alone has the night to
dispose of it 1n accordance with the laws. Such a person is
called a2 monarch or king.

In contrast with other forms of administration, in which
a collective being stands for an individual, in this form an
individual stands for a collecttve being; so that the moral
unity that constitutes the prince 1s at the same time a physical
unity, and all the qualities, which 1n the other case are only
with glﬁiculty brought together by the law, are found naturally
united,

Thus the will of the people, the will of the prince, the public
force of the State, and the particular force of the govern-
ment, all answer to a single motive power; all the springs
of the machine are in the same hands, the whole moves
towards the same end; there are no conflicting movements



THE SOCIAL CONTRACT 59

to cancel one another, and no kind of constitution can be
imagined in which a less amount of effort produces a more
considerable amount of action. Archimedes, seated quietly
on the bank and easily drawing a great vessel afloat, stands
to my mind for a skilful monarch, governing vast states
from his study, and moving everything while he seems
himself unmoved.

But if no government is more vigorous than this, there
is also none 1n which the particular will holds more sway
and rules the rest more easilly. Everything moves towards
the same end indeed, but this end is by no means that of the
public happiness, and even the force of the administration
constantly shows itself prejudicial to the State.

Kings desire to be absolute, and men are always crying
out to them from afar that the best means of being so 1s to
*get themselves loved by their people. This precept is all
very well, and even in some respects very true. Unfortu-
nately, it will always be derided at court. The power which
comes of a people’s love 1s no doubt the greatest; but 1t 1s
precarious and conditional, and princes will never rest con-
tent with it. The best kings desire to be in a position to
be wicked, if they please, without forfeiting their mastery:
political sermonizers may tell them to their hearts’ content
that, the people’s strength being their own, thesr first 1nterest
15 that the people should be prosperous, numerous, and
formidable; they are well aware that this is untrue. Their
first personal interest is that the people should be weak,
wretched, and unable to resist them. I admit that, provided
the subjects remained always in submission, the prince’s
itetest would indeed be that it should be powerful, 1n order
that 1ts power, being his own, might make him formidable
to his neighbours; but, this interest bemng merely secondary
and subordinate, and strength being incompatible with sub-
mussion, princes naturally give the preference always to the
principle that 1s more to their immediate advantage. This
is what Samuel put strongly before the Hebrews, and what
Machiavelli has clearly shown. He professed to teach kings;
but it was the people he really taught. His Prince is the
book of Republicans.t

1 Machiavell was a proper man and a good aitizen, but, being attached to the
court of the Medics, he could not help vesling his love of liberty 1n the midst of his
country’s oppression  ‘The chotce of his detestable hero, Caesar Borgia, clearly
enough shows his ludden aim, and the contradiction between the teaching of the
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We found, on general grounds, that monarchy 1s suitable
only for great States, and this 1s confirmed when we examine
1t 1n 1itself. ‘The more numerous the public administration,
the smaller becomes the relation between the prince and the
subjects, and the nearer it comes to equality, so that in
democracy the ratio 1s umity, or absolute equality. Again,
as the government 1s restricted 1n numbers the ratio increases
and reaches its maximum when the government 1s in the
hands of a single person  There 1s then too great a distance
between prince and people, and the State lacks 2 bond of
union. 'To form such a bond, there must be intermediate
orders, and princes, personages, and nobility to compose
them But no such things sust a small State, to which all
class differences mean ruin.

If, however, 1t 1s hard for a great State to be well governed,
it 1s much harder for 1t to be so by a single man; and every
one knows what happens when kings substitute others for
themselves.

An essential and inevitable defect, which will always rank
monarchical below republican government, is that 1 a
republic the public voice hardly ever raises to the highest
positions men who are not enlightened and capable, and
such as to fill them with honour; while 1n monatchies those
who rise to the top are most often merely petty blunderers,
petty swindlers, and petty intriguers, whose petty talents
cause them to get into the highest positions at court, but,
as soon as they have got there, serve only to make theur
meptitude clear to the public. The people 1s far less often
mustaken in its choice than the prince; and a man of real
worth among the king’s minusters 1s almost as rare as a fool
at the head of a republican government. Thus, when, by
some fortunate chance, one of these born governors takes
the helm of State 1n some monarchy that has been nearly
overwhelmed by swarms of ‘gentlemanly’ admunistrators,
there 1s nothing but amazement at the resources he discovers,
and his coming marks an era 1n hus country’s history.

For a monarchical State to have a chance of being well
governed, its population and extent must be proportionate
to the abilities of 1ts governor. It 1s easter to conquer than

Prince and that of the Disrourses on Livy and the History of Floreree shows that this
profound political thinker has so far been studied only by superficial or corrupt
readers  The court of Rome sternly prohibited his book™ I can well believe 1t,
for 1t 1s that court 1t most clearly portrays
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to rule. With a long enough lever, the world could be
moved with a single finger; to sustain 1t needs the shoulders
of Hercules. However small a State may be, the prince 1s
hardly ever big enough for it. When, on the other hand, it
happens that the State 1s too small for its ruler, 1n these rare
cases too 1t 1s 1ll governed, because the ruler, constantly
pursutng his great designs, forgets the interests of the people,
and makes 1t no less wretched by misusing the talents he has,
than a ruler of less capacity would make 1t for want of those
he had not. A kingdom should, so to speak, expand or
contract with each reign, according to the prince’s capa-
bilittes; but, the abilities of a senate being more constant
in quantity, the State can then have permanent frontiers
without the administration suffering.

The disadvantage that 1s most felt 1n monarchical govern-
ment 1s the want of the continuous succession which, 1n both
the other forms, provides an unbroken bond of union. When
one king dies, another 1s needed; elections leave dangerous
intervals and are full of storms; and unless the citizens are
disinterested and upright to a degree which very seldom goes
with this kind of government, intrigue and corruption
abound. He to whom the State has sold itself can hardly
help selling 1t 1n his turn and repaying himself, at the expense
of the weak, the money the powerful have wrung from him.
Under such an administration, venality soonet or later
spreads through every part, and peace so enjoyed under
a king is worse than the disorders of an interregnum.

What has been done to prevent these evils® Crowns have
been made hereditary in certain families, and an order of
successton has been set up, to prevent disputes from arising
on the death of kings. ‘That 1s to say, the disadvantages of
regency have been put 1n place of those of election, apparent
tranquillity has been preferred to wise adminsstration, and
men have chosen rather to risk having children, monstrostties,
or 1mbeciles as rulers to having disputes over the choice of
good kings. It has not been taken into account that, 1n so
exposing ourselves to the risks this possibility entails, we
are setting almost all the chances against us. There was
sound sense 11 what the younger Dionystus said to his father,
who reproached him for doing some shameful deed by
asking* ‘Did I set you the example®’ ‘No,” answered his
son, ‘but your father was not king.’
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Everything conspires to take away from a man who is set
1n authority over others the sense of justice and reason.
Much trouble, we are told, 1s taken to teach young princes
the art of reigning; but their education seems to do them
no good. It would be better to begin by teaching them the
art of obeying. The greatest kings whose praises history
tells were not brought up to reign. reigning is a science we
are never so far from possessing as when we have learnt too
much of 1t, and one we acquire better by obeying than by
commanding. ‘Nam utilissimus 1dem ac brevissimus bona-
rum malarumque rerum delectus cogitare quid aut nolueris
sub alio principe, aut volueris,” 1

One result of this lack of coherence is the inconstancy of
royal government, which, regulated now on one scheme and
now on another, according to the character of the reigning
prince or those who reign for him, cannot for long have a
fixed object or a consistent policy—and this variability, not
found 1n the other forms of government, where the prince
1s always the same, causes the State to be always shufting
from principle to principle and from project to project.
Thus we may say that generally, if a court is more subtle 1n
intrigue, there 1s more wisdom 1n a senate, and Republics
advance towards their ends by more consistent and better
constdered policies; while every revolution 1n a royal ministry
creates a revolution 1n the State; for the principle common
to all ministers and nearly all kings 1s to do in every respect
the reverse of what was done by their predecessors.

This incoherence further clears up a sophism that 1s very
familiar to royalist political writers; not only is civil govern-
ment likened to domestic government, and the prince to the
father of a family—this error has already been refuted—but
the prince 1s also freely credited with all the virtues he ought
to possess, and is supposed to be always what he should be.
This supposition once made, royal government 1s clearly
preferable to all others, because it 1s incontestably the
strongest, and, to be the best also, wants only a corporate
will more in conformity with the general will.

But if, according to Plato,? the ‘king by nature’ is such
a rarity, how often will nature and fortune conspire to give

1 Tacitus, Historses,1 16 *For the best, and also the shortest way of finding out
what 15 good and what 1s bad 1s to constder what you would have wished to happen
or not to happen, had another than you been Emperor?’

2In the Polsticas
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him a ctown? And, if royal education necessarily corrupts
those who recetve it, what 1s to be hoped from a sertes of
men brought up to reign? It is, then, wanton self-deception
to confuse royal government with government by a good
king. To see such government as 1t 15 1n 1tself, we must
consider it as it is under princes who are incompetent or
wicked: for either they will come to the throne wicked
ot incompetent, or the throne will make them so.

These difficulties have not escaped our writers, who, all
the same, are not troubled by them. The remedy, they say,
1s to obey without a murmur: God sends bad kings in His
wrath, and they must be borne as the scourges of Heaven.
Such talk is doubtless edifying; but it would be more 1n
place 1n a pulpit than in a political book. What are we to
think of a doctor who promuses miracles, and whose whole
art 1s to exhort the sufferer to patience? We know for out-
selves that we must put up with a bad government when it
1s there; the question 1s how to find a good one.

CHAPTER VII
MIXED GOVERNMENTS

StricTry speaking, there is no such thing as a simple govern-
ment. An 1solated ruler must have subordinate magistrates;
a popular government must have a head. There 1s there-
fore, mn the distribution of the executive power, always a
gradation from the greater to the lesser number, with the
difference that sometimes the greater number is dependent
on the smaller, and sometimes the smaller on the greater.

Sometimes the distribution 1s equal, when either the consti-
tuent parts are in mutual dependence, as in the government
of England, or the authority of each section is independent,
but mmperfect, as i Poland. This last form 1s bad; for it
secures no umty in the government, and the State is left
without a bond of union.

Is a simple or a mixed government the better? Political
wiiters are always debating the question, which must be
answered as we have already answered a question about all
forms of government,

Slmpclc government is better in itself, just because it is
*5, 8co



64 THE SOCIAL CONTRACT

simple. But when the exccutive power is not sufficiently
dependent upon the legsslative powet, i.c. when the prince
1s more closely related to the Sovereign than the people to
the prince, this lack of proportion must be cured by the
division of the government; for all the parts have then no
less authority over the subjects, while their diviston makes
them all together less strong against the Sovereign.,

The same disadvantage 1s also prevented by the appoint-
ment of intermediate magistrates, who leave the government
entire, and have the effect only of balancing the two powers
and mamtaining their 1espective rights.  Government is then
not mixed, but moderated.

The opposite disadvantages may be similarly cuied, and,
when the government 1s too lax, tribunals may be sct up to
concentrate 1it.  This 1s done 1n all democracies. In the first
case, the government 1s divided to make 1t weak; in the
second, to make 1t strong: for the maxima of both strength
and weakness are found in simple governments, while the
mixed foims result 1n a mean strength,

CHAPTER VIII

TIIAT ALL TORMS OF GOVERNMENT DO NOT SUIT
ALIL. COUNTRILS

LiserTY, not being a fruit of all climates, 1s not within the
reach of all peoples. The more this principle, laid down
by Montesquieu, 1s consitdered, the more 1ts truth is felt;
the more 1t 1s combated, the more chance 1s given to confirm
1t by new proofs.

In all the governments that there are, the public person
consumes without producing. Whence then does it get
what 1t consumes? From the labour of its members. The
necessities of the public are supplied out of the superfluitics
of individuals. It follows that the civil State can subsist
only so long as men’s labour brings them a return greater
than their needs.

'The amount of this excess 1s not the same in all countrics.
In some 1t 1s considerable, 1n others middling, in yet others
ml, in some even negative. The relation of product to sub-
sistence depends on the fertility of the climate, on the sort



YHE SOCIAL CONTRACT 65

of labour the land demands, on the nature of its products,
on the strength of its mnhabitants, on the greater or less
consumption they find necessary, and on several further
considerations of which the whole relation 1s made up.

On the other side, all governments are not of the same
nature: some are less voracious than others, and the differ-
ences between them are based on thts second principle, that
the further from their source the public contributions are
removed, the more burdensome they become. The charge
should be measured not by the amount of the impositions,
but by the path they have to travel in order to get back to
those from whom they came. When the cuculation 1s
prompt and well established, it does not matter whether
much or little is paid; the people 1s always rich and, financially
speaking, all 1s well. On the contrary, however little the
people gtves, 1f that little does not return to it, it 1s soon
exhausted by giving continually: the State 1s then never rich,
and the people 1s always a people of beggars.

It follows that, the more the distance between people and
government increases, the more burdensome tribute becomes:
thus, 1n a democracy, the people bears the least charge; 1n
an aristociacy, a greater charge; and, in monarchy, the
weight becomes heaviest. Monarchy therefore suits only
wealthy nations; aristocracy, States of muddling size and
wealth; and democracy, States that are small aud poor.

In fact, the more we reflect, the more we find the difference
between free and monarchical States to be this: in the former,
everything 1s used for the public advantage; 1n the latter,
the public forces and those of 1ndtviduals are affected by each
other, and either increases as the other grows weak; findlly,
instead of governing subjects to make them happy, despotism
makes them wretched 1 order to govern them.

We find then, 1n every climate, natural causes according
to which the form of government which 1t requires can be
assigned, and we can even say what sort of inhabitants it
should have.

Unfriendly and barren lands, where the product does not
repay the labour, should remain desert and uncultivated, or
peopled only by savages; lands where men’s labour brings
in no more than the exact minimum necessaty to subsistence
should be inhabited by barbarous peoples: 1n such places all
polity 1s mmpossible. Lands where the surplus of product
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over labour is only middling are sutable for free peoples;
those 1n which the soil is abundant and fertile and gives a
great product for a little labour call for monarchical govern-
ment, 1n order that the surplus of superfluities among the
subjects may be consumed by the luxury of the prince: for
1t 15 better for this excess to be absorbed by the government
than disstpated among the indrviduals. I am aware that
there are exceptions; but these exceptions themselves con-
firm the rule, 1n that sooner or later they produce revolutions
which restore things to the natural order.

General laws should always be distinguished from indi-
vidual causes that may modify their effects. If all the South
were covered with Republics and all the North with despotic
States, 1t would be none the less true that, 1n point of climate,
despotism 1s suitable to hot countries, barbarism to cold
countries, and good polity to temperate regions. I see also
that, the principle being granted, there may be disputes on
1its application; it may be said that there are cold countries
that are very fertile, and tropical countries that are very
unproductive. But this difficulty exusts only for those who
do not consider the question 1n all its aspects, We must,
as I have already said, take labour, strength, consumption,
etc., 1nto account.

Take two tracts of equal extent, one of which brings in
five and the other ten If the inhabitants of the first con-
sume four and those of the second nine, the surplus of the
first product will be a fifth and that of the second a tenth.
The ratio of these two surpluses will then be inverse to that
of the products, and the tract which produces only five will
give a surplus double that of the tract which produces ten.

But there 1s no question of a double product, and I think
no one would put the fertility of cold countries, as a general
rule, on an equality with that of hot ones. Let us, however,
suppose this equality to exist: let us, if you will, regard
England as on the same level as Sicily, and Poland as Egypt
—further south, we shall have Africa and the Indies; further
north, nothing at all. To get this equality of product, what
a difference there must be 1 tillage: in Sicily, there 1s only
need to scratch the ground, in England, how men must
toill But, where more hands are needed to get the same
product, the superfluity must necessarily be less.

Consider, besides, that the same numbet of men consume
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much less in hot countties. The climate requires sobriety
for the sake of health; and Europeans who try to live there
as they would at home all perish of dysentery and indigestion
‘We are,” says Chardin, ‘carnivorous animals, wolves, 1n com-
patison with the Asiatics. Some attribute the sobriety of
the Persians to the fact that their country is less cultivated;
but 1t 1s my belief that thetr country abounds less 1n commo-
dities because the inhabitants need less. If their frugality,’
he goes on, ‘were the effect of the nakedness of the land,
only the poor would eat little; but everybody does so.
Again, less or more would be eaten in various provinces,
according to the land’s fertility; but the same sobriety 1s
found throughout the kingdom. They are very proud of
thetr manner of life, saying that you have only to look at
their hue to recognize how far 1t excels that of the Christtans.
In fact, the Persians are of an even hue; their skins are fair,
fine and smooth, while the hue of their subjects, the Arme-
ntans, who live after the European fashion, 1s rough and
blotchy, and their bodies are gross and unwieldy.’

The nearer you get to the equator, the less people live on.
Meat they hardly touch; rice, maize, couscous, millet, and
cassava are their ordinary food. There are 1in the Indies
millions of men whose subsistence does not cost a halfpenny
a day. Even in Europe we find considerable differences of
appetite between Northern and Southern peoples. A Spaniard
will Iive for 2 week on a German’s dinner. In the countries
1 which men are more voracious, luxury therefore turns in
the direction of consumption. In England, luxury appears
in a well-filled table, 1n Italy, you feast on sugar and flowers.

Luxury 1n clothes shows similar differences. In climates
in which the changes of season are prompt and violent, men
bave better and simpler clothes; where they clothe themselves
only for adornment, what 1s striking 1s more thought of
than what 1s useful; clothes themselves are then a luxury.
At Naples, you may see daily walking in the Pausilippeum
men 1n gold-embroidered upper garments and nothing else.
It 1s the same with buildings; magnificence 1s the sole con-
sideration where there 1s nothing to fear from the air, In
Paris and London, you desire to be lodged warmly and
comfortably, 1n Madrid, you have superb salons, but not a
a window that closes, and you go to bed 1n a mere hole.

In hot countries foods are much more substantial and
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succulent; and the third difference cannot but have an
influence on the second. Why are so many vegetables eaten
in Ttaly? Because there they are good, nutritious, and
excellent 1n taste. In France, where they are nourished only
on watet, they are far from nutritious and are thought
nothing of at table. They take up all the same no less
ground, and cost at least as much pains to cultivate. It s
a proved fact that the wheat of Barbary, in other respects
infertor to that of France, yields much more flour, and that
the wheat of France in turn yields more than that of northern
countries; from which 1t may be inferred that a like grada-
tion 1n the same direction, from equator to pole, 1s found
genctally. But is it not an obwvious disadvantage for an
equal product to contain less nourishment?

To all these points may be added another, which at once
depends on and strengthens them. Hot countries need 1n-
habitants less than cold countries, and can support more of
them. There 1s thus a double surplus, which 1s all to the
advantage of despotism. The greater the territory occupied
by a fixed number of inhabitants, the more difficult revolt
becomes, because rapid or secret concerted action is im-
possible, and the government can eastly unmask projects and
cut communications; but the more a numerous people 1s
gathered together, the less can the government usurp the
Sovereign’s place: the people’s leaders can deliberate as safely
1n their houses as the prince 1n council, and the crowd gathers
as rapidly in the squares as the prince’s troops in their
quarters. 'The advantage of tyrannical government there-
fore lies in acting at great distances. With the help of the
rallying-points 1t establishes, 1ts strength, like that of the
lever,! grows with distance. The strength of the people,
on the other hand, acts only when concentrated* when
spread abroad, 1t evaporates and 1s lost, like powder scattered
on the ground, which catches fire only grain by gramn. The
least populous countries are thus the fittest for tyranny:
fierce animals reign only 1n deserts.

1This does not contradict what I sard before (Bk 1, ch 1%) aboat the dis-
advantages of great States, for we were then dealing with the suthonty of the
government over the members, while here we are dealing with sts force agunst
the subjects  Its scattered members serve 1t as rallying-points for action against
the people at 2 distance, but 1t has no rallying-point for direct action on ts members
themselves Thus the length of the lever 13 its weakness 1n the one case, and 1ts
strength 1n the other,
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CHAPTER IX
THE MARKS OF A GOOD GOVERNMENT

Tur questton ‘What absolutely 1s the best government?®’ is
unanswerable as well as 1ndeterminate; or rather, there are
as many good answers as there are possible combinations
1n the absolute and relative situations of all nations.

But if 1t 1s asked by what sign we may know that a given
people 1s well or 1ll governed, that 1s another matter, and the
question, being one of fact, admits of an answer.

It 1s not, however, answered, because every one wants to
answer it 1n his own way. Subjects extol public tranquillity,
ctizens individual liberty; the one class prefers security of
possessions, the other that of person; the one regards as the
best government that which 1s most severe, the other main-
tains that the mildest 1s the best; the one wants crimes
purushed, the other wants them prevented; the one wants
the State to be feared by its neighbours, the other prefers
that it should be ignored; the one 1s content if money circu-
lates, the other demands that the people shall have bread.
Even if an agreement were come to on these and similar
points, should we have got any further? As moral qualities
do not admit of exact measurement, agreement about the
mark does not mean agreement about the valuation.

For my part, I am continually astonished that a mark so
simple 1s not recognized, or that men are of so bad faith as
not to admut 1t. What 1s the end of political association?
The preservation and prosperity of its members. And what
1s the surest mark of their preservation and prosperity?
Their numbers and population. Seek then nowhere else
this mark that 1s 1n dispute. The rest being equal, the
government under which, without external aids, without
naturalization or colonies, the citizens increase and multiply
most 1s beyond question the best. The government under
which a people wanes and diminishes 1s the worst. Calcu-
lators, 1t 1s left for you to count, to measure, to compare.l

1 On the same principle 1t should be judged what centuries deserve the preference
for human prosperity  Those 1n which letters and arts have flounshed have been
too much admured, because the hidden object of thetr culture has not been fathomed,
and their fatal effects not taken mto account ‘Idque apud imperitos humamtas
vocabatur, cum pars servitutis esset > [*Fools called “humanity” what was 2 part
of slavery,’ Tacitus, Agricols, 31] Shall we never see 1n the maxims books lay
down the vulgar interest that makes their writers speak? No, whatever they may
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CHAPTER X

THE ABUSE OF GOVERNMENT AND ITS TENDENCY
TO DEGENERATE

As the particular will acts constantly in opposition to the
general will, the government continually exerts itself against
the Sovereignty. The greater this exertion becomes, the
more the constitution changes; and, as there is in this case
no other corporate will to create an equilibrium by resisting
the will of the prince, sooner or later the prince must 1n-
evitably suppress the Sovereign and break the social treaty.
This 15 the unavoidable and 1nherent defect which, from the
very birth of the body politic, tends ceaselessly to destroy it,
as age and death end by destroying the human body.

There are two general courses by which government
degenerates: 1e. when 1t undergoes contraction, or when
the State 1s dissolved.

Government undergoes contraction when it passes from
the many to the few, that 1s, from democracy to aristocracy,
and from aristocracy to royalty. To do so is its natural
propensity 1 If 1t took the backward course from the few

say, when, despite its renown, a country 18 depopulated, 1t 1s not true that sll 1s
well, and 1t 15 not cnou;f;h that a poet should have an mncome of 100,000 francs to
make his age the best of all  Less attention should be paid to the apparent repose
and tranquilhity of the rulers than to the well-being of their nations as wholes, and
above all of the most numerous States A hail-storm lays several cantons waste,
but 1t rarely makes a famine Outbreaks and avil wars give rulers rude shocks,
but they are not the real 1lls of peoples, who may even get a respite, while there 1s
a dispute as to who shall tyranaize over them  Their true prospenty and calamities
come from their permanent conditton it 18 when the whole remains crushed
beneath the yoke, that decay sets 1n, and that the rulers destroy them at will, and
‘ubi solitudinem faciunt, pacem appellant®* [*Where they create solitude, they
call 1t peace,” Tacitus, Agricola, 31 ] When the bickenings of the great disturbed
the kingdom of France, and the Coadjutor of Pans took a dagger in his pocket
to the Parliament, these things did not prevent the people of France from prospering
and multiplying 1n dignity, ease, ancf freedom Long ago Greece flounshed 1n
the mudst of the most savage wars, blood ran 1n torrents, and yet the whole country
was covered with inhabitants It appeared, says Machavelli, that o the mudst
of murder, proscription, and civil war, our republic only throve the victue, morality,
and 1ndependence of the atizens did more to strengthen it than all their dissensions
had done to enfeeble 1t A Iittle disturbance gives the soul elastiaaty, what makes
the race truly prosperous is not so much peace as Iib

1The slow formation and the progress of the Republic of Venice 1n 1ts lagoons
are a notable instance of this sequence, and 1t 1s most astonishing that, after more
than twelve hundred years’ existence, the Venetians seem to be still at the second
stage, which they reached with the Serrar di Conniglo 10 1198 As for the ancient
Dukes who are brought up agaimnst them, 1t 1s proved, whatever the Sguitsinto della
ltberta veneta may say of them, that they were 1n no sense Sovereigns

A case certain to be cited agamnst my view 1s that of the Roman Republic, which,
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to the many, it could be said that it was relaxed; but this
inverse sequence is impossible.

Indeed, governments never change their form except when
their energy is exhausted and leaves them too weak to keep
what they have. Ifa government at once extended its sphere
and relaxed 1ts stringency, its force would become absolutely
mil, and 1t would persist still less. It is therefore necessary
to wind up the spring and tighten the hold as 1t gives way:
ot else the State 1t sustains will come to grief.

The dissolution of the State may come about in either of
two ways.

First, when the prince ceases to administer the State 1n
accordance with the laws, and usurps the Sovereign power.
A remarkable change then occurs: not the government, but
the State, undergoes contraction, I mean that the great State
1s dissolved, and another 1s formed within it, composed
solely of the members of the government, which becomes
for the rest of the people merely master and tyrant. So that
the moment the government usurps the Sovereignty, the
soctal compact is broken, and all private citizens recover
by right their natural liberty, and are forced, but not bound,
to obey.

1t will be said, followed exactly the opposite course, and passed from monatchy to
arnistocracy and from anstocracy to democracy I by no means take this view of 1t

What Romulus first set up was a mixed government, which soon deteriorated
into despotism From special causes, the State died an untimely death, as new-
born children sometimes perish without reaching manhood  The expulsion of the
Tarquins was the real period of the birth of the Republic  But at first 1t took on
no constant form, because, by not abolishing the patriciate, 1t left half its work un-
done  For, by this means, hereditary aristocracy, the worst of all legitimate forms
of adminsstration, remained 1n conflict with democracy, and the form of the
government, as Machiavelll has proved, was only fixed on the establishment of
the tribunate only then was there a true gpovernment and a veritable democracy
In fact, the people was then not only Sovereign, but also magistrate and judge,
the senate was only a subordinate tribunal, to temper and concentrate the govern-
ment, and the consuls themselves, though they were patricians, first magistrates,
al?d absoxlutc generals 1n war, were 1n Rome itself no more than presidents of
the people

From that point, the government followed 1ts natural tendency, and inclined
strongly to anstocracy. The patriciate, we may say, abolished itself, and the
anistocracy was found no longer 1n the body of patricians as at Venice and Genoa,
but in the body of the scnate, which was composed of patrictans and pleberans,
and even 1n the body of tribunes when they began to usurp an active function:
for names do not affect facts, and, when the people has tulers who govern for 1t,
whatever name they bear, the government is an anstocracy

The abuse of anstocracy led to the civil wars and the triumvirate  Sulla, Julius
Cacsar, and Augustus became in fact real monarchs, and finally, under the despotism
of Tibertus, the State was dissolved Roman history then confirms, instead of
invalidating, the principle I have laid down,
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The same thing happens when the members of the govern-
ment severally usurp the power they should exercise only
as a body, this 1s as great an infraction of the laws, and
results 1n even greater disorders. There are then, so to
speak, as many princes as there are magistrates, and the
State, no less divided than the government, either perishes
or changes its form.,

When the State 1s dissolved, the abuse of government,
whatever 1t 1s, bears the common name of awmarchy. To
distinguish, democracy degenerates into ochlocracy, and
aristocracy into olgarchy, and I would add that royalty
degenerates 1nto #yranny, but this last word is ambiguous
and needs explanation.

In vulgar usage, a tyrant 1s 2 king who governs violently
and -without regard for justice and law. In the exact sense,
a tyrant 1s an 1adividual who arrogates to himself the royal
authority without having a mght to it. This 1s how the
Grecks understood the word ‘tyrant’: they applied 1t in-
differently to good and bad princes whose authority was
not legitimatel Tyrant and msurper are thus perfectly
synonymous terms.

In order that I may give different things different names,
I call him who usurps the royal authorty a #yrant, and him
who usurps the sovereign power a despot.  The tyrant 1s he
who thrusts himself in contrary to the laws to govern 1n
accordance with the laws; the despot 1s he who sets himself
above the laws themselves Thus the tyrant cannot be a
despot, but the despot 1s always a tyrant.

1 ‘Omnes enim et habentur et dicuntur tyranni, qui potestate utuntur perpetua
1n ca avitate quace libertate usa est’ (Cornelius Nepos, Life of Mi/tiades) [For all
those are called and constdered tyrants, who hold perpetual power 1n a State that
has Lnown liberty '] It 1s true that Anstotle (Nicomackean Etbies, Bk vy, ch x)
distinguishes the tyrant from the hing by the fact that the former governs n his
own 1nterest, and the latter only for the good of his subjects, but not only did
all Greek authors 1n general use the word ‘tyrant’ 1n a different sense, as appears
most clearly 1n Xenophon’s Hrero, but also 1t would follow from Anstotle’s distinc-
tion that, from the very beginning of the world, there has not yet been a single king
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CHAPTER XI
THE DEATH OF THE BODY POLITIC

SucH is the natural and 1nevitable tendency of the best con-
stituted governments, If Sparta and Rome perished, what
State can hope to endure for ever? If we would set up a
long-lived form of government, let us not even dream of
making 1t eternal.  If we are to succeed, we must not attempt
the impossible, or flatter ouiselves that we are endowing
the work of man with a stability of which human conditions
do not permit.

The body politic, as well as the human body, begins to
die as soon as 1t 1s born, and carries 1n itself the causes of
its destruction But both may have a constitution that 1s
more or less robust and suited to preserve them a longer or
a shorter time The constitution of man 1s the work of
nature; that of the State the work of art. It 1s not 1n men’s
power to prolong their own lives; but 1t 1s for them to pro-
long as much as possible the life of the State, by giving 1t
the best possible constitution. The best constituted State
will have an end, but 1t will end later than any other,
unless some unforeseen accident brings about its uatimely
destruction.

The life-principle of the body politic lies in the sovereign
authority. ‘The legtslative power 1s the heart of the State,
the executive power 1s its brain, which causes the movement
of all the parts. The brain may become paralysed and the
individual stll ive. A man may remain an imbecile and live;
but as soon as the heart ceases to perform its functions, the
animal 1s dead.

The State subsists by means not of the laws, but of the
legislative power. Yesterday’s law 1s not binding to-day;
but silence 1s taken for tacit consent, and the Sovereign 1s
held to confirm incessantly the laws 1t does not abrogate as
it might. All that 1t has once declared itself to will it wills
always, unless 1t revokes 1ts declaration.

Why then 1s so much respect paid to old laws? For this
very reason. We must believe that nothing but the excellence
of old acts of will can have preserved them so long: if the
Sovereign had not recognized them as throughout salutary,
1t would have revoked them a thousand times. This 1s why,
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so far from growing weak, the laws continually gain new
strength in any well constituted State; the precedent of
antiquity makes them daily more venerable: while wherever
the laws grow weak as they become old, this proves that
there 1s no longer a legslative power, and that the State
1s dead.

CHAPTER XII
HOW THE SOVEREIGN AUTHORITY MAINTAINS ITSELF

Tue Sovereign, having no force other than the legislauve
power, acts only by means of the laws, and the laws being
solely the authentic acts of the general will, the Sovereign
cannot act save when the people 1s assembled. The people
1n assembly, I shall be told, 1s a mere chumera. It is so to-
day, but two thousand years ago 1t was not so. Has man’s
nature changed?

"The bounds of possibility, 1n moral matters, are less narrow
than we 1magine* 1t 1s our weaknesses, our vices, and our
prejudices that confine them. Base souls have no belief 1n
great men; vile slaves smile 1n mockery at the name of liberty.

Let us judge of what can be done by what has been done.
I shall say nothing of the Republics of ancient Greece, but
the Roman Republic was, to my mind, a great State, and the
town of Rome a great town. The last census showed that
there were 1n Rome four hundred thousand citizens capable
of bearing arms, and the last computation of the population
of the Empire showed over four million aitizens, excluding
subjects, foreigners, women, children, and slaves.

What difficulties might not be supposed to stand in the
way of the frequent assemblage of the vast population of this
capital and its neighbourhood  Yet few weeks passed with-
out the Roman people being 1n assembly, and even being so
several times. It exercised not only the rights of Sovereignty,
but also a part of those of government. It dealt with certain
matters, and judged certain cases, and this whole people
was found in the public meeting-place hardly less often as
magsstrates than as ctizens.

If we went back to the earliest history of nations, we
should find that most ancient governments, even those of
monarchical form, such as the Macedonian and the Frankish,
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had similar counals. In any case, the one incontestable fact
I have given 1s an answer to all difficulties; 1t 1s good logic
to reason from the actual to the possible.

CHAPTER XIII
THE SAME (continned)

It is not enough for the assembled people to have once fixed
the constitution of the State by giving 1ts sanction to a body
of law; 1t 1s not enough for it to have set up a perpetual
government, or provided once for all for the election of
magistrates. Besides the extraordinary assemblies unforeseen
circumstances may demand, there must be fixed periodical
assemblies which cannot be abrogated or prorogued, so that
on the proper day the people 1s legitimately called together
by law, without need of any formal summoning.

But, apart from these assemblies authorized by their date
alone, every assembly of the people not summoned by the
magistrates appointed for that purpose, and in accordance
with the prescribed forms, should be regarded as unlawful,
and all ts acts as null and void, because the command to
assemble should itself proceed from the law.

The greater or less frequency with which lawful assemblies
should occur depends on so many considerations that no
exact rules about them can be given. It can only be said
generally that the stronger the government the more often
should the Sovereign show 1tself.

'This, I shall be told, may do for a single town; but what
1s to be done when the State includes several? Is the
sovereign authority to be divided? Or is 1t to be con-
centrated 1n a single town to which all the rest are made
subject?

Nezther the one nor the other, I reply. First, the sovereign
authority is one and simple, and cannot be divided without
being destroyed. In the second place, one town cannot, any
more than one nation, legitimately be made subject to
another, because the essence of the body politic lies 1n the
reconciliation of obedience and liberty, and the words sub-
ject and Sovereign are 1dentical correlatives the idea of which
meets 1n the single word ‘citizen.’

I answer further that the union of several towns in a single



76 THE SOCIAL CONTRACT

city is always bad, and that, if we wish to make such a union,
we should not expect to avoid its natural disadvantages, It
1s useless to bring up abuses that belong to great States
against one who desires to sce only small ones; but how
can small States be given the strength to resist great ones,
as formerly the Greek towns resisted the Great King, and
more recently Holland and Switzerland have resisted the
Housc of Austria?

Nevertheless, if the State cannot be reduced to the right
limits, there remains still one resource; this 1s, to allow no
capital, to make the seat of government move from town to
town, and to assemble by turn in each the Provincial Estates
of the country.

People the territory evenly, extend everywhere the same
rights, bear to every place 1n 1t abundance and life* by these
means will the State become at once as strong and as well
governed as possible.  Remember that the walls of towns
are built of the ruins of the houses of the countryside. For
every palace I see rased 1n the capital, my muind’s eye sces a
whole country made desolate.

CHAPTER X1V
THE SAME (contimued)

THE moment the people 1s legitimately assembled as a sove-
reign body, the jurisdiction of the government wholly lapses,
the executive power 1s suspended, and the person of the
meanest citizen 1s as sacred and 1nviolable as that of the first
magistrate, for in the presence of the person represented,
representatives no longer exist Most of the tumults that
arose 10 the comitia at Rome were due to 1gnorance or neglect
of this rule  The consuls were 1n them merely the presidents
of the people; the tribunes were mere speakers; ! the senate
was nothing at all.

These 1intervals of suspension, during which the prince
recognizes or ought to recognize an actual superior, have
always been viewed by him with alarm; and these assemblies

11n nearly the same sensc as this word has in the English Parhament, The
similanty of these functions would have brought the consuls and the tnbunes mto
conflict, even had all junsdiction been suspended
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of the people, which are the aegis of the body politic and
the curb on the government, have at all times been the horror
of rulets: who therefore never spare pains, objections, diffi-
culties, and promises, to stop the citizens from having them.
When the citizens are greedy, cowardly, and pusillanimous,
and love ease more than liberty, they do not long hold out
against the redoubled efforts of the government; and thus,
as the resisting force incessantly grows, the sovereign
authority ends by disappearing, and most cities fall and
perish before their tume.

But between the sovereign authority and arbitrary govern-
ment there sometimes intervenes a mean power of which
something must be said.

CHAPTER XV
DEPUTIES OR REPRESENTATIVES

As soon as public service ceases to be the chief business of
the citizens, and they would rather serve with their money
than with their persons, the State 1s not far from 1ts fall
When 1t 1s necessary to march out to war, they pay troops
and stay at home: when it 1s necessary to meet in counc,
they name deputies and stay at home. By reason of idleness
and money, they end by having soldiers to enslave their
country and representatives to sell 1t.

It 1s through the hustle of commerce and the arts, through
the greedy sclf-interest of profit, and through softness and
love of amenittes that personal services are replaced by
money payments. Men surrender a part of their profits in
order to have time to increase them at leisure. Make gifts
of money, and you will not be long without chains. The
word ‘finance’ 1s 2 slavish word, unknown 1n the city-state
In a country that 1s truly free, the citizens do everything with
their own arms and nothing by means of money; so far
from paying to be exempted from their duties, they would
even pay for the privilege of fulfiling them themselves
I am far from taking the common view: I hold enforced
labour to be less opposed to liberty than taxes

The better the constitution of a State 1s, the more do
public affairs encroach on private 1n the minds of the citizens.

¥
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Private affairs are even of much less importance, because
the aggregate of the common happiness furnishes a greater
proportion of that of each individual, so that there s less
for him to seek in particular cares. In a well-ordered aity
every man flics to the assemblies: under a bad government
no one cares to stit 2 step to get to them, because no one
1s interested in what happens there, because it is foreseen
that the general will will not prevail, and lastly because
domestic cares are all-absorbing. Good laws lead to the
making of better ones; bad ones bring about worse. As
soon as any man says of the affairs of the State What does
1t matter fo me? the State may be given up for lost.

The Ilukewarmness of patriotism, the activity of private
interest, the vastness of States, conquest, and the abuse of
government suggested the method of having deputies or
representatives of the people 1mn the national assemblies.
These are what, in some countries, men have presumed to
call the Third Estate. Thus the individunal interest of two
orders 1s put first and sccond; the public interest occupies
only the third place.

Soveresgnty, for the same reason as makes it inalienable,
cannot be represented; 1t lies essentially 1n the general will,
and will does mot admit of representation: it 1s erther the
same, or other; there 1s no intermediate possibility. The
deputtes of the people, therefore, are not and cannot be its
representatives: they are merely its stewards, and can carry
through no definitive acts. Every law the people has not
ratified in person 1s null and void—is, in fact, not a law.
The people of England regards itself as free; but it is grossly
mustaken; 1t is free only during the election of members of
patliament. As soon as they are elected, slavery overtakes it,
and 1t 1s nothing. The use 1t makes of the short moments of
liberty it enjoys shows indeed that it deserves to lose them.

The 1dea of representation 1s modern; it comes to us from
feudal government, from that iniquitous and absurd system
which degrades humanity and dishonours the name of man.
In ancient republics and even i monarchies, the people
never had representatives; the word itself was unknown. It
is very singular that in Rome, where the tribunes were so
sacrosanct, it was never even imagined that they could usurp
the functions of the people, and that in the midst of so great
a multitude they never attempted to pass on their own
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authority a single plebiscitum. We can, however, form an
1dea of the difficulties caused sometimes by the people being
so numerous, from what happened 1n the time of the Gracchy,
when some of the citizens had to cast their votes from the
roofs of buildings.

Where right and liberty are everything, disadvantages
count for nothing. Among this wise people everything was
given its just value, its lictors were allowed to do what its
tribunes would never have dared to attempt; for it had no
fear that its lictors would try to represent it.

To explan, however, in what way the tribunes did
sometimes represent it, 1t 1s enough to conceitve how the
government trepresents the Sovereign, Law being purely
the declaration of the general will, it is clear that, in the
exercise of the legislative power, the people cannot be repre-
sented; but in that of the executive power, which 1s only the
force that 1s applied to give the law effect, it both can and
should be represented. We thus see that if we looked
closely mto the matter we should find that very few nations
have any laws. However that may be, 1t 1s certain that the
tribunes, possessing no executtve power, could never repre-
sent the Roman people by right of the powers entrusted to
them, but only by usurping those of the senate,

In Greece, all that the people had to do, it did for itself; it
was constantly assembled 1n the public square. The Greeks
Iived 1n a muld climate; they had no natural greed; slaves did
their work for them; their great concern was with liberty.
Lacking the same advantages, how can you preserve the same
nights?  Your severer climates add to your needs;? for half
the year your public squares are uninhabitable; the flatness
of your languages unfits them for being heard in the open
atr; you sacrifice more for profit than for liberty, and fear
slavery less than poverty.

What then? Is liberty maintained only by the help of
slavery? It may be so. Extremes meet. Everything that
1s not in the course of nature has its disadvantages, civil
soctety most of all. There are some unhappy circumstances
in which we can only keep our liberty at others’ expense,
and where the citizen can be perfectly free only when the

1To adopt 1n cold countnies the luxury and effermnacy of the East 1s to desire
to submut to 1ts chains, 1t 1s 1ndeed to bow to them far more evitably 11 our case
than 1n thers
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slave is most a slave. Such was the case with Sparta. As
for you, modern peoples, you have no slaves, but you are
slaves yourselves, you pay for their liberty with your own.
It 1s 1n vain that you boast of this preference; I find 1n 1t
more cowardice than humanity.

I do not mean by all this that 1t is necessary to have slaves,
or that the right of slavery 1s legitimate. I am merely giving
the reasons why modern peoples, believing themselves to be
free, have representatives, while ancient peoples had none.
In any case, the moment a people allows 1tsclf to be repre-
sented, 1t 1s no longer free* 1t no longer exists.

All things considered, I do not sce that 1t 1s possible hence-
forth for the Sovereign to preserve among us the exercise
of 1ts rights, unless the city 1s very small.  But of 1t 1s very
small, it will be conquered? No I will show later on how
the external strength of a great people 1> may be combined
with the conventent polity and good order of a small State.

CHAPTER XVI

THAT THE INSTITUTION OF GOVERNMENT IS NOT A
CONTRACT

T legislative power once well established, the next thing
1s to establish sumilarly the executive power; for this latter,
which operates only by particular acts, not being of the
essence of the former, 1s naturally separate from it. Were 1t
possible for the Sovereign, as such, to possess the executive
power, right and fact would be so confounded that no one
could tell what was law and what was not; and the body
politic, thus disfigured, would soon fall a prey to the violence
1t was instituted to prevent.

As the ctizens, by the social contract, are all equal, all can
prescribe what all should do, but no one has a right to
demand that another shall do what he does not do himself.
It 15 strictly this rght, which 1s indispensable for giving
the body politic life and movement, that the Sovereign, 1n
instituting the government, confers upon the prince.

11 bad intended to do this in the sequel to this work, when in dealing with
external relations X came to the subject of confederations, The subject 15 quite
aew, and 1ts principles have sull to be laid down
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It has been held that this act of establishment was a con-
tract between the people and the rulers 1t sets over itself—
a contract in which conditions were laid down between the
two parties binding the one to command and the other to
obey. It will be admitted, I am sure, that this is an odd kind
of contract to enter imto. But let us see if this view can
be upheld

First, the supreme authority can no more be modified than
it can be alienated; to limit 1t is to destroy it. It is absurd
and contradictory for the Sovereign to set a superior over
wtself, to bind itself to obey a master would be to retura to
absolute liberty.

Moreover, 1t is clear that this contract between the people
and such and such persons would be a particular act; and
from this it follows that it can be neither a Jaw nor an act of
Sovereignty, and that consequently 1t would be illegitimate.

It 1s plain too that the contracting parttes in relation to
each other would be under the law of nature alone and
wholly without guarantees of their mutual undertakings, a
position wholly at vartance with the awvil state. He who
has force at his command being always in a position to
control execution, 1t would come to the same thing if the
name ‘contract’ were given to the act of one man who said
to another: ‘T give you all my goods, on condition that you
give me back as much of them as you please’

There 1s only one contract 1n the State, and that is the act
of association, which 1n uself excludes the existence of a
second. It 1s impossible to concetve of any public contract
that would not be a violation of the fisst.

CHAPTER XVII
THE INSTITUTION OF GOVLRNMENT

Unprr what general idea then should the act by which
government 15 instituted be concerved as falling? 1 will
begin by stating that the act 1s complex, as being composed of
two others—the establishment of the law and 1ts execution.

By the former, the Sovercign dectrees that there shall be
a governing body established 1n this or that form, this act
1s clearly a law,
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By the latter, the people nominates the rulers who are to
be entrusted with the government that has been established.
This nomination, being a particular act, 1s clearly not a second
law, but merely a consequence of the first and a function
of government.

The difficulty is to understand how there can be a govern-
mental act before government exists, and how the people,
which 1s only Sovereign or subject, can, under certain
circumstances, become a prince or magistrate.

It is at this pont that there is tevealed one of the astonish-
ing properties of the body politic, by means of which it
reconciles apparently contradictory operations; for this is
accomplished by a sudden conversion of Sovereignty into
democracy, so that, without sensible change, and merely
by virtue of 2 new relation of all to all, the citizens become
magistrates and pass from general to particular acts, from
legislation to the execution of the law.

This changed relation 1s no speculative subtlety without
1nstances in practice: it happens every day in the Enghsh
Parliament, where, on certain occasions, the Lower House
resolves 1tself 1nto Grand Committee, for the better discus-
ston of affairs, and thus, from being at one moment a sovereign
court, becomes at the next 2 mere commission; so that sub-
sequently 1t reports to tself, as House of Commons, the
result of 1ts proceedings 1n Grand Committee, and debates
over again under one name what 1t has already settled under
another

It 15, 1ndeed, the peculiar advantage of democratic govern-
ment that it can be established 1n actuality by a simple act of
the general will  Subsequently, this provisional government
remains in power, 1If this form 1s adopted, or else establishes
in the name of the Sovereign the government that 1s pre-
scribed by law; and thus the whole proceeding 15 regular,
It 15 impossible to set up government i1n any other manner
legitimately and in accordance with the prnciples so far
lard down.
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CHAPTER XVIII
HOW TO CHECK THE USURPATIONS OF GOVERNMENT

WrAT we have just said confirms Chapter X VI, and makes
1t clear that the institution of government 1s not a contract,
but a law, that the depositartes of the executive power are
not the people’s masters, but 1ts officers; that 1t can set them
up and pull them down when 1t likes; that for them there 15
no question of contract, but of obedience; and that in taking
charge of the functions the State imposes on them they are
doing no more than fulfilling their duty as crtizens, without
having the remotest right to argue about the conditions.

When thetefore the people sets up an hereditary govern-
ment, whether it be monarchical and confined to one family,
or aristocratic and confined to a class, what it enters into 1s
not an undertaking; the administration 1s given a provistonal
form, until the people chooses to order 1t otherwise.

It 1s true that such changes are always dangerous, and that
the established government should never be touched except
when 1t comes to be incompatible with the public good; but
the circumspection this involves 1s a maxim of policy and not
a rule of right, and the State is no more bound to leave civil
authority 1n the hands of 1ts rulers than military authority
in the hands of 1ts generals.

It 1s also true that 1t 1s impossible to be too careful to
observe, 1n such cases, all the formalities necessatry to distin-
guish a regular and legitimate act from a seditious tumult,
and the will of a whole people from the clamour of a faction.
Here above all no further concession should be made to the
untoward posstbility than cannot, 1n the strictest logic, be
refused 1t. From this obligation the prince dertves a great
advantage 1n preserving his power despite the people, with-
out its being possible to say he has usurped 1t; for, seeming
to avail himself only of his rights, he finds 1t very easy to
extend them, and to prevent, under the pretext of keeping
the peace, assemblies that are destined to the re-establishment
of order, with the result that he takes advantage of a silence
he does not allow to be broken, or of irregularities he causes
to be commutted, to assume that he has the support of those
whom fear prevents from speaking, and to punish those who
dare to speak. Thus 1t was that the decemvirs, first elected
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for one year and then kept on in office for a second, tried to
perpetuate their power by forbidding the comitia to asscmble,
and by this easy method every government 1n the world,
once clothed with the public power, sooner or later usurps
the sovercign authority

The pertodical assemblies of which I have already spoken
are designed to prevent or postpone this calamity, above all
when they nced no formal summoning; for in that case, the
prince cannot stop them without openly declaring himself
a law-breaker and an enemy of the State.

The opening of these assemblics, whose sole object 15 the
maintenance of the social treaty, should always take the form
of putting two propositions that may not be suppressed,
which should be voted on separately,

The fist 1s: ‘Does 1t please the Sovereign to preserve the
present form of government?’

The second 1s: ‘Does it please the people to leave its
adminstration in the hands of those who are actually 1n
charge of 1t?’

I am here assuming what I think I have shown; that there
1s 1n the State no fundamental law that cannot be revoked,
not excluding the social compact itscif; for 1f all the atizens
assembled of one accord to break the compact, it is im-
possible to doubt that 1t would be very legitimately broken.
Grotius even thinks that each man can renounce his member-
ship of his own State, and recover his natural hiberty and
his goods on leaving the countryl It would be indeed
absurd if all the citizens 1 assembly could not do what each
can do by himself.

1 Provided, of course, he does not leave to escape his obligations and avoid having

to serve his country 1n the hour of need  Flight 1n such a2 ease would be cnmunal
and punishable, and would be, not withdrawal, but desertion.



BOOK IV

CHAPTER I
THAT THE GENERAL WILL IS INDESTRUCTIBLE

As long as several men in assembly regard themselves as a
single body, they have only a single will which 1s concerned
with their common preservation and general well-being  In
this case, all the springs of the State are vigorous and simple
and 1ts rules clear and luminous, there are no embroilments
or conflicts of interests; the common good 1s everywhere
cleatly apparent, and only good sense 1s needed to percerve 1t.
Peace, unity, and equality are the enemues of political subtleties.
Men who are upright and simple are difficult to decerve
because of their simplicity; lures and ingentous pretexts fail
to impose upon them, and they are not even subtle enough
to be dupes. When, among the happiest people mn the
world, bands of peasants are seen regulating affairs of State
under an oak, and always acting wisely, can we help scorning
the 1ngentous methods of other nations, which make them-
selves 1llustrious and wretched with so much art and mystery?

A State so governed needs very few laws, and, as 1t becomes
necessary to issue new ones, the necessity 1s universally seen.
The first man to propose them merely says what all have
already felt, and there 1s no question of factions or intrigues
or eloquence 1n order to secure the passage 1nto law of what
every one has already decided to do, as soon as he 1s sure
that the rest will act with him

Theorists are led into error because, seeing only States
that have been from the beginning wrongly constituted, they
-are struck by the impossibility of applying such a policy to
them. They make great game of all the absurdities a clever
rascal or an insinuating speaker might get the people of Paris
or London to believe. They do not know that Cromwell
would have been put to ‘the bells’ by the people of Berne,
and the Duc de Beaufort on the treadmill by the Genevese.

But when the social bond begins to be relaxed and the
State to grow weak, when particular interests begin to make
themselves felt and the smaller societies to exercise an 1nfluence
over the larger, the common interest changes and finds

85
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opponents: opinion is no fonger unanimous; the general will
ceases to be the will of all; contradictory views and debates
arise; and the best advice is not taken without question.

Finally, when the State, on the eve of ruin, maintains only
a vatn, illusory, and formal existence, when in every heart
the social bond 1s broken, and the meanest interest brazenly
lays hold of the sacred name of ‘public good,” the general
will becomes mute: all men, guided by sccret motives, no
mote give their views as citizens than if the State had never
been; and 1niquitous decrees directed solely to private interest
get passed under the name of laws.

Does 1t follow from this that the general will is exter-
minated or corrupted® Not at all: it is always constant,
unalterable, and pure; but 1t 15 subordinated to other wills
which encroach upon 1ts sphere. Each man, in detaching
his interest from the common interest, sees cleatly that he
cannot entirely separate them; but his share in the public
mishaps seems to him negligible beside the exclusive good
he aims at making his own, Apart from this particular good,
he wills the general good in his own 1nterest, as strongly as
any one else. Even 1n selling his vote for money, he does
not extinguish 1n himself the general will, but only cludes 1t.
The fault he commits 1s that of changing the state of the
question, and answering something different from what he 1s
asked. Instead of saying, by hus vote, ‘It is to the advantage
of the State,” he says, ‘It 1s of advantage to this or that man
ot party that this or that view should prevail.” Thus the
law of public order 1n assemblies 1s not so much to maintan
in them the general will as to secure that the question be
always put to 1t, and the answer always given by it.

I could here set down many reflections on the simple right
of voting m every act of Sovereignty—a right which no one
can take from the atizens—and also on the nght of stating
views, making proposals, dividing and discussing, which the
government 1s always most careful to leave solely to its
members; but this important subject would need a treatise
to 1tself, and 1t 1s impossible to say everything in a single work.
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CHAPTER II
VOTING

Ir may be seen, from the last chapter, that the way in which
general bustness 1s managed may give a clear enough indica-
tion of the actual state of morals and the health of the body
polittc. ‘The more concert reigns 1n the assemblies, that is,
the nearer opinion approaches unanimity, the greater 1s the
dominance of the general will. On the other hand, long
debates, dissensions, and tumult proclaim the ascendancy of
particular 1aterests and the decline of the State.

This seems less clear when two or more orders enter into
the constitution, as patricians and plebetans did at Rome;
for quarrels between these two orders often disturbed the
comitta, even in the best days of the Republic. But the
exception 1s rather apparent than real; for then, through the
defect that 1s inherent 1n the body politic, there were, so to
speak, two States 1n one, and what is not true of the two
together is true of either separately. Indeed, even in the most
stormy times, the plebisciza of the people, when the senate
did not interfere with them, always went through quetly and
by large majorities. The citizens having but one interest,
the people had but a single will.

At the other extremuty of the circle, unanimity recurs; this
is the case when the citizens, having fallen into servitude,
have lost both liberty and will. Fear and flattery then change
votes 1nto acclamation; deliberation ceases, and only worship
or malediction is left. Such was the vile manner in which
the senate expressed its views under the emperors. It did
so sometimes with absurd precautions. Tacitus observes
that, under Otho, the senators, while they heaped curses on
Vitellws, contrived at the same time to make a deafening
nosse, 1n order that, should he ever become their master, he
mught not know what each of them had said.

On these various considerations depend the rules by which
the methods of counting votes and comparing opinions
should be regulated, according as the general will is more or
less easy to discover, and the State more or less 1 its decline,

There is but one law which, from its nature, needs unani-
mous consent. This is the social compact; for civil association

1s the most voluntary of all acts, Every man being born
E 660
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free and his own master, no one, under any pretext whatso-
ever, can make any man subject without his consent. To
decide that the son of a slave 1s born a slave 1s to decide that
he 1s not born a man.

If then there are opponents when the social compact is
made, their opposition does not invalidate the contract, but
merely prevents them from being included 1n 1t. They are
foreigners among citizens, When the State 15 instituted,
residence constitutes consent, to dwell within its territory
1s to submit to the Sovereign.

Apart from this primitive contract, the vote of the majority
always binds all the rest. This follows from the contract
itself. But 1t 1s asked how a man can be both free and
forced to conform to wills that are not his own. How are
the opponents at once free and subject to laws they have not
agreed to?

I retort that the question 1s wrongly put. The citizen
gtves his consent to all the laws, including those which are
passed 1n spite of his opposition, and even those which punish
him when he dares to break any of them. The constant will
of all the members of the State 1s the general will; by virtue
of 1t they are citizens and free.2 When 1n the popular assembly
a law 1s proposed, what the people 1s asked 15 not exactly
whether 1t approves or rejects the proposal, but whether it
1s 1n conformity with the general will, which 1s their will.
Each man, 1n giving his vote, states his opinion on that
pownt, and the general will 1s found by counting votes.
When therefore the opinion that 1s contrary to my own pre-
valls, this proves neither more nor less than that 1 was
mistaken, and that what I thought to be the general will
was not so. If my particular opinion had carried the day
I should have achieved the opposite of what was my will,
and 1t 1s 1n that case that I should not have been free.

This presupposes, indeed, that all the qualities of the
general will still reside 1n the majority: when they cease to

1 This should of coutse be understood as applying to a free State, for elsewhere
family, goods, lack of a refuge, necessity, ot violence may detain 2 man 1n a country
against his will, and then his dwelling there no longer by itself tmplies his consent
to the contract or to 1ts violation

At Genoa, the word ‘Liberty’ may be read over the front of the prisons and on
the chains of the galley-slaves = Thus application of the device 15 good and just
It 15 indeed only malefactors of all estates who prevent the citizen from being

free In the country in which all such men were 1n the galleys, the most perfect
Iiberty would be enjoyed i P
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do so, whatever side a man may take, liberty is no longer
posstble

In my eatlier demonstration of how particular wills are
substituted for the general will 1n public deliberation, I have
adequately pointed out the practicable methods of avoiding
this abuse; and I shall have more to say of them later on.
I have also given the principles for determining the propor-
ttonal number of votes for declaring that will. A difference
of one vote destroys equality, a single opponent destroys
unanimity; but between equality and unanimuty, there are
several grades of unequal division, at each of which this
proportion may be fixed 1n accordance with the condition
and the needs of the body politic.

There ate two general rules that may serve to regulate this
relation. First, the more grave and important the questions
discussed, the nearer should the opinion that 1s to prevail
approach unammity. Secondly, the more the matter in hand
calls for speed, the smaller the prescribed difference 1n the
numbers of votes may be allowed to become: where an instant
decision has to be reached, a majority of one vote should be
enough.” The first of these two rules seems more 1n harmony
with the laws, and the second with practical affairs. In any
case, 1t 1s the combination of them that gives the best
proportions for determining the majority necessary.

CHAPTER III
ELECTIONS

In the elections of the prince and the magistrates, which ares
as I have said, complex acts, there are two possible methods
of procedure, choice and lot. Both have been employed 1n
various republics, and a highly complicated mixture of the
two still survives 1n the election of the Doge at Venice.

‘Election by lot,” says Montesquieu, ‘1s democratic in
nature.” I agree that 1t 1s so, but 1 what sense? ‘The lot,’
he goes on, ‘1s a way of making choice that 15 unfair to
nobody; it leaves each citizen a reasonable hope of serving
his country.” These are not reasons.

If we bear in mind that the electton of rulerts 1s a function
of government, and not of Sovereignty, we shall see why
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the lot 1s the method more natural to democracy, in which
the administration 1s better in proportion as the number of
its acts is small.

In every real democracy, magistracy is not an advantage,
but a burdensome charge which cannot justly be imposed
on one indtvidual rather than another. The law alone can
lay the charge on him on whom the lot falls. For,,the
conditions being then the same for all, and the choice not
depending on any human will, there 1s no particular appli-
cation to alter the universality of the law.

In an amstocracy, the prince chooses the prince, the
government 1s preserved by itself, and voting is rightly
ordered.

The 1nstance of the election of the Doge of Venice con-
firms, 1nstead of destroying, this distinction; the mixed form
sutts 2 muxed government. For 1t 1s an error to take the
government of Venice for a real aristocracy. If the people
has no share 1n the government, the nobility 1s itself the
people. A host of poor Barnabites never gets near any
magistracy, and its nobility consists merely in the empty
title of Excellency, and 1n the right to sit 1n the Great Council.
As this Great Council 1s as numerous as our General Council
at Geneva, 1ts illustrious members have no more privileges
than our plain atizens. It 1s indisputable that, apart from the
extreme disparity between the two republics, the bonrgeossse
of Geneva 1s exactly equivalent to the patricrate of Venice;
our natwes and imbabitants correspond to the fownsmen and the
people of Venice; our peasants correspond to the subyects on
the mainland; and, however that republic be regarded, if its
size be left out of account, 1ts government is no more aristo-
cratic than our own. The whole difference 1s that, having
no life-ruler, we do not, like Venice, need to use the lot.

Election by lot would have few disadvantages 1n a real
democracy, 1 which, as equality would everywhere exist
1n morals and talents as well as 10 principles and fortunes,
1t would become almost a matter of indifference who was
chosen. But I have already said that a real democracy 1s
only an 1deal.

When choice and lot are combined, positions that require
special talents, such as military posts, should be filled by the
former, the latter does for cases, such as judicial offices, 1n
which good sense, justice, and integrity are enough, because
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in a State that is well constituted, these qualities are common
to all the citizens.

Neither lot nor vote has any place 1n monarchical govern-
ment. The monarch being by right sole prince and only
magistrate, the choice of his lieutenants belongs to none but
him, When the Abbé de Saint-Pierre proposed that the
Councils of the King of France should be multiplied, and
their members elected by ballot, he did not see that he was
proposing to change the form of government.

I should now speak of the methods of giving and counting
opintons 1n the assembly of the people; but perhaps an
account of this aspect of the Roman constitution will more
forcibly illustrate all the rules I could lay down. It 1s worth
the while of a judicious reader to follow 1n some detail the
working of public and private affairs in a Council consisting
of two hundred thousand men.

CHAPTER 1V
THE ROMAN COMITIA

We are without well-certified records of the first period of
Rome’s existence; it even appears very probable that most
of the stories told about 1t are fables; indeed, generally
speaking, the most nstructive part of the history of peoples,
that which deals with their foundation, 1s what we have
least of. Expertence teaches us every day what causes lead
to the revolutions of empires; but, as no new peoples are now
formed, we bhave almost nothing beyond conjecture to go
upon 1n explaining how they were created.

The customs we find established show at least that these
customs had an origin. The traditions that go back to those
origins, that have the greatest authorities behind them, and
that are confirmed hy the strongest proofs, should pass for the
most certain. These are the rules I have tried to follow 1n
inquiring how the freest and most powerful people on earth
exercised its supreme power.

After the foundation of Rome, the new-born republic, that
is, the army of its founder, composed of Albans, Sabines,
and foreigners, was divided into three classes, which, from
thie division, took the name of #bes. FEach of these tribes
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was subdivided 1nto ten c¢uriae, and each curia into decuriae,
headed by leaders called cursones and decursones.

Besides this, out of each tribe was taken a body of one
hundred Egmtes or Kmights, called a century, which shows
that these divistons, being unnecessary In a town, were at
first merely military, But an instinct for greatness seems
to have led the little township of Rome to provide stself
in advance with a political system suitable for the capital of
the world.

Out of this original division an awkward situation soon
arose 'The tribes of the Albans (Ramnenses) and the Sabines
(Tatienses) remained always in the same condition, while
that of the foreigners (Luceres) continually grew as more
and more foreigners came to live at Rome, so that 1t soon
surpassed the others in strength Servius remedied this
dangerous fault by changing the principle of cleavage, and
substituting for the racial division, which he abolished, a new
one based on the quarter of the town inhabited by each
tribe  Instead of three tribes he created four, each occupying
and named after one of the hills of Rome. Thus, while
redressing the inequality of the moment, he also provided
for the future; and 1n order that the division mught be one
of persons as well as localities, he forbade the inhabitants
of one quarter to mugrate to another, and so prevented the
mingling of the races.

He also doubled the three old centuries of Kmights and
added twelve more, still keeping the old names, and by
this simple and prudent method, succeeded 1n making a
distinction between the body of Knights and the people,
without 2 murmur from the latter.

To the four urban tribes Servius added fifteen others called
rural tribes, because they consisted of those who lived 1n
the country, divided mto fifteen cantons. Subsequently,
fifteen more were created, and the Roman people finally
found 1tself divided into thirty-five tribes, as it remained
down to the end of the Republic.

The distinction between urban and rural tribes had one
effect which 1s worth mention, both because 1t is without
parallel elsewhere, and because to it Rome owed the preser-
vation of her morality and the enlargement of her empire.
We should have expected that the urban tribes would soon
monopolize power and honouts, and lose no time in bringing
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the rural tribes into distepute; but what happened was exactly
the reverse. 'The taste of the early Romans for country life
is well known. This taste they owed to their wise founder,
who made rural and military labours go along with liberty,
and, so to speak, relegated to the town arts, crafts, intrigue,
fortune, and slavery.

Since therefore all Rome’s most dlustrious citizens lived
1n the fields and tilled the earth, men grew used to secking
there alone the mainstays of the republic. This condition,
being that of the best patricians, was honouted by all men;
the stmple and laborious life of the villager was preferred
to the slothful and 1dle Iife of the bosrgeossie of Rome, and he
who, 1n the town, would have been but a wretched prole-
tarian, became, as a labourer 1n the fields, a respected citizen.
Not without teason, says Vatro, did our great-souled ancestors
establish 1n the village the nursery of the sturdy and valiant
men who defended them in time of war and provided for
their sustenance 1n time of peace. Pliny states positively
that the country tribes were honoured because of the men
of whom they were composed, while cowards men wished
to dishonour were transferred, as a public disgrace, to the
town tribes. The Sabine Appmus Claudius, when he had
come to settle 1n Rome, was loaded with honours and en-
rolled 1n a rural tribe, which subsequently took his family
name. Lastly, freedmen always entered the urban, and never
the rural, tribes: nor 1s there a single example, throughout
the Republic, of a freedman, though he had become a citizen,
reaching any magistracy.

This was an excellent rule, but 1t was carried so far that
i the end 1t led to a change and certainly to an abuse in
the political system

First the censors, after having for a long time clatmed the
right of transferring citizens arbitrarily from one tribe to
another, allowed most persons to enrol themselves 1n what-
ever tribe they pleased. This permussion certainly did no
good, and further robbed the censorship of one of 1ts greatest
resources. Moreover, as the great and powerful all got
themselves enrolled 1n the country tribes, while the freed-
men who had become citizens rematned with the populace
in the town trbes, both soon ceased to have any local or
territorial meaning, and all were so confused that the members
of one could not be told from those of another except by the
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registers; so that the idea of the word ‘tribe’ became personal
instead of real, or rather came to be little more than a chimera

It happened 1n addition that the town tribes, being more
on the spot, were often the stronger 1n the comitia and sold
the State to those who stooped to buy the votes of the
rabble composing them,

As the founder had set up ten enrsae in each tribe, the whole
Roman people, which was then contained within the walls,
consisted of thirty enriae, cach with its temples, its gods,
its officers, its priests, and its festivals, which were called
compatala and corresponded to the paganala, held in later
times by the rural tribes.

When Servius made his new division, as the thirty curiae
could not be shared equally between his four tribes, and as
he was unwilling to interfere with them, they became a further
dtvision of the inhabitants of Rome, quite independent of
the tribes: but 1n the case of the rural tribes and their members
there was no question of exriae, as the tribes had then become
a purely cuvil 1nstitution, and, a new system of levying troops
having been introduced, the military divisions of Romulus
were superfluious  Thus, although every atizen was en-
rolled in a tribe, there were very many who were not members
of a curia.

Servius made yet a third division, quite distinct from the
two we have mentioned, which became, in its effects, the most
important of all. He distributed the whole Roman people
into six classes, distinguished neither by place nor by person,
but by wealth; the first classes included the rich, the last the
poor, and those between persons of moderate means. These
six classes were subdivided 1nto onc hundred and ninety-
three other bodies, called centuries, which were so divided
that the first class alone comprised more than half of them,
while the Jast comprised only one. Thus the class that had
the smallest number of members had the largest number of
centuries, and the whole of the last class only counted as
a single subdivision, although it alone included more than
half the inhabitants of Rome.

In order that the people might have the less insight 1nto
the results of this arrangement, Servius tried to give it a
mulitary tone: 1n the second class he 1nserted two centurtes
of armourers, and 1n the fourth two of makers of instruments
of war: 1n each class, except the last, he distinguished young
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and old, that is, those who were under an obligation to bear
arms and those whose age gave them legal exemption. It
was this distinction, rather than that of wealth, which re-
quired frequent repetition of the census ot counting. Lastly,
he ordered that the assembly should be held in the Campus
Martius, and that all who were of age to serve should come
there armed.

The reason for his not making in the last class also the
division of young and old was that the populace, of whom
1t was composed, was not gtven the right to bear arms for
its country: a man had to possess a hearth to acquire the
right to defend 1t, and of all the troops of beggars who to-day
lend lustre to the armues of kings, there 1s perhaps not one
who would not have been driven with scorn out of a Roman
cohort, at a time when soldiers were the defenders of liberty.

In this last class, however, proletarians were distinguished
from capite censt. ‘The former, not quite reduced to nothing,
at least gave the State citizens, and sometimes, when the need
was pressing, even soldiers. Those who had nothing at
all, and could be numbered only by counting heads, were
regarded as of absolutely no account, and Marius was the
first who stooped to enrol them.

Without deciding now whether this third arrangement
was good or bad in 1tself, I think I may assert that it could
have been made practicable only by the simple morals, the
disinterestedness, the hking for agriculture and the scorn
for commerce and for love of gain which characterized the
early Romans. Where 1s the modern people among whom
consuming greed, unrest, intrigue, continual removals, and
perpetual changes of fortune, could let such a system last for
twenty years without turning the State upside down? We
must 1ndeed observe that morality and the censorship, being
stronger than this institution, corrected its defects at Rome,
and that the rich man found himself degraded to the class
of the poor for making too much display of his riches.

From all this 1t 1s easy to understand why only five classes
are almost always mentioned, though there were really six.

The sixth, as 1t furnished neither soldiers to the army nor
votes 1n the Campus Martius,! and was almost without

11 say “in the Campus Martius’ because it was there that the comitia assembled
by centufies, 1n its two other forms the people assembled 1n the forum or elsewhere
and thea the capife censs bad as much influence and authonty as the foremost citizens

*p 660
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functton 1n the State, was scldom regarded as of any
account.

These were the various ways 1n which the Roman people
was divided. Let us now sce the effect on the assemblies,
When lawfully summoned, these were called comtia: they
were usually held 1n the public square at Rome or 1n the
Campus Martius, and were distinguished as Comitia Chriata,
Conutia Centuriata, and Comutia Tributa, according to the
form under which they were convoked  The Comitia Curiata
were founded by Romulus; the Centnriata by Servius; and the
Tributa by the tribuncs of the people.  No law received its
sanction and no magsstrate was clected, save 1n the comitia;
and as every citizen was enrolled 1n a enra, a century, or a
tribe, 1t follows that no citizen was excluded from the right
of voting, and that the Roman people was truly sovereign
both de jumre and de facto.

For the comitia to be lawfully assembled, and for their
acts to have the force of law, three conditions were neces-
sary. First, the body or magistrate convoking them had
to possess the necessary authority; secondly, the assembly
had to be held on a day allowed by law; and thirdly, the
auguries had to be favourable.

The reason for the first regulation needs no explanation;
the second 1s a matter of policy. Thus, the comitia might
not be held on festivals or market-days, when the country-
folk, coming to Rome on business, had not time to spend the
day in the public square. By means of the third, the senate
held 1n check the proud and restive people, and meetly
restrained the ardour of seditious tribunes, who, however,
found more than one way of escaping this hindrance.

Laws and the clection of rulers were not the only questions
submitted to the judgment of the comitia: as the Roman
people had taken on itsclf the most important functions of
government, 1t may be said that the lot of Europe was regu-
lated 1n 1ts assemblies  The variety of their objects gave rise
to the various forms these took, according to the matters on
which they had to pronounce.

In order to judge of these various forms, 1t 1s enough to
compare them. Romulus, when he set up emrsae, had 1n view
the checking of the scnate by the people, and of the people
by the senate, while mamtaining his ascendancy over both
alike. He therefore gave the people, by means of this
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assembly, all the authority of numbers to balance that of
power and riches, which he left to the patricians. But, after
the spirit of monarchy, he left all the same a greater advan-
tage to the patricians 1n the influence of their clients on the
majonty of votes. This excellent institution of patron and
client was a masterpiece of statesmanship and humanity with-
out which the patriciate, being flagrantly 1n contradiction
to the republican spurit, could not have survived. Rome
alone has the honour of having given to the world this great
example, which never led to any abuse, and yet has never
been followed.

As the assemblies by enrzae persisted under the kings till
the ttme of Servius, and the reign of the later Tarquin was
not regarded as legitimate, royal laws were called generally
leges cnriatae

Under the Republic, the c#ruae, still confined to the four
urban tribes, and including only the populace of Rome, suited
neither the senate, which led the patricians, nor the tribunes,
who, though plebeians, were at the head of the well-to-do
ctizens  They therefore fell 1nto distepute, and their degra-
dation was such, that thirty lictors used to assemble and do
what the Comitia Curiata should have done.

The division by centuries was so favourable to the aris-
tocracy that it 1s hard to see at first how the senate ever failed
to carry the day 1n the comitia bearing their name, by which
the consuls, the censors, and the other curule magistrates
were elected. Indeed, of the hundred and ninety-three cen-
turtes into which the six classes of the whole Roman people
were divided, the first class contained ninety-eight, and, as
voting went solely by centuries, this class alone had a majorty
over all the rest. When all these centuries were in agree-
ment, the rest of the votes were not even taken; the decision
of the smallest number passed for that of the multitude, and
1t may be said that, in the Comntra Centiriata, decisions were
regulated far more by depth of purses than by the number
of votes.

But this extreme authority was modified in two ways
First, the tribunes as a rule, and always a great number of
pleberans, belonged to the class of the rich, and so counter-
balanced the influence of the patricians in the first class.

The second way was this, Instead of causing the cen-
turtes to vote throughout 1n order, which would have meant
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beginning always with the first, the Romans always chose
one by lot which proceeded alone to the election; after this
all the centuries were summoned another day according to
their rank, and the same election was repeated, and as a rule
confirmed. Thus the authority of example was taken away
from rank, and given to the lot on a democratic princple.

From this custom resulted a further advantage. The
citizens from the country had time, between the two elec-
tions, to inform themselves of the merits of the candidate
who had been provisionally nominated, and did not have to
vote without knowledge of the case. But, under the pre-
text of hastening matters, the abolition of this custom was
achteved, and both elections were held on the same day.

The Comttia Tributa were properly the council of the Roman
people. They were convoked by the tribunes alone; at them
the tribunes were elected and passed their plebiscita. The
senate not only had no standing 1n them, but even no right
to be present; and the senators, being forced to obey laws
on which they could not vote, were in this respect less free
than the meanest citizens, This 1njustice was altogether ill-
concerved, and was alone enough to invalidate the decrees
of a body to which all its members were not admitted. Had
all the patricians attended the comitia by virtue of the right
they had as citizens, they would not, as mere private indi-
viduals, have had any considerable influence on a vote
reckoned by counting heads, where the meanest proletarian
was as good as the princeps senatus.

It may be seen, therefore, that besides the order which was
achieved by these various ways of distributing so great a
people and taking its votes, the various methods were not re-
ducible to forms indifferent 1n themselves, but the results of each
were relative to the objects which caused it to be preferred.

Without going here into further detaids, we may gather
from what has been said above that the Comitia Tributa were
the most favourable to popular government, and the Comitia
Centuriata to aristocracy. The Comitra Curiata, 1n which the
populace of Rome formed the majority, being fitted only to
further tyranny and evil designs, naturally fell into disrepute,
and even seditious persons abstained from using a method
which too cleatly revealed their projects. It 1s indisputable
that the whole majesty of the Roman people lay solely in the
Comistia Centuriata, which alone included all; for the Comutia
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Curiata excluded the rural tribes, and the Comitia Tributa the
senate and the patricians.

As for the method of taking the vote, it was among the
ancient Romans as simple as their morals, although not so
stmple as at Sparta. Each man declared his vote aloud, and
a clerk duly wrote it down; the majority in each tribe deter-
mined the vote of the tribe, the majority of the tribes that of
the people, and so with c#rsae and centurtes. This custom
was good as long as honesty was triumphant among the
cttizens, and each man was ashamed to vote publicly 1n favour
of an unjust proposal or an unworthy subject, but, when the
people grew corrupt and votes were bought, 1t was fitting
that voting should be sectet in order that purchasers might
be restrained by mistrust, and rogues be given the means of
not being traitors.

I know that Cicero attacks this change, and attributes partly
to it the ruin of the Republic. But though I feel the weight
Cicero’s authority must carry on such a pomnt, I cannot
agree with him, I hold, on the contrary, that, for want
of enough such changes, the destruction of the State must
be hastened. Just as the regimen of health does not suit the
sick, we should not wish to govern a people that has been
corrupted by the laws that a good people requires. There
1s no better proof of this rule than the long life of the Republic
of Venice, of which the shadow still exists, solely because
1its laws are suitable only for men who are wicked.

The citizens were provided, therefore, with tablets by means
of which each man could vote without any one knowing how
he voted: new methods were also introduced for collecting
the tablets, for counting voices, for compating numbers,
etc.; but all these precautions did not prevent the good
faith of the officers charged with these functions  from being
often suspect. Finally, to prevent intrigues and trafficking
in votes, edicts were issued; but their very number proves
how useless they were.

Towards the close of the Republic, it was often necessary
to have recourse to extraordinary expedients 1n order to
supplement the inadequacy of the laws. Sometimes miracles
wete supposed; but this method, while 1t might impose on
the people, could not impose on those who governed. Some-
times an assembly was hastily called together, before the

1 Custodes, dirsbitores, rogatores suffragroruss,
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candidates had time to form their factions: sometimes a
whole sitting was occupied with talk, when it was seen that
the people had been won over and was on the point of taking
up a wrong position. But in the end ambition cluded all
attempts to check 1t; and the most incredible fact of all 1s
that, 1n the midst of all these abuses, the vast people, thanks
to 1ts ancient regulations, never ceased to elect magistrates,
to pass laws, to judge cases, and to carry through business
both public and private, almost as easily as the senate 1tself
could have done.

CHAPTER V
THE TRIBUNATE

WHEN an exact proportion cannot be established between
the constituent parts of the State, or when causes that can-
not be removed continually alter the relation of one part
to another, recourse 1s had to the institution of a peculiar
magistracy that enters 1nto no corporate unity with the rest.
This restores to each term its right relation to the others,
and provides a link or middle term between cither prince
and people, or prince and Sovereign, or, if necessary, both
at once

This body, which I shall call the #ribunate, is the preserver
of the laws and of the legislative power. It serves some-
times to protect the Sovereign against the government, as
the tribunes of the people did at Rome; sometimes to uphold
the government against the people, as the Counal of Ten
now does at Venice, and sometimes to maintain the balance
between the two, as the Ephors did at Sparta.

The tribunate 1s not a constituent part of the cty, and
should have no share in either legislattve or executive
power, but this very fact makes its own power the greater*
for, while it can do nothing, 1t can prevent anything from
being done It 15 more sacred and more revered, as the
defender of the laws, than the prince who executes them, or
than the Sovereign which ordains them. This was seen
very clearly at Rome, when the proud patricians, for all their
scorn of the people, were forced to bow before one of its
officers, who had netther auspices nor jurtsdiction.

The tribunate, wisely tempered, 1s the strongest support
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a good constitution can have; but if its strength is ever so
little excesstve, 1t upsets the whole State. Weakness, on the
other hand, 1s not natural to it: provided 1t 1s something, it
1s never less than 1t should be.

It degenerates into tyranny when 1t usurps the exccutive
power, which 1t should confine itself to restraining, and when
it tries to dispense with the laws, which it should confine
itself to protecting. The immense power of the Ephors,
harmless as long as Sparta preserved i1ts morality, hastened
corruption when once it had begun. The blood of Agts,
slaughtered by these tyrants, was avenged by his successor;
the crime and the punishment of the Ephors alike hastened
the destruction of the republic, and after Cleomenes Sparta
ceased to be of any account Rome perished 1n the same
way: the excessive power of the tribunes, which they had
usurped by degrees, finally served, with the help of laws
made to secure liberty, as a safeguard for the emperors who
destroyed 1t. As for the Venetian Council of Ten, it 1s a
tribunal of blood, an object of hotror to patrictans and
people alike, and, so far from giving a lofty protection to the
laws, 1t does nothing, now they have become degraded, but
strike 1n the darkness blows of which no one dare take note.

The tribunate, like the government, grows weak as the
number of its members increases. When the tribunes of the
Roman people, who first numbered only two, and then five,
wished to double that number, the senate let them do so,
1n the confidence that 1t could use one to check another, as
indeed 1t afterwards freely did.

The best method of preventing usurpations by so for-
midable a body, though no government has yet made use
of 1t, would be not to make 1t permanent, but to regulate
the periods during which 1t should remain in abeyance.
These 1ntervals, which should not be long enough to give
abuses time to grow strong, may be so fixed by law that they
can easuly be shortened at need by extraordinary commissions.

This method seems to me to have no disadvantages,
because, as I have said, the tribunate, which forms no part
of the constitution, can be removed without the constitution
being affected. It seems to be also efficacious, because a
newly restored magistrate starts not with the power his pre-
decessor exercised, but with that which the law allows him.
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CHAPTER VI
THE DICTATORSHIP

Tue inflexibility of the laws, which prevents them from
adapting themselves to circumstances, may, in certain cases,
render them disastrous, and make them bring about, at a
time of crists, the rutn of the State. ‘The otder and slowness
of the forms they enjoin require a space of time which cir-
cumstances sometimes withhold. A thousand cases against
which the legislator has made no provision may present
themselves, and 1t 1s a highly necessary part of foresight to
be conscious that everything cannot be foreseen.

It 1s wrong thercfore to wish to make political institutions
50 strong as to render 1t impossible to suspend their operation.
Even Sparta allowed 1ts laws to lapse.

However, none but the greatest dangers can counter-
balance that of changing the public order, and the sacred
power of the laws should never be arrested save when the
existence of the country 1s at stake. In these rare and obvious
cases, provision 1s made for the public security by a particular
act entrusting 1t to him who 1s most worthy. This commut-
ment may be carried out 1n either of two ways, according to
the nature of the danger.

If increasing the activity of the government is 2 sufficient
remedy, power 1s concentrated in the hands of one or two
of 1ts members: 1n this case the change is not 1n the authority
of the laws, but only 1n the form of administering them.
If, on the other hand, the perl is of such a kind that the
paraphernalia of the laws are an obstacle to their preservation,
the method is to nominate a supreme ruler, who shall silence
all the laws and suspend for a moment the sovereign authority.
In such a case, there 15 no doubt about the general will, and
1t is clear that the people’s first intention is that the State shall
not perssh, ‘Thus the suspenston of the legislative authority
1s 1n no sense its abolition; the magistrate who silences 1t can-
not make it speak, he dominates 1t, but cannot represent it.
He can do anything, except make laws.

The first method was used by the Roman senate when, in
a consecrated formula, 1t charged the consuls to provide
for the safety of the Republic. The second was employed
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when one of the two consuls nominated a dictator:? a custom
Rome botrowed from Alba.

During the first period of the Republic, recourse was very
often had to the dictatorship, because the State had not yet
a firm enough basis to be able to maintain itself by the
strength of 1ts constitution alone. As the state of morality
then made superfluous many of the precautions which would
have been necessary at other times, there was no fear that a
dictator would abuse his authority, or try to keep it beyond
his term of office. On the contrary, so much power appeared
to be burdensome to him who was clothed with it, and he
made all speed to lay it down, as if taking the place of the
laws had been too troublesome and too perilous a position
to retain.

It 15 therefore the danger not of its abuse, but of its
cheapening, that makes me attack the indiscreet use of this
supreme magistracy in the earliest times. For as long as 1t
was freely employed at electtons, dedications, and purely
formal functions, there was danger of its becoming less for-
midable 1n time of need, and of men growing accustomed to
regarding as empty a title that was used only on occasions of
empty ceremonial.

Towards the end of the Republic, the Romans, having
grown mote circumspect, were as unreasonably sparing 1a
the use of the dictatorship as they had formerly been lavish.
It is easy to see that their fears were without foundation, that
the weakness of the capital secured it against the magistrates
who were 1n 1ts. midst; that a dictator might, 1n certain cases,
defend the public liberty, but could never endanger 1t; and
that the chains of Rome would be forged, not in Rome 1tself,
but in her armies. The weak resistance offered by Marius
to Sulla, and by Pompey to Caesar, clearly showed what was
to be expected from authority at home against force from
abroad.

This misconception led the Romans to make great mis-
takes, such, for example, as the failure to nominate a dictator
in the Catilinarian conspiracy. For, as only the city itself,
with at most some province in Italy, was concerned, the
unlimited authority the laws gave to the dictator would have
cnabled hum to make short work of the conspiracy, which

1 The nomination was made secretly by aupht, as 1f there were something shameful
tn setting 4 man above the laws
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was, 1n fact, stifled only by a combination of lucky chances
human prudence had no night to expect.

Instead, the senate contented itself with entrusting its
whole power to the consuls, so that Cicero, in order to take
effective action, was compelled on a capital point to exceed
his powers; and 1f, 1n the first transports of joy, his conduct
was approved, he was justly called, later on, to account for
the blood of citizens spilt in violation of the Jaws. Such a
reproach could never have been levelled at a dictator. But
the consul’s eloquence carried the day; and he himself,
Roman though he was, loved his own glory better than his
country, and sought, not so much the most lawful and
secure means of saving the State, as to get for himself the
whole honour of having done so.2 He was therefore justly
honoured as the liberator of Rome, and also justly purushed
as a law-breaker. However brilliant his recall may have
been, 1t was undoubtedly an act of pardon.

However this important trust be conferred, 1t 1s important
that 1ts duration should be fixed at a very brief pertod, in-
capable of being ever prolonged In the crises which lead
to 1ts adoption, the State 1s either soon lost, or soon saved;
and, the present need passed, the dictatorship becomes either
tyrannical or idle. At Rome, where dictators held office
for six months only, most of them abdicated before their
time was up. If their term had been longer, they might
well have tried to prolong 1t still further, as the decemvirs
did when chosen for a year The dictator had only time to
provide against the need that had caused him to be chosen,
he had none to think of further projects.

CHAPTER VI
THE CENSORSHIP

As the law is the declaration of the general will, the censor-
shup 1s the declaration of the public judgment- public opinton
1s the form of law which the censor adminssters, and, like
the prince, only applies to particular cases.

The censoral tribunal, so far from being the arbiter of the

2 That 15 what he could not be sure of, 1f he proposed a dictator, for be dared not
nominate himself, and could not be certamn that his colleague would nominate hum
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people’s optnion, only <_iec1ares it, and, as soon as the two
part company, its decisions ate null and voud.

It 1s useless to distinguish the morality of a nation from
the objects of its esteem, hoth depend on the same principle
and are necessarily indistinguishable. There is no people
on earth the choice of whose pleasures 1s not decided by
opinton rather than nature. Right men’s opinions, and their
morality will purge itself. Men always love what is good or
what they find good; it is in judging what is good that they
go wrong. This judgment, therefore, 1s what must be regu-
lated. He who judges of morality judges of honour; and he
who judges of honour finds his law 1n opinton.

The opintons of a people are derived from 1ts constitution;
although the law does not regulate morality, it 1s legisla-
tion that gives 1t birth. When legislation grows weak,
morality degenerates, but 1n such cases the judgment of the
censors will not do what the force of the laws has failed
to effect.

From this 1t follows that the censorship may be useful for
the preservation of morality, but can never be so for 1ts restora-
tion. Set up censors while the laws are vigorous; as soon
as they have lost their vigour, all hope 1s gone; no legitimate
power can retain force when the laws have lost 1t.

The censorship upholds morality by preventing opinton
from growing corrupt, by preserving its rectitude by means
of wise applications, and sometimes even by fixing it when
it 1s still uncertain, The employment of seconds in duels,
which had been carried to wild extremes 1n the kingdom of
France, was done away with merely by these words in a
royal edict: ‘As for those who are cowards enough to call
upon seconds.” This judgment, 1n anticipating that of the
public, suddenly decided 1t. But when edicts from the same
source trted to pronounce duelling 1tself an act of cowardice,
as indeed 1t 15, then, since common opinion does not regard
it as such, the public took no notice of a decision on a point
on which its mind was already made up.

I have stated elsewhere! that as public opiaton 1s not
subject to any constraint, there need be no trace of it 1n the
tribunal set up to represent it. It 1s 1mpossible to admire
too much the art with which this resource, which we moderns

11 merely call attention 1n this chapter to a subject with which I have dealt at
greater length 10 my Letter to M d' Alemibers
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have wholly lost, was employed by the Romans, and stll
more by the Lacedacmonians.

A man of bad morals having made a good proposal in the
Spartan Council, the Ephors ncglected st, and caused the
same proposal to be made by a virtuous atizen, What an
honour for the one, and what a disgrace for the other, with-
out praise or blame of eitherl Certain drunkards from
Samos ? polluted the tribunal of the Ephors: the next day,
a public edict gave Samians permission to be filthy. An
actual punishment would not have been so scvere as such
an impunty. When Sparta has pronounced on what is or
1s not nght, Greece makes no appeal from her judgments.

CHAPTER VII
CIVIL RELIGION

Ar first men had no kings save the gods, and no government
save theocracy. They reasoned like Caligula, and, at that
period, reasoned anght. It takes a long time for feeling
so to changc that men can make up therr munds to take
their equals as masters, in the hope that they will profit by
doing so.

From the mere fact that God was set over cvery political
society, 1t followed that there were as many gods as peoples.
Two peoples that were strangers the one to the other, and
almost always enemucs, could not long recognize the same
master: two armues giving battle could not obey the same
leader. National divisions thus led to polytheism, and this
1n turn gave rise to theological and avil 1atolerance, which,
as we shall see hereafter, are by nature the same.

The fancy the Greeks had for rediscovering their gods
among the barbarians arose from the way they had of re-
garding themselves as the natural Sovercigns of such peoples.
But there is nothing so absurd as the erudition which in our
days 1dentifies and confuses gods of different nations. As if
Moloch, Saturn, and Chronos could be the same god! As
if the Phocnician Baal, the Greek Zeus, and the Latin Jupiter

! They were from another island, which the delicacy of our language forbids me
to name on this occaston
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could be the samel As if there could still be anything
common to tmaginary beings with different names!

If 1t is asked how 1n pagan times, where each State had its
cult and 1ts gods, there were no wars of religion, I answer
that 1t was precisely because each State, having its own cult
as well as 1ts own government, made no distinction between
its gods and its laws. Political war was also theological;
the provinces of the gods were, so to speak, fixed by the
boundaries of nations. ‘The god of one people had no right
over another. The gods of the pagans were not jealous
gods; they shared among themselves the empire of the world:
even Moses and the Hebrews sometimes lent themselves to
this view by speaking of the God of Israel. It 1s true, they
regarded as powerless the gods of the Canaanites, a proscribed
people condemaned to destruction, whose place they were to
take; but remember how they spoke of the divisions of the
neighbouring peoples they were forbidden to attackl ‘Is
not the possession of what belongs to your god Chamos
lawfully your due?’ said Jephthah to the Ammonites. ‘We
have the same title to the lands our conquering God has
made his own.’? Here, I think, there 1s a recognition that
the rights of Chamos and those of the God of Israel are of
the same nature.

But when the Jews, being subject to the kings of Babylon,
and, subsequently, to those of Syria, still obstinately refused
to recognize any god save their own, their refusal was
regarded as rebellion agamnst their conqueror, and drew
down on them the persecutions we read of in their history,
which are without parallel till the coming of Christianity.2

Every religion, therefore, being attached solely to the laws
of the State which prescribed 1t, there was no way of con-
verting a people except by enslaving it, and thete could be
no mussionaries save conquerors. 'The obligation to change
cults being the law to which the vanquished yielded, 1t was
necessary to be victorious before suggesting such a change.

1 ‘Nonne ca quie posstdet Chamos deus tuus, tibl jure debentur?’ (Judges @t 24)
Such 1s the text in the Vulgate  Father de Carrieres translates ‘Do you not regard
yourselves as having a night to what your god possesses?’ 1 do not hanow the
force of the Hebrew text but I percetve that, 1n the Vulgate, Jephthah positively
recognizes the right of the god ghamos, and that the French translator weakened
this admission by inserting an “according to you,” which 1s not 1n the Latin

* It 15 quite clear that the Phocian war, which was called *the Sacred War,” was
not a war of religion  Tts object was the punishment of acts of sacrilege, and not
the conquest of unbelievers.
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So far from men fighting for the gods, the gods, as in Homer,
fought for men; cach asked his god for victory, and repaid
him with new altars. The Romans, before taking a aty,
summoned its gods to quit it; and, in leaving the Tarentines
their outraged gods, they regarded them as subject to therr
own and compelled to do them homage. They left the van-
quished their gods as they left them their laws. A wreath
to the Jupiter of the Capitol was often the only tribute
they imposed.

Finally, when, along with their empire, the Romans had
spread their cult and their gods, and had themsclves often
adopted those of the vanquished, by granting to both alike the
rights of the city, the peoples of that vast empire 1nsensibly
found themselves with multitudes of gods and cults, every-
where almost the same; and thus paganism throughout
the known world finally came to be onc and the same
religion

It was in these circumstances that Jesus came to sct up on
carth a spirttual kingdom, which, by separating the theological
from the political system, made the State no longer one, and
brought about the 1nternal divisions which have never ceased
to trouble Christian peoples.  As the new idea of a kingdom
of the other world could never have occurred to pagans,
they always looked on the Chrnstians as really rebels, who,
whule feigning to submut, were only waiting for the chance
to make themselves independent and their masters, and to
usurp by guile the authority they pretended in their weakness
to respect  This was the cause of the persecutions.

What the pagans had feared took place. Then every-
thing changed its aspect: the humble Christians changed
thetr language, and soon this so-called kingdom of the other
world turned, under a visible leader, into the most violent
of earthly despotisms.

However, as there have always been a prince and awil
laws, this double power and conflict of jurisdiction have made
all good polity imposstble 1n Christian States; and men have
never succeeded 1n finding out whether they were bound to
obey the master or the priest.

Several peoples, however, even 1n Europe and 1ts neigh-
bourhood, have destred without success to preserve or restore
the old system: but the spinit of Christianity has everywhere
prevailled. The sacred cult has always remained or again
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become independent of the Sovereign, and there has been
no necessary link between it and the body of the State.
Mahomet held very sane views, and linked his political
system well together; and, as long as the form of his govern-
ment continued under the caliphs who succeeded him, that
government was indeed one, and so far good. But the
Arabs, having grown prosperous, lettered, civilized, slack,
and cowardly, were conquered by barbarians: the division
between the two powers began again; and, although it 1s
less apparent among the Mahometans than among the
Christians, it none the less exists, especially in the sect of
Ali, and there are States, such as Persia, where 1t is con-
tinually making tself felt.

Among us, the Kings of England have made themselves
heads of the Church, and the Czars have done the same: but
this title has made them less its masters than its ministers;
they have gained not so much the right to change it, as the
power to maintain it: they are not its legislators, but only
its princes. Wherever the clergy 1s a corporate body,? it 1s
master and legislator in its own country. There are thus
two powers, two Sovereigns, 1n England and 1n Russia, as
well as elsewhere.

Of all Christian writers, the philosopher Hobbes alone has
seen the evil and how to remedy it, and has dared to propose
the reunton of the two heads of the eagle, and the restoration
throughout of political umity, without which no State or
government will ever be rightly constituted. But he should
have seen that the masterful spirit of Christianuty is incom-
patible with his system, and that the priestly wterest would
always be stronger than that of the State. It 1s not so much
what 1s false and terrible 1n his political theory, as what 1s
just and true, that has drawn down hatred on 1t.2

I believe that 1f the study of history were developed from
this powmnt of view, 1t would be easy to refute the contrary

17t should be noted that the clergy find their bond of union not so much i
formal assemblies, as 1n the communion of Churches Communion and excom-
munication are the soctal compact of the clergy, a compact which will always make
them masters of peoples and kings Al priests who communicate together are
fellow citizens, cven 1f they come from opposite ends of the earth  This savention
1s 2 masterpiece of statcsmanship there 1s nothing like 1t among pagan priests,
who have therefore never formed a clerical corporate body

* Sec, for instance, 1n a Jetter from Grotwus to his brother (Apnl 11, 1643), what
that learned maa found to pratse and to blame i the D¢ Cive. It 1s true that, with

a bent for 1ndulgence, he seems to pardon the writer the good for the sake of the
bad; but all men are not so forgiving
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opinions of Bayle and Warburton, one of whom holds that
religion can be of no use to the body politic, while the other,
on the contrary, maintains that Christianity is its strongest
support. We should demonstrate to the former that no
State has ever been founded without 2 seligious basis, and
to the latter, that the Jaw of Christianity at bottom does more
harm by weakening than good by strengthening the consti-
tution of the State. To make myself understood, I have
only to make a little more exact the too vague 1dcas of
religion as relating to this subject.

Religion, considered in relation to society, which is either
general or particular, may also be divided into two kunds:
the religion of man, and that of the citizen. ‘The first, which
has neither temples, nor altars, nor rites, and is confined to
the purely intcrnal cult of the supreme God and the cternal
obligations of morality, is the religion of the Gospel pure
and simple, the true theism, what may be called natural
divine right or law. The other, which is codified in a single
country, gives it its gods, its own tutelary patrons; it has its
dogmas, 1ts rites, and 1ts external cult prescribed by law;
outside the single nation that follows 1t, all the world is in
1ts sight 1nfidel, foreign, and batbarous; the duties and rights
of man extend for it only as far as its own altars. Of this
kind were all the religions of carly peoples, which we may
define as civil or positive divine right or law.

There 15 a third sort of religion of 2 more singular kind,
which gtves men two codes of legislation, two rulers, and
two countries, renders them subject to contradictory duues,
and makes it impossible for them to be faithful both to
religion and to citizenship. Such are the religions of the
Lamas and of the Japancse, and such is Roman Christianity,
which may be called the religion of the priest. It leads to
a sort of mixed and anti-soctal code which has no name.

In their political aspect, all these three kinds of religion
have their defects, The third is so clearly bad, that it is
waste of time to stop to prove it such. All that destroys
social unity is worthless; all institutions that set man 1n
contradiction to himsclf are worthless.

The sccond is good in that it umites the divine cult with
love of the laws, and, making country the object of the
citizens’ adoration, teaches them that service done to the
State is service done to its tutclary god. It is a form of
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theocracy, in which there can be no pontiff save the prince,
and no priests save the magistrates. To die for one’s country
-then becomes martyrdom; violation of its laws, impiety;
and to subject one who is guilty to public execration is to
condemn him to the anger of the gods: Sacer estod.

On the other hand, it is bad 1n that, being founded on lies
and error, 1t decetves men, makes them credulous and super-
stitious, and drowns the true cult of the Divinity 1n empty
ceremontal. It 1s bad, again, when 1t becomes tyrannous and
exclusive, and makes a people bloodthirsty and intolerant,
so that 1t breathes fire and slaughter, and regards as a sacred
act the killing of every one who does not believe in 1ts gods.
The result 1s to place such a people in a natural state of war
with all others, so that its security 1s deeply endangered.

There remains therefore the religion of man or Christianity
—not the Christianity of to-day, but that of the Gospel, which
1s entirely different. By means of this holy, sublime, and
real religion all men, being children of one God, recogmnize
one another as brothers, and the society that unites them 1s
not dissolved even at death.

But this religion, having no particular relation to the body
politic, leaves the laws 1n possesston of the force they have
1n themselves without making any addition to 1t; and thus
one of the great bonds that unite soctety considered in
severalty fails to operate. Nay, mote, so far from binding
the hearts of the citizens to the State, 1t has the effect of
taking them away from all earthly things. Iknow of nothing
more contrary to the social spirit.

We are told that a people of true Christtans would form
the most perfect society 1maginable. I see 1n this suppost-
tion only one great difficulty: that a soctety of true Christians
would not be a soctety of men.

I say further that such a soctety, with all its perfection,
would be neither the strongest nor the most lasting: the
very fact that 1t was perfect would rob it of 1ts bond of
union, the flaw that would destroy 1t would lie 1n 1ts very
petfection,

Every one would do lus duty; the people would be law-
abiding, the rulers just and temperate; the magistrates up-
right and 1ncorruptible, the soldiers would scorn death; there

would be neither vanity nor luxury. So far, so good; but
let us heat more.

r
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Chrstianity as a religion is entirely spiritual, occupied
solely with heavenly things; the country of the Christian 1s
not of this world. He dces his duty, indeed, but does it
with profound indifference to the good or 11l success of his
cares. Provided he has nothing to reproach himself with,
it matters hittle to lum whether things go well or 1ll here on
earth. If the State 1s prosperous, he hardly dares to share
in the public happiness, for tear he may grow proud of his
country’s glory; if the State 1s languishing, he blesses the hand
of God that 1s hatd upon His people.

For the State to be peaceable and for harmony to be
maintained, all the citizens without exception would have
to be good Christians; if by 1ll hap there should be a single
self-secker or hypocrite, a Catitline or a Cromwell, for instance,
he would certainly get the better of his pious compatriots.
Christian charity does not readily allow a man to think
hardly of his neighbours. As soon as, by some trick, he has
discovered the art of imposing on them and getting hold of
a share 1n the public authority, you have a man established
in dignity; 1t 1s the will of God that he be respected- very
soon you have a power; 1t 15 God’s will that 1t be obeyed
and if the power 1s abused by him who wields 1t, 1t s
the scourge wherewith God punishes His children. There
would be scruples about driving out the usurper: public
tranquullity would have to be disturbed, violence would have
to be employed, and blood spilt; all this accords il with
Christian meekness; and after all, in this vale of sorrows,
what does 1t matter whether we are free men or serfs® The
essential thing 1s to get to heaven, and resignation 1s only an
additional means of doing so.

If war breaks out with another State, the citizens march
reacily out to battle, not one of them thinks of flight, they
do their duty, but they have no passton for victory; they
know better how to die than how to conquer. What does
1t matter whether they win or lose? Does not providence
know better than they what 1s meet for them? Only think
to what account a proud, impetuous, and passtonate enemy
could turn their stoicism! Set over against them those
generous peoples who were devoured by ardent love of
glory and of thetr country, imagine your Christian republic
face to face with Sparta or Rome: the prous Christians will
be beaten, crushed, and destroyed, before they know where



THE SOCIAL CONTRACT 113

they are, or will owe their safety only to the contempt thetr
enemy will concerve for them. It was to my mind 2 fine
oath that was taken by the soldiers of Fabius, who swore, not
to conquer or die, but to come back victorious—and kept
their oath. Christians would never have taken such an oath;
they would have looked on it as tempting God.

But T am mustaken 1n speaking of a Christian republic;
the terms are mutually exclusive. Chrstianity preaches only
servitude and dependence. Its spit 1s so favourable to
tyranny that it always profits by such a regime. True
Christians are made to be slaves, and they know 1t and
do not much mind: this short Iife counts for too little in
their cyes.

I shall be told that Christian troops are excellent. I deny
it. Show me an stance. For my part, I know of no
Christian troops. I shall be told of the Crusades. Without
disputing the valour of the Crusaders, I answer that, so far
from being Christians, they were the priests’ soldiery, citizens
of the Church. They fought for their spiritual country,
which the Church had, somehow or other, made temporal.
Well understood, this goes back to paganism* as the Gospel
sets up no nattonal religion, a holy war 1s impossible among
Christians.

Under the pagan emperors, the Christian soldiers were
brave, every Christian writer affirms 1t, and I beleve 1t: it
was a case of honourable emulation of the pagan troops.
As soon as the emperors were Christian, this emulation
no longer existed, and, when the Cross had driven out the
eagle, Roman valour wholly disappeared.

But, setting aside political considerations, let us come back
to what 1s right, and settle our principles on this important
point. The right which the social compact gives the Sove-
reign over the subjects does not, we have scen, exceed the
limits of public expediency® The subjects then owe the
Sovereign an account of their opinions only to such an
extent as they matter to the community. Now, it matters

1*In the republic,’ says the Marquis d'Argenson, “each man 1s perfectly free in
what does not harm others * ‘This s the invariable limitation, which 1t 1s 1mpossible
to define more exactly, I have not been able to deny myself the pleasure of
otaastonally quoting from this manusceipt, though 1t 1s unknown to the puble,
1 order to do honout to the memory of 2 good and 1Hlustrious man, who had kept

even in the Mimistry the heart of a good aitizen, and views on the government of
his countrv that were sane and night
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very much to the community that each citizen should have
areligion. ‘That will make him love his duty; but the dogmas
of that religion concern the State and its members only so
far as they have reference to morality and to the duties which
he who professes them is bound to do to others.  Each man
may have, over and above, what opinions he pleases, with-
out its being the Sovereign’s business to take cognizance of
them; for, as the Sovereign has no authority in the other
world, whatever the lot of its subjects may be 1n the life
to come, that is not its business, provided they are good
citizens 1n this hfe,

There is therefore a purely civil profession of faith of
which the Sovereign should fix the articles, not exactly as
religious dogmas, but as social sentiments without which
a man cannot be a good citizen or a faithful subject.? While
1t can compel no one to believe them, it can banish from the
State whocver docs not believe them—it can banish him, not
for impiety, but as an anti-social being, incapable of truly
loving the laws and justice, and of sacrficing, at nced, his
Iife to his duty. If any one, after publicly recognizing these
dogmas, behaves as if he does not believe them, let him
be punished by death: he has committed the worst of all
crimes, that of lying before the law.

‘The dogmas of civil religion ought to be few, simple, and
exactly worded, without explanation or commentary, The
existence of a mighty, intelligent, and beneficent Divinity,
possessed of foresight and providence, the life to come, the
happiness of the just, the pumshment of the wicked, the
sanctity of the social contract and the laws: these are its
positive dogmas. Its ncgative dogmas I confine to
one, intolerance, which 1s a part of the cults we have
rejected.

Those who distinguish civil from theological intolerance
are, to my mind, mistaken. ‘The two forms are inseparable.
It 1s impossible to live at peace with those we regard as
damned; to love them would be to hate God who purnishes
them: we positively must cither reclaim or torment them
Wherever theological intolerance 1s admutted, 1t must in-

1 Caesar, pleading for Catiline, tried to establish the dogma that the soul is
mortal Cato and Cicero, in refutation, did not wste time 1n philosophizing, They
were content to show that Caesar spoke hike a bad citizen, and brought forward a

doctrine that would have a bad effect on the State, T hus, 1n fact, and not a problem
of theology, was what the Roman senate had to judge
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evitably have some civil effect; ! and as soon as it has such
an effect, the Sovereign 1s no longer Sovereign even 1n the
temporal sphere: thenceforth priests are the real masters,
and kings only their ministers.

Now that there 1s and can be no longer an exclusive
national religion, tolerance should be gtven to all religions
that tolerate others, so long as thetr dogmas contain nothing
contrary to the duties of citizenship. But whoever dares to
say: ‘Outside the Church is no salvation,” ought to be driven
from the State, unless the State is the Church, and the prince
the pontiff. Such a dogma is good only 1n a theocratic
government; in any other, 1t 1s fatal. The reason for which
Henry IV 1s said to have embraced the Roman religion ought
to make every honest man leave 1t, and st1ll more any prince
who knows how to reason.

1 Marriage, for instance, being a civil contract, has civil effects without which
society cannot even subsist  Suppose a body of clergy should claim the sole right
of permutting this act, a right which every intolerant religion must of necessity
claim, 1s 1t not clear that in establishing the authonity of the Church 1n this respect,
1t will be destroying that of the prince, who will have thenceforth only as many
subjects as the clergy choose to allow him® Being 1n a position to marry or not
to marry people, according to their acceptance of such and such a doctrine ther
admission or rejection of such and such a formula, their greater or less piety, the
Church alone, by the exercise of prudence and firmness, will dispose of all 1n-
heritances, offices, and citizens, and even of the State itself, which could not subsist
1f 1t were composed entirely of bastards  But, I shall be told, there will be appeals
on the ground of abuse, summonses, and decrees, the temporalities will be se1zed
How sadl The clergy, bowever little, I will not say courage, but sense 1t has,
will take no notice and go its way, 1t will quietly allow appeals, summonses, decrees,
and seizures, and, 1 the end, will remain the master It 1s not, I think, 2 great
sacrifice to gtve up a part, when one 1s sure of secuning all
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CHAPTER IX
CONCLUSION

Now that T have laid down the truc principles of politieal
right, and tricd to give the State a basis of its own to rest
on, I ought next to strengthen 1t by its external relations,
which would include the law of nations, commerce, the
right of war and conquest, public night, leagues, negotations,
treaties, etc.  But all this forms a new subject that 1s far too
vast for my narrow scope. 1 ought throughout to have
kept to a more himited 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?

Barbarus hic ego sum, qui non mtelligor illis —Ovin.2

1 [Here I am a barbaran, because men undetstand me not |



PREFACE

Tue following pages contain a discussion of one of the most
sublime and interesting of all moral questions. It 1s not
concerned, however, with those metaphysical subtletics,
which of late have found their way into every department
of literature, and from which even our academic curricula
are not always frece. We have now to do with onc of those
truths on which the happiness of mankind depends.

I foresee that I shall not readily be forgiven for having
taken up the position I have adopted. Setting myself up
against all that 15 nowadays most admured, I can expect no
less than a universal outery against me: nor 1s the approba-
tion of 2 few sensible men enough to make me count on that
of the public But I have taken my stand, and I shall be
at no pains to please either intellectuals or men of the world.
There are 1n all ages men born to be in bondage to the
opinions of the society in which they live. There are not
a few, who to-day play the free-thinker and the philosopher,
who would, if they had lived in the time of the League, have
been no more than fanatics, No author, who has a mind to
outlive his own age, should write for such readers.

A word more and I have done. As I did not expect the
honour conferred on me, I had, since sending in my Dis-
course, 5o altered and enlarged it as almost to make it a new
work; but 1n the circumstances I have felt bound to publish
1t just as it was when 1t received the prize. I have only
added a few notes, and left two alterations which arc easily
recognizable, of which the Academy possibly might not have
approved. The respect, gratitude and even justice I owe to
that body seemed to me to demand this acknowledgment.
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A DISCOURSE ON THE
MORAL EFFECTS
OF THE ARTS AND SCIENCES

Decipsmur specte recti —FHORACE,

THE question before me 1s: “Whether the Restoration of the
arts and sciences has had the effect of punfying or corrupt-
ing morals.” Which side am I to take® That, gentlemen,
which becomes an honest man, who 1s sensible of his own
ignorance, and thinks himself none the worse for it.

I feel the difficulty of treating this subject fittingly, before
the tribunal which 1s to judge of what I advance. How can
I presume to belittle the sciences before one of the most
learned assemblies 1n Europe, to commend ignorance in a
famous Academy, and reconcile my contempt for study with
the respect due to the truly learned?

I was aware of these inconsistencies, but not discouraged
by them. It is not science, I said to myself, that I am
attacking; it 1s virtue that I am defending, and that before
virtuous men—and goodness 1s ever dearer to the good than
learning to the learned.

What then have I to fear? The sagacity of the assembly
before which I am pleading? That, I acknowledge, 1s to be
feared; but tather on account of faults of construction than
of the views I hold. Just sovereigns have never hesitated
to deade against themselves in doubtful cases; and indeed
the most advantageous situation 1n which a just claim can be,
1s that of being laid before a just and enlightened arbutrator,
who is judge in hus own case.

To this motive, which encouraged me, I may add another
which finally decided me. And this 1s, that as I have upheld
the cause of truth to the best of my natural abilities, whatever
my appatrent success, there 1s one reward which cannot fail
me. Thet reward I shall find 1n the bottom of my heart.

x 680 ng
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THE FIRST PART

It 1s a noble and beautiful spectacle to see man raising him-
self, so to speak, from nothung by his own exertions; disst-
pating, by the light of reason, all the thick clouds in which
he was by nature enveloped; mounting above himself; soaring
in thought even to the celestial regions; like the sun, encom-
passing with giant strides the vast cxtent of the universe;
and, what 1s still grander and more wonderful, going back
into himself, there to study man and get to know his own
nature, his duttes and his end. All these miracles we have
seen renewed within the last few generations.

Europe had relapsed 1nto the barbanism of the earliest
ages; the inhabitants of this part of the world, which 1s at
present so highly enlightened, were plunged, some centuries
ago, 1n a state still worse than ignorance. A scientific
jargon, more despicable than mere 1gnorance, had usurped
the name of knowledge, and opposed an almost invincible
obstacle to 1its restoration.

Things had come to such a pass, that 1t required a com-
plete revolution to bring men back to common sense. This
came at last from the quarter from which 1t was least to be
expected. It was the stupid Mussulman, the cternal scourge
of letters, who was the immediate cause of their revival
among us. The fall of the throne of Constantine brought
to Italy the relics of ancient Greece; and with these prectous
spoils France in turn was enriched. The sciences soon
followed literature, and the art of thinking joined that of
writing: an order which may seem strange, but 1s perhaps
only too natural The world now began to perceive the
principal advantage of an intercourse with the Muses, that
of rendering mankind more sociable by inspiring them with
the desire to please one another with performances worthy
of their mutual approbation.

The mind, as well as the body, has 1ts needs: those of the
body are the basis of society, those of the mind its ornaments.

So long as government and law provide for the security
and well-being of men 1n thetr common life, the arts, literature,
and the sciences, less despotic though perhaps more power-
ful, fing garlands of flowers over the chains which weigh
them down. They stifie in men’s breasts that sense of
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onginal liberty, for which they seem to have been born,
cause them to love their own slavery, and so make of them
what 1s called a civilized people.

Necessity raised up thrones; the arts and sciences have
made them strong. Powers of the earth, cherish all talents
and protect those who cultivate them. Civilized peoples,
cultivate such putsuits: to them, happy slaves, you owe that
delicacy and exquistteness of taste, which 1s so much your
boast, that sweetness of disposition and urbanity of manners
which make intercourse so easy and agreeable among you—
in a word, the appearance of all the virtues, without being
in possession of one of them.

It was for this sort of accomplishment, which is by so
much the more captivating as 1t seems less affected, that
Athens and Rome were so much distinguished 1n the boasted
times of their splendour and magnificence- and 1t 1s doubtless
in the same respect that our own age and nation will excel
all periods and peoples. An air of philosophy without
pedantry; an address at once natural and engaging, distant
equally from Teutonic clumsiness and Italian pantomime;
these are the effects of a taste acquired by liberal studies and
improved by conversation with the world. What happiness
would 1t be for those who live among us, if our external
appearance were always a true murror of our hearts, if
decorum were but virtue; if the maxims we professed were
the rules of our conduct; and if real philosophy were 1n-
separable from the title of a philosopher! But so many
good qualities too seldom go together; virtue rarely appears
i so much pomp and state

Richness of apparel may proclaim the man of fortune, and
elegance the man of taste; but true health and manliness are
known by different signs. It 1s under the homespun of the
labourer, and not beneath the gilt and tinsel of the courtier,
that we should look for strength and vigour of body.

External ornaments are no less foreign to virtue, which

1 Sovereigns always see with pleasure a taste for the arts of amusement and
superfluity, which do not resuit 1n the exportation of bullion, increase among their
subjects  They very well know that, besides nourishing that littleness of mind
which 1s proper to slavery, the increase of artificial wants only binds so many more
chains upon the people  Alexander, wishing to keep the Ichthyophagt in 2 state
of dependence, compelled them to give up fishing, and subsist on the customary
food of civilized nations  ‘The American savages, who go naked, and live entirely
on the products of the chase, have been always mrpossible to subdue What
yoke, indeed, can be imposed on men who stand 1n need of nothing?
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1s the strength and activity of the mind. The honest man
1s an athlete, who loves to wrestle stark naked, he scorns
all those vile trappings, which prevent the exertion of his
strength, and were, for the most part, invented only to
conceal some deformuty.

Before art had moulded our behaviour, and taught our
passions to speak an artificial language, our morals were rude
but natural, and the different ways 1n which we behaved
proclaimed at the first glance the difference of our disposi-
tions. Human nature was not at bottom better then than
now, but men found their security 1n the ease with which
they could see through one another, and this advantage,
of which we no longer feel the value, prevented their having
many vices

In our day, now that more subtle study and a more refined
taste have reduced the art of pleasing to a system, there
prevails in modern manners a servile and deceptive con-
formity, so that one would think every mind had been cast
10 the same mould. Politeness requires thus thing; decorum
that, ceremony has its forms, and fashion its laws, and
these we must always follow, never the promptings of our
own nature.

We no longer dare seem what we really are, but lte under
a perpetual restraint; in the meantime the herd of men, which
we call society, all act under the same circumstances exactly
alike, unless very particular and powerful motives prevent
them. Thus we never know with whom we have to deal;
and even to know our friends we must wait for some critical
and pressing occasion; that s, till 1t 1s too late; for it 1s on
those very occasions that such knowledge 1s of use to us.

What a train of vices must attend this uncertainty! Sincere
friendship, real esteem, and perfect confidence are banished
from among men. Jealousy, suspicion, fear, coldness, re-
serve, hate, and fraud lie constantly concealed under that
uniform and decertful veil of politeness; that boasted candour
and urbanity, for which we are indebted to the light and
leading of this age. We shall no longer take 1n vamn by
our oaths the name of our Creator; but we shall insult Him
with our blasphemies, and our scrupulous ears will 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 enemies, but artfully calum-
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niate them. Our hatred of other nations diminishes, but
patriotism dies with 1t. Ignorance is held in contempt; but
a dangerous scepticism has succeeded it. Some vices indeed
are condemned and others grown dishonourable; but we
have still many that are honoured with the names of virtues,
and 1t 1s become necessary that we should erther have, or at
least pretend to have them. Let who will extol the modera-
tion of our modern sages, I see nothing 1n 1t but a refinement
of intemperance as unworthy of my commendation as their
arttficral stmplicity.2

Such 1s the purity to which our morals have attained; this
is the virtue we have made our own. Let the arts and
sciences claim the share they have had in this salutary work,
I shall add but one reflection more; suppose an inhabitant
of some distant country should endeavour to form an idea of
European morals from the state of the sciences, the perfection
of the arts, the propriety of our public entertainments, the
politeness of our behaviour, the affability of our conversation,
our constant professions of benevolence, and from those
tumultuous assemblies of people of all ranks, who seem,
from morning tll mght, to have no other care than to
oblige one another. Such a stranger, I maintain, would
arrive at a totally false view of our morahty.

Where there 1s no effect, 1t 1s 1dle to look for a cause: but
here the effect 1s certain and the depravity actual; our minds
have been corrupted in proportion as the arts and sciences
have improved. Will it be said, that this 1s a misfortune
peculiar to the present age? No, gentlemen, the evils result-
ing from our vain curiosity are as old as the world. The
daldy ebb and flow of the tides are not more regularly
influenced by the moon than the morals of a people by the
progress of the arts and sciences. As their light has risen
above our horizon, virtue has taken flight, and the same
phenomenon has been constantly observed in all times
and places.

Take Egypt, the first school of mankind, that ancient
country, famous for its fertility under a brazen sky; the
spot from which Sesostris once sct out to conquer the world.

14 love,’ sasd Montaigne, ‘to converse and hold an argument, but only with
very few people, and that for my own gratification.  For to do so, by way of
affording amusement for the great, or of making a parade of one’s talents, 1s, 1n

my opiaion, a trade very 1ll becoming a man of honour® It 15 the trade of all
our intellectuals, save one,
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Egypt became the mother of philosophy and the fine arts,
soon she was conquered by Cambyses, and then successively
by the Greeks, the Romans, the Arabs, and finally the Turks

Take Greece, once peopled by heroes, who twice van-
quished Asia. Letters, as yet in their infancy, had not
corrupted the disposition of 1ts inhabitants; but the progress
of the sciences soon produced a dissoluteness of manners,
and the imposition of the Macedonian yoke: from which
time Greece, always learned, always voluptuous, and always
a slave, has experienced amud all 1ts revolutions no more than
a change of masters. Not all the eloquence of Demosthenes
could breathe life into a body which luxury and the arts had
once enervated.

It was not till the days of Ennius and Terence that Rome,
founded by a shepherd, and made dlustrious by peasants,
began to degenerate. But after the appearance of an Ovid,
a Catullus, a Martial, and the rest of those numerous obscene
authors, whose very names are enough to put modesty to
the blush, Rome, once the shrine of wvirtue, became the
theatre of vice, a scorn among the nations, and an object of
derision even to barbarians. Thus the capital of the world
at length submutted to the yoke of slavery it had imposed
on others, and the very day of its fall was the eve of that on
which 1t conferred on one of 1ts citizens the title of Arbater
of Good Taste.

What shall T say of that metropolis of the Eastern Empire,
which, by its situation, seemed destined to be the capital of
the world, that refuge of the arts and sciences, when they
were banished from the rest of Europe, more perhaps by
wisdom than barbarism? The most profligate debaucheries,
the most abandoned villainies, the most atrocious crimes,
plots, murders, and assassinations form the warp and woof
of the history of Constantinople. Such 1s the pure source
from which have flowed to us the floods of knowledge on
which the present age so prides 1tself.

But wherefore should we seek, 1n past ages, for proofs
of a truth, of which the present affords us ample evidence?
There 1s 1n Asia a vast empire, where learning 1s held 1n
honour, and leads to the highest dignities 1n the State. If
the sciences improved our morals, if they inspired us with
courage and taught us to lay down our lives for the good of
our country, the Chinese should be wise, free, and 1nvincible.
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But, 1if thete be no vice they do not practise, no crime with
which they are not famihar; if the sagacity of their minssters,
the supposed wisdom of their laws, and the multitude of
inhabitants who people that vast empire, have alike failed to
preserve them from the yoke of the rude and ignorant
Tartars, of what use were their men of science and literature?
What advantage has that countty reaped from the honours
bestowed on its learned men? Can 1t be that of being
peopled by a race of scoundrels and slaves?

Contrast with these instances the morals of those few
nations which, being preserved from the contagton of useless
knowledge, have by their virtues become happy in them-
selves and afforded an example to the rest of the world
Such were the first inhabitants of Persia, a nation so singular
that virtue was taught among them 1n the same manner as
the sciences are with us. They very easily subdued Asia,
and possess the exclusive glory of having had the history of
their political 1nstituttons regarded as a philosophical romance
Such were the Scythians, of whom such wondetful eulogies
have come down to us. Such were the Germans, whose
simplicity, innocence, and virtue afforded a most dehghtful
contrast to the pen of an historian, weary of describing the
baseness and villainies of an enhightened, opulent, and volup-
tuous natton. Such had been even Rome 1n the days of its
poverty and ignorance. And such has shown itself to be,
even in our own times, that rustic natton, whose justly
renowned courage not even adversity could conquer, and
whose fidelity no example could corrupt.!

It is not through stupidity that the people have preferred
other activities to those of the mind. They were not ignorant
that 1n other countries there were men who spent their time
in disputing 1dly about the sovereign good, and about vice
and virtue. They knew that these useless thinkers were
lavish in their own prases, and stigmatized other nations
contemptuously as barbarians. But they noted the morals of
these people, and so learnt what to think of their learning.?

11 dare not speak of those happy nations, who did not even know the name of
many vices, which we find it difficult to suppress, the savages of America, whose
simple and natural mode of government Montaigne preferred, without hesitation,
not only to the laws of Plato, but to the most perfect visions of government
philosophy can ever suggest He cites many examples, striking for those who are
capable of appreciating them  But, what of all that, says he, they can’t run to a
pair of breeches!

? What are we to think was the feal opimion of the Athemans themselves abour
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Can it be forgotten that, 1n the very heart of Greece, there
arose a city as famous for the happy ignorance of its inhabs-
tants, as for the wisdom of its laws; a republic of demt-gods
rather than of men, so greatly superior their virtues seemed
to those of mere humanity? Sparta, cternal proof of the
vanity of science, while the vices, under the conduct of the
fine arts, were being introduced into Athens, even while its
tyrant was carefully collecting together the works of the
prince of poets, was driving from her walls artists and the
arts, the learned and their learning!

The difference was seen 1n the outcome. Athens became
the seat of politeness and taste, the country of orators and
philosophers. The elegance of its bulldings equalled that of
its language, on every side might be seen marble and canvas,
anumated by the hands of the most skilful artists. From
Athens we derive those astomishing performances, which
will serve as models to every corrupt age. The picture of
Lacedaemon 1s not so highly coloured. There, the neigh-
bouring nations used to say, ‘men were born virtuous, their
native atr seeming to inspire them with virtue.’ But its
inhabitants have left us nothing but the memory of theur
heroic actions: monuments that should not count for less in
our eyes than the most curious relics of Athenian marble.

It 15 true that, among the Athenans, there were some
few wise men who withstood the general torrent, and pre-
served thetr integrity even in the company of the muses.
But hear the judgment which the principal, and most un-
happy of them, passed on the artists and learned men of
his day.

‘I have considered the poets,” says he, ‘and I look upon
them as people whose talents impose both on themselves
and on others, they give themselves out for wise men, and
are taken for such; but 1n reahty they are anything sooner
than that’

‘From the poets,’ continues Socrates, ‘I turned to the
artists. Nobody was more ignorant of the arts than myself,

cloquence, when they were so very careful to banish declamation from that up-
night tnbunal, against whose decision even their gods made no appeal? What
did the Romans think of physicians, when they expelled medicine from the republic?
And when the relics of humamity left among the Spaniards induced them to forbid
their lawyers to set foot 1n America, what must they have thought of junisprudence?
May 1t not be said that they thought, by this single expedient, to make reparation
for all the outrages they had commutted against the unhappy Indians?
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nobody was more fully persuaded that the artists were
possessed of amazing knowledge. I soon discovered, how-
ever, that they wete 10 as bad a way as the poets, and that
both had fallen into the same misconception. Because the
most skilful of them excel others in theyr particular jobs,
they think themselves wiser than all the rest of mankind.
This atrogance spodlt all their skill in my eyes, so that,
putting myself in the place of the oracle, and asking myself
whether I would rather be what I am or what they are,
know what they know, or know that I know nothing, I very
readily answered, for myself and the god, that T had rather
remain as I am.

‘None of us, neither the sophists, nor the poets, nor the
orators, nor the artists, not I, know what 1s the nature of the
true, the good, ot the beamisful. But there is this difference
between us; that, though none of these people know any-
thing, they all think they know something, whereas for my
patt, if I know nothing, I am at least 1n no doubt of my
ignorance. So the superiority of wisdom, imputed to me by
the oracle, 1s reduced merely to my bemng fully convinced
that I am ignorant of what I do not know.’

Thus we find Socrates, the wisest of men in the judgment
of the god, and the most learned of all the Athentans 1n
the opinion of all Greece, speaking in prasse of ignorance.
Were he alive now, there 1s little reason to think that our
modern scholars and artists would 1nduce hum to change his
mind. No, gentlemen, that honest man would still persist
in despising our vain sciences. He would lend no ad to
swell the flood of books that flows from every quarter: he
would leave to us, as he did to hus disciples, only the example
and memory of his virtues; that 1s the noblest method of
Instructing mankind.

Socrates had begun at Athens, and the elder Cato pro-
ceeded at Rorne, to inveigh against those seductive and
subtle Greeks, who corrupted the virtue and destroyed the
courage of their fellow-citizens: culture, however, prevailed.
Rome was filled with philosophers and orators, military
disctpline was neglected, agriculture was held in contempt,
men formed sects, and forgot thetr country, To the sacred
names of Iiberty, disinterestedness, and obedience to law,
succeeded those of Epicurus, Zeno, and Arcesdlaus. It was

even a saying among their own philosophers that since
*p 060
F
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learned men appeared among them, honest men had been
in eclipse. Before that time the Romans were satisfied with
the practice of virtue; they were undone when they began
to study it.

What would the great soul of Fabricius have felt, if it
had been his misfortune to be called back to life, when he
saw the pomp and magnificence of that Rome, which his
arm had saved from ruin, and his honourable name made
more illustrious than all 1ts conquests.  *Ye gods!® he would
have said, ‘what has become of those thatched roofs and
rustic hearths, which were formetly the habitations of tem-
perance and virtue® What fatal splendour has succeeded
the ancient Roman simplicity? What is this foreign lan-
guage, this cffeminacy of manners? What is the meaning
of these statues, paintings, and buildings? Fools, what have
you done? You, the lords of the earth, have made your-
selves the slaves of the frivolous nations you have subdued.
You are governed by rhetoricians, and 1t has been only to
enrich architects, painters, sculptors, and stage-players that
you have watered Greece and Asia with your blood Even
the spotls of Carthage are the prize of a flute-player. Romans!
Romans| make haste to demolish those amphitheatres, break
to pieces those statues, burn those paintings; drive from
among you those slaves who keep you 1n subjection, and
whose fatal arts are corrupting your morals. Let other
hands make themselves illustrious by such vain talents; the
only talent worthy of Rome 1s that of conquering the world
and making virtue 1ts ruler.  When Cyncas took the Roman
senate for an assembly of kings, he was not struck by cither
useless pomp or studied elegance. He heard there none of
that futile eloquence, which 1s now the study and the charm
of frivolous orators. What then was the majesty that Cyneas
beheld? Fellow-citizens, he saw the noblest sight that ever
extsted under heaven, a sight which not all your riches or your
arts can show; an assembly of two hundred virtuous men,
worthy to command 1n Rome, and to govern the world’

But let pass the distance of time and place, and let us see
what has happened 1n our own time and country, or rather
let us bamish odious descriptions that might offend out
delicacy, and spare ourselves the pains of repeating the same
things under different names. It was not for nothing that
I invoked the Manes of Fabricius; for what have I put into
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his mouth that might not have come with as much propriety
from Louis the Twelfth or Henry the Fourth® It 15 true
that in France Socrates would not have drunk the hemlock,
but he would have drunk of a potion 1nfinitely more bitter,
of insult, mockery, and contempt a hundred times worse
than death.

Thus it is that luxury, profligacy, and slavery have been,
in all ages, the scourge of the efforts of our pride to emerge
from that happy state of 1gnorance, in which the wisdom of
providence had placed us. That thick veil with which 1t has
covered all its operations seems to be a sufficient proof that
it never designed us for such fruitless researches. But 1s
there, indeed, one lesson 1t has taught us, by which we have
rightly profited, or which we have neglected with impunity?
Let men learn for once that nature would have preserved
them from science, as 2 mother snatches a dangerous weapon
from the hands of her child. Let them know that all the
secrets she hides are so many evils from which she protects
them, and that the very difficulty they find 1n acquiring know-
ledge is not the least of her bounty towards them. Men are
perverse; but they would have been far worse, if they had
had the misfortune to be born learned.

How humiliating are these reflecttons to humanity, and how
mortified by them our pride should be! What! it will be
asked, 1s uprightness the child of ignorance? Is virtue in-
consistent with learning? What consequences mught not
be drawn from such suppositions? But to reconcile these
apparent contradictions, we need only examine closely the
emptiness and vamty of those pompous titles, which are so
liberally bestowed on human knowledge, and which so blind
our judgment. Let us consider, therefore, the arts and
sciences 1a themselves, Let us see what must result from
their advancement, and let us not hesitate to admut the truth
of all those points on which our arguments comncide with
the inductions we can make from history,
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THE SECOND PART

AN ancient tradition passed out of Egypt into Grecece, that
some god, wno was an cnemy to the repose of mankind, was
the mventor of the sciences,r What must the Egyptians,
among whom the sciences first arose, have thought of them?
And they beheld, near at hand, the sources from which they
sprang. In fact, whether we turn to the annals of the world,
or eke out with philosophical investigations the uncertain
chronicles of history, we shall not find for human knowledge
an origin answering to the 1dea we are pleased to entertain of
it at present.  Astronomy was born of superstition, clo-
quence of ambition, hatred, falschood, and flattery; geometry
of avatice, physics of an idle curiosity; and even moral
philosophy of human pride. Thus the arts and sciences owe
their birth to our vices; we should be less doubtful of their
advantages, 1f they had sprung from our virtues.

Their evil onigin is, indeed, but too plainly reproduced in
their objects. What would become of the arts, were they
not cherished by luxury? If men were not unjust, of what
use were jurisprudence?  What would become of history, if
there were no tyrants, wars, or conspiracies® In a word,
who would pass hus Iife 10 barren speculations, if everybody,
attentive only to the obligations of humanity and the neces-
sities of nature, spent his whole life in serving his country,
obliging his friends, and relieving the unhappy? Are we
then made to live and die on the brink of that well at the
bottom of which Truth lies hid? This reflection elone is,
in my opinton, enough to discourage at first setting out
every man who seriously endeavours to instruct himself by
the study of philosophy.

What a variety of dangers surtounds us! What a number
of wrong paths present themselves in the investigation of the
sciences! Through how many errors, more perilous than
truth 1tself 1s useful, must we not pass to arrive at it?  The
disadvantages we lic under are evident; for falsehood is

11t is easy to sec the allegory in the fable of Prometheus and 1t does not appear
that the Greeks, who chaned him to the Caucasus, had a better opinton of him than
the Egyptians had of their god Theutus The Satyr, says an ancient fable, the
first time he saw a fire, was going to kiss and embrace 1t, but Prometheus cried
out to him to forbear, or his beard would rue 1. It buens, says he, everything
that touches 1t
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capable of an infinite variety of combinations; but the truth
has only one manner of being. Besides, where 1s the man
who sincerely desires to find it? Or even admitting his
good will, by what charactersstic marks 1s he sure of knowing
it? Amid the infinite diversity of opintons where 1s the
crterson ! by which we may certainly judge of it? Again,
what is still more difficult, should we even be fortunate
enough to discover 1t, who among us will know how to
make right use of 1t?

If our sciences are futile in the objects they propose, they
are no less dangerous 1n the effects they produce. Being the
effect of 1dleness, they generate idleness 1n their turn; and an
irreparable loss of time 1s the first prejudice which they must
necessarily cause to soctety, To live without doing some
good 1s a great evil as well in the political as in the moral
world; and hence every useless citizen should be regarded as
a pernictous person. ,Tell me then, illustrious philosophers,
of whom we learn the ratios in which attraction acts s
vaco; and 1n the revolution of the planets, the relations of
spaces traversed in equal times; by whom we are taught what
curves have conjugate pomnts, pomnts of inflexion, and cusps;
how the soul and body correspond, like two clocks, without
actual communication; what planets may be inhabited; and
what insects reproduce 1n an extraordinary manner. Answer
me, I say, you from whom we recetve all this sublime informa-
tion, whether we should have been less numerous, worse
governed, less formidable, less flourishing, or more perverse,
supposing you had taught us none of all these fine things.

Reconsider therefore the importance of your productions;
and, since the labours of the most enlightened of our learned
men and the best of our citizens are of so little utility, tell
us what we ought to think of that numerous herd of obscure
writers and useless Js##ératenrs, who devour without any return
the substance of the State.

Useless, do I say? Would God they were! Society
would be more peaceful, and morals less corrupt. But these
vain and futile declaimers go forth on all sides, armed with
their fatal paradoxes, to sap the foundations of our faith, and

* The less we know, the more we think we know The Penpatetics doubted
of nothing Did not Descartes construct the universe with cubes and vortices?
And 15 there 1n all Europe one single physicist who docs not boldly explain the

inexplicable mysteries of electricity, which wall, perhaps, be for ever the despair
of real philosophers?
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nullify virtue. ‘They smile contemptuously at such old names
as patriotism and religion, and consecrate their talents and
philosophy to the destruction and defamation of all that men
hold sacred. Not that they bear any real hatred to virtue
or dogma; they ate the enemies of public opinion alone, to
bring them to the foot of the altar, it would be enough to
banish them to a land of atheists, What extravagancies will
not the rage of singularity induce men to commut]|

The waste of time 1s certainly a great evil; but still greater
evils attend upon literature and the arts, Onc is luxury,
produced like them by indolence and vanity. Luxury 1s
scldom unattended by the arts and sciences; and they are
always attended by luxury. I know that our philosophy,
fertile in paradoxes, pretends, in contradiction to the experi-
ence of all ages, that luxury contributes to the splendour of
States. But, without 1nsisting on the necessity of sumptuary
laws, can 1t be dented that rectitude of morals is essential
to the duration of empires, and that luxury 1s diametrically
opposed to such rectitude? Let it be admitted that luxury
1s a certain indication of wealth; that 1t even serves, if you
will, to increase such wealth, what conclusion 15 to be drawn
from this paradox, so worthy of the times? And what will
become of virtue 1f riches are to be acquired at any cost?
The politicians of the ancient wotld were always talking of
morals and virtue; ours speak of nothing but commetce and
moncy. One of them will tell you that 1n such a country a
man 1s worth just as much as he will scll for at Algiers:
another, pursuing the same mode of calculation, finds that 1n
some counttics 2 man .5 worth nothing, and 1n others still
less than nothing, they value men as they do droves of oxen.
According to them, a man 1s worth no more to the State
than the amount he consumes; and thus a Sybarite would
be worth at Jeast thirty Lacedacmonians. Let these writers
tell me, however, which of the two republics, Sybarss or
Sparta, was subdued by a handful of peasants, and which
became the terror of Asia,

The monarchy of Cyrus was conquered by thirty thousand
men, led by a prince poorer than the meanest of Perstan
Satraps: in like manner the Scythians, the poorest of all
nations, were able to resist the most powerful monarchs of
the universe.  When two famous republics contended for
the empire of the world, the one rich and the other poor,
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the former was subdued by the latter. The Roman empire
1n 1ts turn, after having engulfed all the riches of the uni-
verse, fell a prey to peoples who knew not even what riches
were. 'The Franks conquered the Gauls, and the Saxons
England, without any other treasures than thewr bravery and
their poverty. A band of poor mountaineers, whose whole
cupidity was confined to the possession of a few sheep-skins,
having fitst given a check to the arrogance of Austria, went
on to crush the opulent and formidable house of Burgundy,
which at that time made the potentates of Europe tremble.
In short, all the power and wisdom of the heir of Charles the
Fafth, backed by all the treasures of the Indies, broke before
a few herring-fishers. Let our politicians condescend to lay
aside their calculations for a moment, to reflect on these
cxamples; let them learn for once that money, though 1t
buys everything else, cannot buy morals and citizens. What
then 1s the precise point in dispute about luxury? It 1s to
know which 1s most advantageous to empires, that their
existence should be brlliant and momentary, or virtuous
and lasting. 1 say brilliant, but with what lustre? A taste
for ostentation never prevails 1n the same minds as a taste
for honesty. No, it 1s impossible that understandings, de-
graded by a multitude of futile cares, should ever rise to
what 1s truly great and noble; even if they had the strength,
they would want the courage.

Every artist loves applause. The praise of his contem-
poraries 1s the most valuable part of hus recompense. What
then will he do to obtain 1t, 1f he have the misfortune to be
born among a people, and at a time, when learning 1s 1n
vogue, and the superfictality of youth 1s 1 a position to lead
the fashion; when men have sacrificed their taste to those
who tyranmze over their liberty, and one sex dare not
approve anything but what 1s proportionate to the pusilla-
mmity of the other;! when the greatest masterpieces of

11 am far from thinking that the ascendancy which women have obtained over
men 1s an evil 1 ttself It 1s a present which nature has made them for the good
of mankind  If better durected, 1t might be productive of as much good, as 1t 1s
now of evil  We are not sufficiently sensible of what advantage 1t would be to
society to give a better education to that half of our species which governs the
other  Men will always be what women choose to make them  If you wish then
that they should be noble and virtuous, let women be taught what greatness of
soul and virtue are  The reflections which this subject arouses, and which Plato
formerly made, descrve to be more fully developed by a pen worthy of following
80 great 2 master, and defending so great a cause
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dramatic poetty are condemned, and the noblest of musical
productions neglected? This 1s what he will do. He will
lower his genius to the level of the age, and will rather
submit to compose mediocre works, that will be admuired
during his life-time, than labour at sublime achievements
which will not be admured till long after he is dead. Let
the famous Voltaire tell us how many nervous and masculine
beauties he has sacrificed to our false delicacy, and how much
that 1s great and noble, that spirit of gallantry, which delights
1n what is frivolous and petty, has cost hum.

It 1s thus that the dissolution of morals, the necessary
consequence of luxury, brings with 1t in 1ts turn the cor-
ruption of taste. Further, if by chance there be found
among men of average ability, an individual with enough
strength of mind to refuse to comply with the spirit of the
age, and to debase himself by puerile productions, his lot
will be hard. He will die 1n indigence and oblivion. This
1s not so much a prediction as a fact already confirmed by ex-
perience! Yes, Charles and Pierre Vanloo, the time 1s already
come when your pencils, destined to increase the majesty of
our temples by sublime and holy 1mages, must fall from your
hands, or else be prostituted to adorn the panels of a coach
with lascivious paintings. And you, mumitable Pigalle, rival
of Phidias and Praxiteles, whose chisel the ancients would
have employed to carve them gods, whose images almost
excuse thetr 1dolatry 1n our eyes, even your hand must con-
descend to fashion the belly of an ape, or else remain 1dle.

We cannot reflect on the morality of mankind without
contemplating with pleasure the picture of the simphlicity
which prevailed 1n the earhiest times. This 1mage may be
justly compared to a beautiful coast, adorned only by the
hands of nature, towards which our eyes aré constantly
turned, and which we see receding with regret. While men
were 1nnocent and virtuous and loved to have the gods for
witnesses of their actions, they dwelt together in the same
huts, but when they became victous, they grew tired of such
inconvenient onlookers, and banished them to magnificent
temples. Finally, they expelled their deities even from these,
1n order to dwell there themselves; or at least the temples of
the gods were no longer more magnificent than the palaces
of the cttizens. This was the height of degeneracy; nor could
vice ever be carried to greater lengths than when 1t was seen,
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supported, as 1t were, at the doors of the great, on columns
of marble, and graven on Cornthian capatals.

As the conveniences of life increase, as the arts are brought
to petfection, and luxury spreads, true courage flags, the
virtues disappear; and all this 1s the effect of the sciences and
of those acts which are exercised in the privacy of men’s
dwellings. When the Goths ravaged Greece, the libraries
only escaped the flames owing to an opinion that was set on
foot among them, that it was best to leave the enemy with
a possesston so calculated to divert their attention from
military exercises, and keep them engaged in indolent and
sedentary occupations.

Charles the Eighth found himself master of Tuscany and
the kingdom of Naples, almost without drawing sword, and
all his coutt attributed this unexpected success to the fact
that the princes and nobles of Italy applied themselves with
greater earnestness to the cultivation of their understandings
than to active and martial pursuits. In fact, says the sensible
person who records these characteristics, expertence, plainly
tells us, that 1n military matters and all that resemble them
application to the sciences tends rather to make men effeminate
and cowardly than resolute and vigorous.

The Romans confessed that muilitary virtue was extin-
guished among them, in proportion as they became con-
nossseurs in the arts of the painter, the engraver, and the
goldsmuth, and began to culttvate the fine arts. Indeed, as
if this famous country was to be for ever an example to
other nattons, the rise of the Medici and the revival of
letters has once more destroyed, this time perhaps for ever,
the martial reputation which Italy seemed a few centuries
ago to have recovered.

The ancient republics of Greece, with that wisdom which
was so conspicuous in most of their institutions, forbade
therr atizens to pursue all those inactive and sedentary
occupations, which by enervating and corrupting the body
diminish also the vigour of the mind. With what courage,
in fact, can 1t be thought that hunger and thurst, fatigues,
dangers, and death, can be faced by men whom the smallest
want overwhelms and the slightest difficulty repels? With
what resolution can soldiers support the excessive toils of
war, when they are entirely unaccustomed to them® With
what spirits can they make forced marches under officers
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who have not even the strength to travel on horseback? It
1s no answer to cite the reputed valour of all the modern
warriors who are so sctentifically trained. I hear much of
their bravery 1n a day’s battle, but I am told nothing of how
they support excesstve fatigue, how they stand the severty
of the seasons and the inclemency of the weather., A little
sunshine or snow, ot the want of a few superfluities, is enough
to cripple and destroy one of our finest armies 1 a few days.
Intrepid warriors] permit me for once to tell you the truth,
which you seldom hear. Of your bravery I am fully satisfied.
I have no doubt that you would have trrumphed with
Hannibal at Cannae, and at Trasimene* that you would have
passed the Rubicon with Caesar, and enabled him to enslave
his country, but you never would have been able to cross
the Alps with the former, or with the latter to subdue your
own ancestors, the Gauls,

A war does not always depend on the events of battle:
there 1s 1n generalship an art superior to that of gamning
victortes. A man may behave with great intrepidity under
fire, and yet be a very bad officer. Even in the common
soldier, a little more strength and vigour would perhaps
be motre useful than so much courage, which after all 1s
no protection from death And what does 1t matter to the
State whether 1ts troops perish by cold and fever, or by
the sword of the enemy®

If the cultivation of the sciences 1s prejudicial to military
qualities, 1t 1s st1ll more so to moral qualities. Even from
our infancy an absurd system of education serves to adorn
our wit and corrupt our judgment. We see, on every side,
huge institutions, where our youth are educated at great
expense, and instructed in everything but their duty. Your
children will be ignorant of their own language, when they
can talk others which are not spoken anywhere. They will
be able to compose verses which they can hardly understand;
and, without being capable of distinguishing truth from error,
they will possess the art of making them unrecognizable
by specious arguments. But magnanimity, equity, temper-
ance, humanity, and courage will be words of which they
know not the meaning. The dear name of country will
never strike on their ears; and if they ever hear speak of
God,! 1t will be less to fear than to be frightened of Him.

X Pensées phslosopbigues (Diderot).
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of that kind of fruit, and compares its archetype with the
two individual nuts? Assuredly he does not; but the sight
of one of these nuts recalls to his memory the sensations
which he recerved from the other, and his eyes, being mods-
fied after a certain manner, give information to the palate
of the modification it 1s about to receive. Every general
idea is purely intellectual; if the imagination meddles with
it ever so little, the 1dea immediately becomes particular. If
you endeavour to trace 1n your mind the image of a tree 1n
general, you never attain to your end. In spite of all you
can do, you will have to see 1t as great or little, bare or leafy,
light or dark, and were you capable of seeing nothing 1n 1t
but what 1s common to all trees, it would no longer be like
a tree at all. Purely abstract beings are percervable 1n the
same manner, or are only conceivable by the help of lan-
guage., The definition of a triangle alone gives you a true
1dea of 1t: the moment you 1magine a triangle in your mund,
it 1s some particular triangle and not another, and you can-
not avoid giving 1t sensible lines and a coloured area. We
must then make use of proposittons and of language 1n order
to form general 1deas. For no sooner does the 1magination
cease to operate than the understanding proceeds only by/
the help of words. If then the first inventors of speech
could give names only to ideas they already had, 1t follows
that the first substantives could be nothing more than proper
names.

But when our new grammarians, by means of which I
have no conception, began to extend their ideas and generalize
their terms, the 1gnorance of the inventors must have con-
fined this method within very narrow limits; and, as they had
at first gone too far 10 multiplying the names of individuals,
from ignorance of their genus and species, they made after-
wards too few of these, from not having considered beings
in all their specific differences. It would indeed have needed
more knowledge and experience than they could have, and
more pains and inquury than they would have bestowed, to
carry these distinctions to their proper length. If, even
to-day, we are continually discovering new spectes, which
have hitherto escaped observation, let us reflect how many
of them must have escaped men who judged things merely
from their first appearance! It 1s superfluous to add that
the primitive classes and the most general nottons must
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necessarily have escaped their notice also. How, for -
stance, could they have understood ot thought of the words

Jmatter, spirtt, substance, mode, figure, motion, when even
our philosophers, who have so long been making use of
them, have themselves the greatest difficulty in understanding
them; and when, the 1deas attached to them being purely
metaphysical, there are no models of them to be found 1n
nature?

But I stop at this point, and ask my judges to suspend
therr reading a while, to consider, after the invention of
physical substantives, which is the eastest part of language
to invent, that there 1s still a great way to go, before the
thoughts of men will have found perfect expression and
constant form, such as would answer the purposes of public
speaking, and produce their effect on society. I beg of
them to consider how much time must have been spent, and
how much knowledge needed, to find out numbers, abstract?
terms, aorists, and all the tenses of verbs, particles, syntax,
the method of connecting propositions, the forms of reason-
ing, and all the logic of speech. For myself, I am so aghast
at the increasing difficulties which present themselves, and so
well convinced of the almost demonstrable 1mpossibility that
languages should owe their original institution to merely
human means, that I leave, to any one who will undertake
it, the discussion of the difficult problem, which was most
necessary, the existence of soctety to the invention of lan
guage, or the invention of language to the establishment o
soctety, But be the origins of language and society what
they may, it may be at least inferred, from the little care
which nature has taken to untte mankind by mutual wants,
and to facilitate the use of speech, that she has contributed
little to make them sociable, and has put little of her own
1ato all they have done to create such bonds of unton. It 1s
in fact 1mpossible to conceive why, 1n a state of nature, one
man should stand more in need of the assistance of another,
than a2 monkey or a wolf of the assistance of another of its
kind: of, granting that he did, what motives could induce
that other to assist him; or, even then, by what means they
could agree about the conditions. I know it 1s incessantly
tepeated that man would 1n such a state have been the most
miserable of creatures; and indeed, if it be true, as I think
[ have proved, that he must have lived many ages, before
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he could have either desire or an opportunity of emerging
from 1t, this would only be an accusation against nature,
and not against the being which she had thus unhappily con-
stituted. But as I understand the word ‘muserable,’ 1t erther
has no meaning at all, or else signifies only a painful privation
of something, or a state of suffering erther in body or soul.
I should be glad to have explained to me, what kind of misery
a free being, whose heart 1s at ease and whose body is 1n
health, can possibly suffer. I would ask also, whether a
social or a natural life 1s most likely to become insupportable
to those who enjoy it. We see around us hardly a creature
1n cuvil soctety, who does not lament his existence: we even
see many deprive themselves of as much of 1t as they can,
and laws human and divine together can hardly put a stop
to the disorder. I ask, if 1t was ever known that a savage
took 1t into his head, when at liberty, to complamn of bife or
to make away with himself. Let us therefore judge, with
less vanity, on which side the real musery 1s found. On the
other hand, nothing could be more unhappy than savage
man, dazzled by science, tormented by his passions, and
reasoning about a state different from his own. It appears
that providence most wisely determined that the faculties,
which he potentially possessed, should develop themselves
only as occasion offered to exercise them, 1n order that they
mught not be superfluous or perplexing to him, by appearing
before their time, nor slow and useless when the need for
them arose. In instinct alone, he had all he required for;
living 1n the state of nature; and with a developed undcr—,v
standing he has only just enough to support life 1n soctety.
It appears, at first view, that men 1n a state of nature, havin
no moral relations or determinate obligations, one with an-
‘other, could not be either good or bad, virtuous or victous;
unless we take these terms 1n 2 physical sense, and call, 10 an
individual, those qualities vices which may be injurious to
his preservation, and those virtues which contribute to it;
1n which case, he would have to be accounted most virtuous,
who put least check on the pure impulses of nature. But
without deviating from the ordinary sense of the words, 1t
will be proper to suspend the judgment we might be led to
form on such a state, and be on our guard against our pre-
judices, till we have weighed the matter in the scales of
impartiality, and seen whether virtues or vices preponderate
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among ctvilized men: and whether their virtues do them
more good than their vices do harm; til we have discovered
whether the progress of the sciences sufficiently indemnifies
them for the muschiefs they do one another, in proportion
as they are better informed of the good they ought to do;
or whether they would not be, on the whole, 1n 2 much
happier condition if they had nothing to fear or to hope
from any one, than as they are, subjected to universal de-
pendence, and obliged to take everything from those who
engage to give them nothing in return,

Above all, let us not conclude, with Hobbes, that because
man has no idea of goodness, he must be naturally wicked;
that he 1s vicious because he does not know virtue; that he
always refuses to do his fellow-creatures services which he
does not think they have a right to demand; or that by virtue
of the right he truly claims everything he needs, he foolishly
magines himself the sole proprietor of the whole universe.
Hobbes had seen clearly the defects of all the modern defini-
tions of natural right: but the consequences which he deduces
from his own show that he understands 1t 1n an equally false
sense. In reasoning on the principles he lays down, he ought
to have said that the state of nature, being that 1n which the
care for our own preservation 1s the least prejudicial to that
of others, was consequently the best calculated to promote -
peace, and the most suitable for mankind. He does say the
exact oppostte, in consequence of having improperly admutted,
as a part of savage man’s care for self-preservation, the grati-
fication of a multitude of passions which are the work of
soctety, and have made laws necessary. A bad man, he says,
1s a robust child. But 1t remains to be proved whether man
In a state of nature 1s this robust child: and, should we grant
that he 15, what would he infer? Why truly, that if this man,
when robust and strong, were dependent on others as he 1s
when feeble, there 1s no extravagance he would not be guilty
of; that he would beat his mother when she was too slow 1n
giving him her breast; that he would strangle one of his
younger brothers, if he should be troublesome to him, or
bite the arm of another, if he put him to any inconvenence.
But that man in the state of nature is both strong and de-
pendent 1nvolves two contrary suppositions. Man 15 weak
when he 1s dependent, and 1s his own master before he
comes to be strong. Hobbes did not reflect that the same
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cause, which prevents a savage from making use of his
reason, as our jurists hold, prevents him also from abusing
his faculties, as Hobbes himself allows: so that it may be
justly said that savages are not bad merely because they do
not know what 1t is to be good: for it is neither the develop-
ment of the understanding nor the restraint of law -that
hinders them from doing ill; but the peacefulness of their
passions, and thetr 1ignorance of vice: Zanto plus in sllis proficit
vitiorum 1gnoratio, quam in bis cognitio virtutis? ‘There 1s an
other principle which has escaped Hobbes; which, havin

been bestowed on mankind, to moderate, on certain occa
sions, the impetuosity of egoism, or, before its birth, th

desite of self-preservation, tempers the ardour with whic

he pursues his own welfare, by an 1nnate repugnance at seein

a fellow-creature suffer.? I think I need not fear contra.
dictton in holding man to be possessed of the only natural
virtue, which could not be denied him by the most violent
detractor of human virtue. I am speaking of compassion,
which 1s a disposition suitable to creatures so weak and
subject to so many evils as we certainly are: by so much the
more umversal and useful to mankind, as it comes before
any kind of reflection; and at the same time so natural, that
the very brutes themselves sometimes give evident proofs
of it. Not to mention the tenderness of mothers for their
offspring and the perils they encounter to save them from

1[Justn, Hist §1, 2 So much more does the 1gnorance of vice profit the one
sort than the knowledge of virtue the other]

*Hroism must not be confused with self-respect* for they differ both in them-
sclves and 1n their effects  Self-respect 1s a natural fecling which leads every
arumal to look to 1ts own preservation, and which, guided in man by reason and
modified by compasston, creates humamity and virtue ~ Egotsm 1s a purely relative
and factittous feeling, which arises in the state of society, leads each individual to
make more of himself than of any other, cavses all the mutual damage men 1nflict
one on another, and 1s the real source of the ‘sense of honour’ This betng undes-
stood, I maintain that, 1n our primitive condition, 1n the true state of pature,
cgoism did not cust, for as each man regarded humself as the only observer of his
ations, the only being 1n the universe who took any 1nterest 10 him, and the sole
judge of hus deserts, no fecing ansing from compansons he could not be led to
make could take root in his soul, and for the same reason, he could know neither
hatred nor the destre for revenge, since these passions can spring only from a sense
of injury and as it 1s the contempt or the intention to hurt, and not the harm
dorie, which constitutes the 1njury, men who neither valued not compared them-
selves could do onec another much violence, when 1t smited them, without feehing
any sense of mjury In a word, cach man, regarding his fellows almost as he
regarded amumals of different species, might seize the prey of a weaker or yield
up his own to a stronger, and yet consider these acts of violence as mere natural
occurrences, without the shghtest emotion of insolence or despite, or any other
fecling than the joy or grief of success or fatlure,
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danger, it is well known that horses show a reluctance to
trample on living bodies. One animal never passes by the
dead body of another of its species: there are even some
which give their fellows a sort of burial; while the mournful
lowings of the cattle when they enter the slaughter-house
show the impressions made on them by the horrible spectacle
which meets them. We find, with pleasure, the author of
The Fable of the Bees obliged to own that man 1s a com-
passionate and sensible being, and laying aside his cold
subtlety of style, 1n the example he gives, to present us with
the pathetic description of a man who, from a place of con-
finement, 1s compelled to behold a wild beast tear a child
from the arms of its mother, grinding its tender limbs with
its murderous teeth, and tearing its palpitating entrails with
its claws. What horrid agitation must not the eye-witness of
such a scene experience, although he would not be person-
ally concerned! What anxiety would he not suffer at not
being able to give any assistance to the fainting mother and
the dying infantl

Such is the pure emotion of nature, prior to all kinds of
reflection] Such 1s the force of natural compassion, which
the greatest depravity of morals has as yet hardly been able
to destroy! for we daily find at our theatres men affected,
nay, shedding tears at the sufferings of a wretch who, were
he 1n the tyrant’s place, would probably even add to the
torments of his enemies; like the bloodthirsty Sulla, who was
so sensitive to ills he had not caused, or that Alexander of
Pheros who did not dare to go and see any tragedy acted,
for fear of being scen weeping with Andromache and Priam,
though he could listen without emotion to the cries of all
the citizens who were daily strangled at hus command.

Mollssssma corda

Hupano geners dare se natura fotetur
Qunae lacrimas dedst.

S

Juvenav, Satires, xv. 1312

Mandeville well knew that, in spite of all their morality,
men would have never been better than monsters, had not
nature bestowed on them a sense of compasston, to aid their
reason: but he did not see that from this quality alone flow all
those social virtues, of which he denied man the possession.

. 1 [Iilaturc avows she gave the human race the softest hearts, who gave them
cars

1 660
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But what is generosity, clemency, or humanity but compas-
ston applied to the weak, to the guilty, or to mankind in
general? Jiven benevolence and friendship are, if we judge
rightly, only the effects of compassion, constantly sct upon a
particular object: for how 1s 1t different to wish that another
person may not suffer pain and uncasiness and to wish him
happy? Were it cven true that pity 1s no more than a
fecling, which puts us in the place of the sufferer, a fecling,
obscure yet lively in a savage, developed yet feeble in civilized
man; this truth would have no other consequence than to
confirm my argument. Compassion must, in fact, be the
stronger, the more the animal bebolding any kind of distress
identifies himself with the animal that suffers. Now, it 1s
plain that such identification must have been much more
perfect in a state of nature than it 1s in a state of reason. It
15 reason that engenders self-respect, and reflection that con-
firms_it: 1t 1s reason which turns man’s mind back upon
itself, and divides him from ecverything that could disturb
or afflict him. It is philosophy that 1solates him, and bids
him say, at sight of the misfortunes of others: ‘Pensh if you
will, I am sccure.” Nothing but such general evils as threaten
the whole community can disturb the tranquil slecp of the
philosopher, or tear him from his bed. A murder may with
impunity be committed under his window; he has only to
put his hands to his cars and argue a Iittle with himself, to
prevent nature, which is shocked within him, from identfying
itself with the unfortunate sufferer.  Uncivilized man has not
this admirable talent; and for want of reason and wisdom,
is always foolishly ready to obey the first promptings of
humanity. 2t is the populace that flocks together at riots
and strect brawls, while the wise man prudently makes off.
It 1s the mob and the market-women, who part the com-
batants, and hinder gentlefolks from cutting one another’s
throats.

It 1s then certain that compassion is a natural fecling,
which, by moderating the violence of love of self 1n each
Vindividual, contributes to the preservation of the whole
spectes. It 1s this compassion that hurries us without re-
flection to the relief of those who are 1n distress: 1t is this
which in a state of nature supplies the place of laws, morals,
and virtues, with the advantage that none are tempted to
disobey its gentle voice: 1t is this which will always prevent
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a sturdy savage from robbing a weak child or a fecble old
man of the sustenance they may have with pain and difficulty
acquired, if he sees a possibility of providing for himself by
other means: it 1s this which, instead of inculcating that
sublime maxim of tational justice, Do #o others as you wonld
bave therr do mnto_yon, inspires all men with that other maxim
of natural goodness, much less perfect indeed, but perhaps
more useful; Do good to_yourself with as hitle evil as possible to
others. In a word, 1t 1s rather in this natural feeling than in
any subtle arguments that we must look for the cause of that
repugnance, which every man would experience 1n doing evil,
even independently of the maxims of education. Although
it might belong to Socrates and other minds of the like craft
to acqure virtue by reason, the human race would long
stnce have ceased to be, had its preservation depended only
on the reasonings of the individuals composing it.

With passions so little active, and so good a curb, men,
being rather wid than wicked, and more intent to guard
themselves against the mischief that might be done them,
than to do muschief to others, were by no means subject
to very pertlous dissensions. They maintained no kind of
intercourse with one another, and were consequently strangers
to vanity, deference, esteem, and contempt; they had not
the least 1dea of menm and #wum, and no true conception of
justice; they looked upon every violence to which they were
subjected, rather as an injury that might easily be repaired
than as a crime that ought to be punished; and they never
thought of taking revenge, unless perhaps mechanically and
on the spot, as a dog will sometimes bite the stone which 1s
thrown at him. Their quarrels therefore would seldom have
very bloody consequences; for the subject of them would
be merely the question of subsistence. But I am aware of
one greater danger, which remains to be noticed.

Of the passions that stir the heart of man, there 1s one which
makes the sexes necessary to each other, and 1s extremely
ardent and 1mpetuous; a terrible passton that braves danger,
surmounts all obstacles, and in its transports seems calcu-
lated to bring destruction on the human race which it 1s
really destined to preserve. What must become of men who
are left to this brutal and boundless rage, without modesty,
without shame, and daily upholding their amours at the price
of their blood?
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It must, 1n the first place, be allowed that, the more violent
the passions are, the more are laws necessary to keep them
under restraint. But, setting aside the inadequacy of laws
to effect this purpose, which 1s evident from the crimes and
disorders to which these passions daily give rise among us,
we should do well to inquire if these evils did not spring up
with the laws themselves; for in this case, even if the laws
were capable of repressing such evils, it is the least that could
be expected from them, that they should check a mischief
which would not have arisen without them.

Let us begin by distinguishing between the physical and
moral ingredients 1n the feeling of love. The physical part
of Tove is that general desire which urges the sexes to union
with each other. The moral part is that which determines
and fixes this desire exclusively upon one particular object}‘
or at least gives 1t a greater degree of energy toward the
object thus preferred. It 1s easy to see that the moral part
of love 1s a factitious feeling, born of social usage, and en-
hanced by the women with much care and cleverness, to
establish their empire, and put 1 power the sex which
ought to obey. This feeling, being founded on certain 1deas

Z of beauty and merit which a savage 1s not in a position to
acquire, and on comparisons which he is incapable of making,
must be for him almost non-existent; for, as his mind can-
not form abstract 1deas of proportion and regularity, so his
heart 1s dot susceptible of the feelings of love and admim-
tion, which are even insensibly produced by the application
of these ideas. He follows solely the character nature has
implanted in him, and not tastes which he could never have
acquired; so that every woman equally answers his purpose.

Men 1n a state of nature being confined merely to what
is physical 1n love, and fortunate enough to be ignorant of
those excellences, which whet the appetite while they increase
the difficulty of gratifying 1t, must be subject to fewer and
less violent fits of passion, and consequently fall into fewer
and less violent disputes. The imagination, which causes
such ravages among us, never speaks to the heart of savages,
who quietly await the impulses of nature, yield to them
involuntarily, with more pleasure than ardour, and, their
wants once satisfied, lose the desire. It is therefore 1ncon-
testable that love, as well as all other passions, must have
acquired 10 society that glowing impetuosity, which makes
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it so often fatal to mankind. And 1t is the more absurd to
represent savages as continually cutting one another’s throats
to indulge their brutality, because this opinion 1s directly
contrary to experience; the Caribbeans, who have as yet least
of all deviated from the state of nature, being in fact the
most peaceable of people in their amours, and the least
subject to jealousy, though they live 1n a hot climate which
seems always to inflame the passions.

With regard to the inferences that might be drawn, 1n the
case of several species of animals, the males of which fill our
poultry-yards with blood and slaughter, or in spring make
the forests resound with their quarrels over their females;
we must begin by excluding all those species, 1n which
nature has plainly established, 1n the comparative power of
the sexes, relations different from those which exist among
us: thus we can base no conclusion about men on the habuts
of fighting cocks. In those species where the proportion is
better observed, these battles must be entirely due to the
scarcity of females in comparison with males; or, what
amounts to the same thing, to the intervals during which
the female constantly refuses the advances of the male. for
if each female admits the male but during two months 1
the year, 1t 1s the same as 1if the number of females were five-
sixths less. Now, neither of these two cases 1s applicable
to the human species, 11 which the number of females usually
exceeds that of males, and among whom it has never been
observed, even among savages, that the females have, like
those of other animals, their stated times of passion and in-
difference. Moreover, 1n several of these spectes, the ind:-
viduals all take fire at once, and there comes a fearful moment
of untversal passion, tumult, and disorder among them; a
scene which 1s never beheld in the human species, whose
love 15 not thus seasonal. We must not then conclude from
the combats of such animals for the enjoyment of the females,
that the case would be the same with mankind 1n a state of
nature: and, even if we drew such a conclusion, we see that
such contests do not exterminate other kinds of animals, and
we have no reason to think they would be more fatal to
ours. It 1s indeed clear that they would do still less muschief
than is the case 1n a state of society; especually in those
countries 1n which, morals being still held 1n some repute, the
jealousy of lovers and the vengeance of husbands are the
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daily cause of duels, murders, and even worse crimes; where
Ahe obligation of eternal fidelity only occastons adultery, and
the very laws of honour and continence necessarly increase
debauchery and lead to the multiplication of abortions,

Let us conclude then that man 1n a state of nature, wander-
ing up and down the forests, without industry, without
speech, and without home, an equal stranger to war and to
all ties, neither standing 1n need of his fellow-creatures nor
having any desire to hurt them, and perhaps even not dis-
tinguishing them one from another; let us conclude that,
being self-sufficient and subject to so few passions, he could
have no feelings or knowledge but such as befitted his situa-
tton; that he felt only his actual necessitics, and disregarded
everything he did not think himself immediately concerned
to notice, and that his understanding made no greater pro-
gress than his vanity.  If by accident he made any discovery,
he was the less able to communicate 1t to others, as he did
not know even his own children. Every art would neces-
sarily perish with 1ts inventor, where there was no kind of
education among men, and generations succeeded genera-
ttons without the least advance; when, all setting out from
the same point, centuries must have elapsed 1n the barbarism
of the first ages; when the race was already old, and man
remained a child.

If I have expatiated at such length on this supposed
primitive state, 1t 1s because I had so many ancient errors and
inveterate prejudices to eradicate, and therefore thought it
incumbent on me to dig down to their very root, and show,
by means of a true picture of the state of nature, how far
even the natural inequalities of mankind are from having
that reality and influence which modern writers suppose.

It 15 1n fact easy to see that many of the differences which
distinguish men are merely the effect of habit and the different
methods of life men adopt in society., Thus a robust or
delicate constitution, and the strength or weakness attaching
to 1t, are more frequently the effects of a hardy or effeminate
method of education than of the original endowment of the
body. It 1s the same with the powers of the mind; for
education not only makes a difference between such as are
cultured and such as are not, but even 1ncreases the differences
which exist among the former, in proportion to their respec-
tive degrees of culture: as the distance between a giant and
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a dwarf on the same road increases with every step they
take. If we compare the prodigious diversity, which obtains
1n the education and manner of life of the various orders of
men in the state of soctety, with the uniformity and simplicity
of animal and savage life, 1n which every one lives on the same
kind of food and 1n exactly the same manner, and does exactly
the same things, 1t 1s easy to conceive how much less the
difference between man and man must be 1n a state of nature
than in a state of society, and how greatly the natural in-
equality of mankind must be 1ncreased by the inequalities of
soctal nstitutions.

But even if nature really affected, in the distribution of het
gifts, that partiality which 1s imputed to her, what advantage
would the greatest of her favourites derive from it, to the
detriment of others, 11 a state that admuts of hardly any
kind of relation between them® Where there 1s no love, of
what advantage is beauty? Of what use is wit to those who
do not converse, or cunning to those who have no business
with others? I hear it constantly repeated that, 1n such a
state, the strong would oppress the weak; but what 1s here
meant by oppression? Some, it is said, would violently
domineer over others, who would groan under a servile
submission to their caprices. ‘This indeed is exactly what
I observe to be the case among us; but I do not see how 1t
can be inferred of men 1n a state of nature, who could not
easily be brought to conceive what we mean by dominion
and servitude. One man, 1t 1s true, might seize the fruits
which another had gathered, the game he had killed, or the
cave he had chosen for shelter; but how would he ever be
able to exact obedience, and what ties of dependence could
there be among men without possessions? If, for instance,
I am driven from one tree, I can go to the next; if I am
disturbed 10 one place, what hinders me from going to an-
other? Agan, should I happen to meet with a man so much
stronger than myself, and at the same time so depraved, so
indolent, and so barbarous, as to compel me to provide for
his sustenance while he humself remains 1dle, he must take
care not to have his eyes off me for a single moment; he
must bind me fast before he goes to sleep, or I shall certainly
cither knock him on the head or make my escape. That
1s to say, he must in such a case voluntarily expose himself
to much greater trouble than he seeks to avoid, or can gtve
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me. After all this, let him be off his guard ever so little; let
him but turn his head aside at any sudden noise, and I shal
be instantly twenty paces off, lost in the forest, and, my
fetters burst asunder, he would never see me again,

Without my expatiating thus uselessly on these details,
every one must see that as the bonds of servitude are formed
merely by the mutual dependence of men on one another and
the reciprocal needs that unite them, it 1s impossible to make
any man a slave, unless he be first reduced to a situation 1n
which he cannot do without the help of others: and, since
such a situation does pot exist in a state of nature, every
one is there his own master, and the law of the strongest
is of no effect.

Having proved that the inequality of mankind is hardly
felt, and that its influence 1s next to nothing in a state of
nature, I must next show its origin and trace its progress in
the successive developments of the human mind. Having
shown that human perfecssbilsty, the social virtues, and the
other faculties which natural man potentially possessed, could
never develop of themselves, but must require the fortuitous
concurrence of many foreign causes that might never arise,
and without which he would have remained for ever 1n his
primutive condition, I must now collect and consider the
different accidents which may have improved the human
understanding while depraving the species, and made man
wicked while making him socable; so as to bring him and
the world from that distant period to the point at which we
now behold them.

I confess that, as the events I am going to describe might
have happened in various ways, I have nothing to determine
my choice but conjectures: but such conjectures become
reasons, when they are the most probable that can be drawn
from the nature of things, and the only means of discovering
the truth. The consequences, however, which I mean to
deduce will not be barely conjectural; as, on the principles
just laid down, 1t would be impossible to form any other
theory that would not furnish the same results, and/from
which I could not draw the same conclusions.

This will be a suffictent apology for my not dwelling on
the manner in which the lapse of time compensates for the
little probability 1n the events; on the surprising power of
travial causes, when their action is constant; on the imposst-
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bility, on the one hand, of destroying certain hypotheses,
though on the other we cannot give them the certamnty of
known matters of fact; on its being within the province of
history, when two facts are given as real, and have to be
connected by a series of intermediate facts, which ate un-
known or supposed to be so, to supply such facts as may
connect them; and on its being 1n the province of philosophy
when history is silent, to determine similar facts to serve
the same end; and lastly, on the influence of simularity, which,
1n the case of events, reduces the facts to a much smaller
number of different classes than is commonly 1magined. It
1s enough for me to offer these hints to the consideration
of my judges, and to have so arranged that the general reader
has no need to constder them at all,

‘Hﬂﬂo
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THE SECOND PART

THE first man who, having enclosed a piece of ground, be-
thought himself of saying ‘This 1s mine,” and found people
simple enough to believe him, was the real founder of civil
soctety. From how many crimes, wars, and murders, from
how many horrors and misfortunes might not any one have
saved mankind, by pulling up the stakes, or filling up the
ditch, and crying to his fellows: ‘Beware of listening to this
impostor; you are undone if you once forget that the fruits
of the earth belong to us all, and the earth itself to nobody.’
But there 1s great probability that things had then already
come to such a pitch, that they could no longer continue as
they wete; for the idea of property depends on many prior
ideas, which could only be acquired successively, and cannot
have been formed all at once 1n the human mind. Mankind
must have made very considerable progress, and acquired
considerable knowledge and industry which they must also
have transmutted and increased from age to age, before they
arrived at thus last point of the state of nature, Let us then
go farther back, and endeavour to unify under a single point
of view that slow succession of events and discoveries in the
most natural order.

Man’s first feeling was that of his own existence, and his
first care that of self-preservation. The produce of the earth
furmished him with all he needed, and instinct told him
how to use 1t. Hunger and other appetites made hum at
various times experience various modes of existence; and
among these was one which urged him to propagate his
species—a blind propensity that, having nothing to do with
the heart, produced a merely animal act. The want once
gratified, the two sexes knew each other no mote; and even
the offspring was nothing to its mother, as soon as 1t could
do without her.

Such was the condition of infant man; the life of an animal
limited at first to mere sensations, and hatdly profiting by
the gifts nature bestowed on him, much less capable of
entertaining a thought of forcing anything from her. But
difficulties soon presented themselves, and 1t became neces-
sary to learn how to surmount them: the height of the trees,
which prevented hum from gathering thetr fruits, the com-
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petition of other animals destrous of the same fruits, and the
ferocity of those who needed them for their own preserva-
tion, all obliged hum to apply himself to bodily exercises.
He had to be active, swift of foot, and vigorous in fight.
Natural weapons, stones, and sticks, were easily found: he
learnt to surmount the obstacles of nature, to contend in case
of necessity with other animals, and to dispute for the means
of subsistence even with other men, ot to indemmfy himself
for what he was forced to give up to a stronger.

In proportion as the human race grew more numerous,
men’s cares increased. The difference of soils, climates, and
seasons, must have introduced some differences into their
manner of living., Barren years, long and sharp winters,
scorching summets which parched the fruits of the earth,
must have demanded a2 new industry. Oan the seashore and
the banks of rivers, they invented the hook and line, and
became fishermen and eaters of fish. In the forests they
made bows and arrows, and became huntsmen and warriors.
In cold countries they clothed themselves with the skins of
the beasts they had slamn. The lightning, a volcano, or some
lucky chance acquainted them with fire, a new resource
against the rigours of winter: they next learned how to pre-
serve this element, then how to reproduce 1t, and finally how
to prepare with it the flesh of amimals which before they
had eaten raw.

This repeated relevance of various beings to himself, and
one to another, would naturally give rise 1 the human mind
to the perceptions of certain relations between them. Thus
the relations which we denote by the terms great, small,
strong, weak, swift, slow, fearful, bold, and the like, almost
insensibly compared at need, must have at length produced
in him a kind of reflection, or rather a mechanical prudence,
which would indicate to hum the precautions most necessary
to his security.

‘The new intelligence which resulted from this development
increased his superiority over other animals, by making him
senstble of it. He would now endeavour, therefore, to
ensnare them, would play them a thousand tricks, and
though many of them might surpass him in swiftness or 1n
strength, would 1n time become the master of some and the
scourge of pthers, Thus, the first time he looked 1nto him-
self, he felt the first emotion of pride; and, at a time when
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he scarce knew how to distinguish the different orders of
beings, by looking upon his species as of the highest order,
he prepared the way for assuming pre-eminence as an
individual.

Other men, it is true, were not then to him what they
now are to us, and he had no greater intercourse with them
than with other animals, yet they were not neglected in his
observations. The conformities, which he would in time
discover between them, and between himself and his female,
led him to judge of others which were not then perceptible,
and finding that they all behaved as he himself would have
done 1n like circumstances, he naturally inferred that therr
manner of thinking and acting was altogether in conformity
with his own. This important truth, once deeply impressed
on his mind, must have induced him, from an intuitive feeling
more certatn and much more rapid than any kind of reasoning,
to pursue the rules of conduct, which he had best observe
towards them, for his own security and advantage.

Taught by experience that the love of well-being is the
sole motive of human actions, he found himself in a position
to distinguish the few cases, 1n which mutual interest might
justify him in relying upon the assistance of his fellows; and
also the still fewer cases in which a conflict of interests might
give cause to suspect them. In the former case, he joined
in the same herd with them, or at most in some kind of
loose association, that laid no restraint on its members, and
lasted no longer than the transitory occasion that formed it.
In the latter case, every one sought his own private advantage,
either by open force, if he thought himself strong enough,
or by address and cunning, if he felt himself the weaker.

In this manner, men may have insensibly acquired some
gross 1deas of mutual undertakings, and of the advantages of
fulfilling them: that 1s, just so far as their present and apparent
Interest was concerned: for they were perfect strangers to
foresight, and were so far from troubling themselves about
the distant future, that they hardly thought of the morrow.
If a deer was to be taken, every one saw that, in order to
succeed, he must abide faithfully by his post: but if a hare
happened to come within the reach of any one of them, 1t
1s not to be doubted that he pursued it without scruple, and,
having seized his prey, cared very little, if by so doing he
caused his compantons to miss theirs.
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It is easy to understand that such intercourse would not
require a language much more refined than that of rooks or
monkeys, who assoctate together for much the same purpose.
Inarticulate cries, plenty of gestures, and some imitative
sounds, must have been for a long time the umversal lan-
guage; and by the addition, 1n every country, of some con-
venttonal articulate sounds (of which, as I have already
intimated, the first institution 1s not too easy to explain)
particular languages were produced; but these were rude and
impetfect, and nearly such as are now to be found among
some savage nations.

Hurried on by the rapidity of time, by the abundance of
things I have to say, and by the almost insensible progress
of things 1n their beginnings, I pass over 10 an instaat a
multitude of ages; for the slower the events were 1n their
succession, the more rapidly may they be described.

These first advances enabled men to make others with
greater rapidity. In proportion as they grew enlightened,
they grew industrious. They ceased to fall asleep under the
first tree, or 1n the first cave that afforded them shelter; they
mnvented several kinds of implements of hard and sharp
stones, which they used to dig up the earth, and to cut
wood; they then made huts out of branches, and afterwards
learnt to plaster them over with mud and clay. This was
the epoch of a first revolution, which established and distin-
guished famuilies, 2fd 1ntroduced a kind of property, 1n itself
the source of a thousand quarrels and conflicts. As, how-
ever, the strongest were probably the first to build them-
selves huts which they felt themselves able to defend, 1t may
be concluded that the weak found it much easter and safer
to imitate, than to attempt to dislodge them: and of those
who were once provided with huts, none could have any
inducement to appropriate that of his neighbour; not indeed
so much because 1t did not belong to him, as because 1t could
be of no use, and he could not make himself master of it
without exposing himself to a desperate battle with the
family which occupied it.

The first expansions of the human heart were the effects
of a novel situation, which united husbands and wives,
fathers and children, under one roof. The habit of living

\ together soon gave rise to the finest feelings known to
humanity, conjugal love and paternal affection. Every famuly
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became a Iittle society, the more united because liberty and
reciprocal attachment were the only bonds of its union. The
sexes, whose manner of life had been hitherto the same, began
now to adopt different ways of living. The women became
more sedentary, and accustomed themselves to mind the hut
and their children, while the men went abroad in search of
their common subsistence. From living a softer life, both
sexes also began to lose something of their strength and
ferocity: but, if individuals became to some extent less able
to encounter wild beasts separately, they found it, on the
other hand, easier to assemble and resist in common.

The simplicity and solitude of man’s life in this new con-
dition, the paucity of his wants, and the implements he had
invented to satisfy them, left him a great deal of leisure, which
he employed to furnish himself with many conveniences
unknown to his fathers: and this was the fitst yoke he
inadvertently imposed on himself, and the first source of the
evils he prepared for his descendants. For, besides con-
tinung thus to enervate both body and mind, these con-
ventences lost with use almost all their power to please, and
even degenerated into real needs, till the want of them
became far more disagreeable than the possession of them
had been pleasant. Men would have been unhappy at the
loss of them, though the possession did not make them
happy.

We can here see a Iittle better how the use of speech became
established, and insensibly improved 1n each family, and we
may form a conjecture also concerning the manner in which
various causes may have extended and accelerated the pro-
gress of language, by making it more and more necessary.
Floods or earthquakes surrounded inhabited districts with
precipices or waters: revolutions of the globe tore off portions
from the continent, and made them islands. It 1s readily
seen that among men thus collected and compelled to live
together, 2 common idiom must have arisen much more
easily than among those who still wandered through the
forests of the continent ‘Thus it is very possible that after
their first essays 1n navigation the islanders brought over
the use of speech to the continent: and it 1s at least very prob-
able that communities and languages were first established
in sslands, and even came to petfection there before they
were known on the mainland.
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Everything now begins to change its aspect. Men, who
have up to now been roving in the woods, by taking to a
more settled manner of life, come gradually together, form
separate bodies, and at length in every country arises a
distinct nation, umnited in character and manners, not by
regulations or laws, bt by uniformity_of life and food, and
the common influence of climate, Permanent neighbour-
hood’ could not fail to produce, 1n time, some connection
between different families. Among young people of oppo-
site sexes, living in neighbouring huts, the transient commerce
required by nature soon led, through mutual intercourse, to
another kind not less agreeable, and more permanent. Men
began now to take the difference between objects into account,
and to make comparisons; they acquired imperceptibly the
ideas of beauty and merit, which soon gave rise to feelings
of preference. In consequence of seeing each other often,
they "could not do without seeing each other constantly.
A tender and pleasant feeling insinuated itself into their
souls, and the least opposttion turned 1tinto animpetuous fury:
with love arose jealousy; discord triumphed, and human
blood was sacrificed to the gentlest of all passions.

As 1deas and feehings succeeded one another, and heart
and head were brought into play, men continued to lay aside
their original wildness; their private connections became
every day more intimate as their limits extended. They
accustomed themselves to assemble before their huts round
a large tree; singing and dancing, the true offspring of love
and leisure, became the amusement, or rather the occupation,
of men and women thus assembled together with nothing
.lse to do. Each one began to consider the rest, and to
‘wish to be considered in turn; and thus a value came to be
attached to public esteem. Whoever sang or danced best,
whoever was the handsomest, the strongest, the most dex-
terous, or the most eloquent, came to be of most considera-
tion; and this was the first step towards inequality, and at
the same time towards vice. From these first distinctiofis
arose on the one side vanity and contempt and on the other
shame and envy: and the fermentation caused by these new
leavens ended by producing combinations fatal to 1nnocence
and happiness.

As soon as men began to value one another, and the idea
of consideration had got a footing in the mind, every one
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put in his claim to it, and it became impossible to refuse it
to any with impunity. Hence arose the first obligations of
civility even among savages; and every intended injury
became an affront; because, besides the hurt which might
result from 1t, the party injured was certain to find 1n 1t a
contempt for his person, which was often more insupportable
than the hurt itself.

Thus, as every man punished the contempt shown him
by others, in proportion to his opinion of himself, revenge
became terrible, and men bloody and cruel. This is pre-
cisely the state reached by most of the savage nations known
to us: and it is for want of having made a proper distinction
in our ideas, and seen how very far they already are from
the state of nature, that so many writers have hastily con-
cluded that man 1s naturally cruel, and requires civil institu-
tions to make him more mild; whereas nothing 1s more
gentle than man 1n lus primitive state, as he 1s placed by
nature at an equal distance from the stupidity of brutes, and
the fatal ingenuity of civilized man. Equally confined by
instinct and reason to the sole care of guarding himself against
the mischiefs which threaten him, he is restrained by natural
compassion from doing any injury to others, and 1s not led
to do such a thing even in return for injuries recetved. For,
according to the axiom of the wise Locke, ‘There can be no
injury, where there 1s no property.’ N

But it must be remarked that the society thus formed, and
the relations thus established among men, required of them
qualities different from those which they possessed from
their prumutive constitutton. . Morality began to appear in
human actions, and every one, before the institution of law,
was the only judge and avenger of the injuries done him, so
that the goodness which was suitable in the pure state of
nature was no longer proper in the new-bozn state of society.
Punishments had to be made more severe, as opportunittes
of offending became more frequent, and the dread of ven-
geance had to take the place of the rigour of the law. Thus,
though men had become less patient, and their natural com-
passion had already suffered some diminution, this period
of expansion of the human faculties, keeping a just mean
between the indolence of the primitive state and the petulant
activity of our egoism, must have been the happiest and most
stable of epochs. The more we reflect on 1t, the more we
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shall find that this state was the least subject to revolutions,
and altogether the very best man could experience; so that
he can have departed from it only through some fatal accident,
which, for the public good, should never have happened.
The example of savages, most of whom have been found in
this state, seems to prove that men were meant to remain
in it, that 1t is the real youth of the world, and that all
subsequent advances have been apparently so many steps
towards the perfection of the individual, but in reality towards
the decrepitude of the species.

So long as men remaimned content with their rustic huts,
so long as they were satisfied with clothes made of the skins
of animals and sewn together with thorns and fish-bones,
adorned themselves only with feathers and shells, and con-
tinued to paint their bodies different colours, to improve and
beautify their bows and arrows, and to make with sharp-
edged stones fishing boats or clumsy musical instruments;
in a word, so long as they undertook only what a single
person_could accomplish, and confined themselves to such
arts as did not require the joint labour of several hands, they
lived free, healthy, honest, and happy lives, so long as their
nature allowed, and as they continued to enjoy the pleasures
of mutual and independent intercourse. But from the
momerit one man began to stand i1n need of the help of

another; from the moment it appeared advantageous to any |

one man to have enough provisions for two, equality dis-
appeared, property was introduced, work became indispen-
sable, and vast forests became smiling fields, which man had
to water with the sweat of his brow, and where slavery and
misery were soon seen to germunate and grow up with
the crops.
Metallurgy and agriculture were the two arts which pro-
*duced this great revolution. The poets tell us 1t was gold
and silver, but, for the philosophers, 1t was iron and corn,
which first civilized men, and ruined humanity. ‘Thus both
were unknown to the savages of America, who for that
reason are still savage: the other nations also seem to have
continued 1n a state of barbarism while they practised only
onie of these arts, One of the best reasons, perhaps, why
Europe has been, if not longer, at least more constantly and
highly civilized than the rest of the world, is that it 1s at
once the most abundant in 1ron and the most fertile in corn.

et
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It is difficult to conjecture how men first came to know
and use iron; for 1t 1s 1mpossible to suppose they would of
themselves think of digging the ore out of the mine, and
prepating 1t for smelting, before they knew what would be
the result. On the other hand, we have the less reason to
suppose this discovery the effect of any accidental fire, as
mines are only formed in barren places, bare of trees and
plants; so that it looks as if nature had taken pains to keep
the fatal secret from us. There remains, therefore, only the
extraordinary accident of some volcano which, by ejecting
metallic substances already 1in fusion, suggested to the
spectators the idea of mmitating the natural operation. And
we must further concetve them as possessed of uncommon
courage and foresight, to undertake so laborious a work, with
so distant a prospect of drawing advantage from 1t; yet these
qualities are united only 1n munds more advanced than we
can suppose those of these first discoverers to have been.

With regard to agriculture, the principles of 1t were known
long before they were put 1n practice; and 1t 1s indeed hardly
possible that men, constantly employed in drawing their
subsistence from plants and trees, should not readily acquire
a knowledge of the means made use of by nature for the
propagation of vegetables. It was in all probability very
long, however, before their industry took that turn, either
because trees, which together with hunting and fishing
afforded them food, did not require their attention; or
because they were ignorant of the use of corn, or without
instruments to cultivate 1t, or because they lacked fore-
sight to future needs; or lastly, because they were without
means of preventing others from robbing them of the frut
of their labour.

When they grew more industrious, it is natural to believe
that they began, with the help of sharp stones and pointed
sticks, to cultivate a few vegetables or roots around their
huts; though 1t was long before they knew how to prepare
corn, or were provided with the implements necessary for
raising 1t 1n any large quantity; not to mention how essential
it 1s, for husbandry, to consent to immediate loss, in order
to reap a future gain—a precaution very foreign to the turn
of a savage’s mind, for, as I have said, he hardly foresees 1n
the morning what he will need at night.

The invention of the other arts must therefore have been
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necessary to compel mankind to apply themselves to agri-
culture. No sooner were artificers wanted to smelt and forge
iron, than others were required to maintain them; the more
hands that were employed 1n manufactures, the fewer were
left to provide for the common subsistence, though the
number of mouths to be furmished with food remained the
same: and as some required commodities 1n exchange for
thetr 1ron, the rest at length discovered the method of making
1iron serve for the multiplication of commodities. By this
means the arts of husbandry and agriculture were established
on the one hand, and the art of working metals and mult1-
plying their uses on the other.

The cultivation of the earth necessarily brought about its
distribution; and property, once recognized, gave rise to the
first rules of justic€, fGF, to secure each man his own, 1t had
‘to be possible for each to have something. Besides, as men
began to look forward to the future, and all had something
to lose, every one had reason to apprehend that reprisals
would follow any injury he might do to another. This
origin is so much the more natural, as 1t 1s impossible to
concetve how property can come from anything but manual
labour: for what else can 2 man add to things which he does
not originally create, so as to make them his own property?
It is the husbandman’s labour alone that, giving him a title
to the produce of the ground he has tilled, gives him a
claim also to the land itself, at least till harvest; and so, from
year to year, a constant possession which is easily trans-
formed into property. When the ancients, says Grotius,
gave to Ceres the title of Legislatrix, and to a festival cele-
brated in her honour the name of Thesmophoria, they meant
by that that the distribution of lands had produced a new
kind of right: that 1s to say, the right of property, which is
different from the right deducible from the law of nature.

In this state of affairs, equality mught have been sustained,
had the talents of individuals been equal, and had, for
cxample, the use of iron and the consumption of commo-
dities always exactly balanced each other; but, as there was
nothing to preserve this balance, 1t was soon disturbed, the
strongest did most work, the most skilful turned his labour
to best account; the most ingenious devised methods of
diminishing his labour: the husbandman wanted more 1ron,
or the smith more corn, and, while both laboured equally,
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the one gained a great deal by his work, while the other
could hardly support himself. Thus natural inequality un-
folds itself insensibly with that of combination, and the
difference between men, developed by their different circum-
stances, becomes more sensible and permanent in its effects,
and begins to have an influence, in the same proportion,
over the lot of indrviduals.

Matters once at this pitch, it is easy to imagine the rest.
1 shall not detain the reader with a description of the succes-
stve invention of other arts, the development of language,
the trial and utilization of talents, the incquality of fortunes,
the use and abuse of riches, and all the details connected with
them which the reader can casily supply for himself. I shall
confine myself to a glance at mankind in this new situation.

Behold then all human faculties developed, memory and
imagination in full play, egoism interested, reason active,
and the mind almost at the highest pomnt of its perfection.
Behold all the patural qualities 1n action, the rank and con-
dition of every man assigned him; not merely his share of
property and his power to serve or mjure others, but also his
wit, beauty, strength or skill, merit or talents: and these being
the only qualities capable of commanding respect, it soon
became necessary to possess or to affect them.

. It now became the interest of men to appear what they
really were not. To be and to seem became two totally
different things; and from this distinction sprang insolent
pomp and cheating trickery, with all the numerous vices
that go 1n their train. On the other hand, free and inde-
pendent as men were before, they were now, in consequence
of a multiplicity of new waats, brought into subjection, as
1t were, to all nature, and particularly to one another; and
each became 10 some degree a slave even in becoming the
master of other men: if rich, they stood in need of the ser-
vices of others; if poor, of their assistance; and even a
muddle condition did not enable them to do without one
another. Man must now, therefore, have been perpetually
employed in getting others to interest themselves in his lot,
and in making them, apparently at least, if not really, find
their advantage 1n promoting his own. Thus he must have
been sly and artful 1n his behaviour to some, and imperious
and cruel to others; being under a kind of necessity to ill-use
all the persons of whom he stood 1n need, when he could
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not frighten them into compliance, and did not judge it his
interest to be useful to them. Insatiable ambition, the thirst
of raising thetr respective fortunes, not so much from real
want as from the desire to surpass others, inspired all men
with a vile propensity to injure one another, and with a
secret jealousy, which is the more dangerous, as it puts on
the mask of benevolence, to carry its pomnt with greater
security. In a word, there arose rivalry and competition
on the one hand, and conflicting interests on the other,
together with a secret desire on both of profiting at the
expense of others. All these evils were the first effects of
property, and the inseparable attendants of growing inequality.

Before the invention of signs to represent riches, wealth
could hardly consist 1n anything but lands and cattle, the
only real possesstons men can have. But, when inheritances
so increased in number and extent as to occupy the whole
of the land, and to border on one another, one man could
aggrandize himself only at the expense of another; at the
same time the supernumeraries, who had been too weak or
too indolent to make such acqusitions, and had grown poor
without sustaining any loss, because, while they saw every-
thing change around them, they remained still the same, were
obliged to recetve their subsistence, or steal 1t, from the rich;
and this soon bred, according to their different characters,
domunion and slavery, or violence and rapine. The wealthy,
on their part, had no sooner begun to taste the pleasure of
command, than they disdained all others, and, using their
old slaves to acquire new, thought of nothing but subduing
and enslaving their neighbours; like ravenous wolves, which,
having once tasted human flesh, despise every other food and
thenceforth seek only men to devour.

Thus, as the most powerful or the most miserable con-
sidered thetr might or musery as a kind of right to the
possessions of others, equivalent, 1n their opinion, to that of
property, the destruction of equality was attended by the
most terrible disorders. Usurpations by the rich, robbery by
the poor, and the unbridled passions of both, suppressed the
cries of natural compassion and the still feeble voice of justice,
and filled men with avarice, ambition, and vice. Between
the title of the strongest and that of the first occupier, there
arose perpetual conflicts, which never ended but 1n battles
and bloodshed. The new-born state of society thus gave
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rise to 2 horrible state of war; men thus harassed and depraved
were no longer capable of retracing their steps or renouncing
the fatal acquisitions they had made, but, labouring by the
abuse of the faculties which do them honour, merely to their
own confusion, brought themselves to the brink of ruin.

Attonitus novitate mals, divesque mserque,
Effugere opiat opes, et quac modo voverat odstt

It is impossible that men should not at length have re-
flected on so wretched a situation, and on the calamities that
overwhelmed them. The rich, in particular, must have felt
how much they suffered by a constant state of war, of which
they bore all the expense; and in which, though all risked
their ltves, they alone risked their property. Besides, how-
ever speciously they might disguise their usurpations, they
knew that they were founded on precarious and false titles;
so that, if others took from them by force what they them-
selves had gamned by force, they would have no reason to
complain. Even those who had been enriched by their own
industry, could hardly base their proprietorship on better
clatms. It was in vain to repeat: ‘I built thus well; I gained
this spot by my industry.” Who gave you your standing,
it might be answered, and what right have you to demand
payment of us for doing what we never asked you to do?
Do you not know that numbers of your fellow-creatures are
starving, for want of what you have too much of? You
ought to have had the express and universal consent of man-
kind, before appropriating more of the common subststence
than you needed for your own maintenance. Destitute of
valid reasons to justify and suffictent strength to defend
himself, able to crush individuals with ease, but easily crushed
himself by a troop of bandits, one against all, and incapable,
on account of mutual jealousy, of joimng with his equals
against aumerous enemies united by the common hope of
plunder, the rich man, thus urged by necessity, conceived at
length the profoundest plan that ever entered the muind of
man. this was to employ 1n his favour the forces of those
who attacked him, to make allies of his adversaries, to mspire
them with different maxims, and to gtve them other nstitu-

3 [Ovid, Metamorphoses, x1. 127,

Both rich and poot, shocked at their new-found ills,
Would fly from wealth, and lose what they had sought ]
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tions as favourable to himself as the law of nature was
unfavourable.

With this view, after having represented to his neighbours
the horror of a situation which armed every man against
the rest, and made their possessions as burdensome to them
as their wants, and in which no safety could be expected
either 1n riches or i1n poverty, he readily devised plausible
arguments to make them close with his design. ‘Let us
join,’ said he, ‘to guard the weak from oppression, to restrain
the ambitious, and secure to every man the possesston of
what belongs to him: let us institute rules of justice and
peace, to which all without exception may be obliged to
conform; rules that may in some measure make amends for
the caprices of fortune, by subjecting equally the powerful
and the weak to the observance of reciprocal obligations.
Let us, 1n a word, instead of turning our forces against our-
selves, collect them 1n a supreme power which may govern
us by wise Jaws, protect and defend all the members of the
assoctation, repulse their common enemies, and maintain
eternal harmony among us.’

Far fewer words to this purpose would have been enough
to 1mpose on men so barbarous and easily seduced; especially
as they had too many disputes among themselves to do
without arbitrators, and too much ambition and avarice to
go long without masters. All ran headlong to their chains,
1 hopes of securing their liberty; for they had just wit
enough to percetve the advantages of political institutions,
without experience enough to enable them to foresee the
dangers. The most capable of foreseeing the dangers were
the very persons who expected to benefit by them, and even
the most prudent judged 1t not inexpedient to sacrifice one
part of their freedom to ensure the rest, as 2 wounded man
has his arm cut off to save the rest of his body.

Such was, ot may well have been, the origin of society and
law, which bound new fetters on the poor, and gave new
powers to the nich; which irretrievably destroyed natural
liberty, eternally fixed the law of property and inequality,
converted™clever usurpation into unalterable right, and, for
ithe’ advantage of a few ambitious 1ndividuals, subjected all
‘mankind to perpetual labour, slavery, and wretchedness, It
1s easy to see how the establishment of one community made
that of all the rest necessary, and how, in order to make head
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against united fotces, the rest of mankind had to unite in
turn, Socteties soon multiplied and spread over the face of
the earth, till hardly a corner of the world was left 1n which
a man could escape the yoke, and withdraw his head from
beneath the sword which he saw perpetually hanging over
him by a thread. Crvil nght having thus become the com-
mon rule among the members of each community, the law
of nature maintained its place only between different com-
mumuties, where, under the name of the right of nations, 1t
was qualified by certain tacit conventions, in order to make
commesce practicable, and serve as a substitute for natural
compassion, which lost, when applied to societies, almost all
the influence it had over individuals, and survived no longer
except 1n some great cosmopolitan spirits, who, breaking
down the 1maginary barriers that separate different peoples,
follow the example of our Sovereign Creator, and include
the whole human race in their benevolence.

But bodies politic, remaining thus in a state of nature
among themselves, presently experienced the inconveniences
which had obliged individuals to forsake it; for this state
became still more fatal to these great bodies than it had been
to the individuals of whom they were composed. Hence
arose national wars, battles, murders, and reprisals, which
shock nature and outrage reason; together with all those
horrible prejudices which class among the virtues the honour
of shedding human blood. The most distinguished men
hence learned to consider cutting each other’s throats a duty;
at length men massacred their fellow-creatures by thousands
without so much as knowing why, and committed more
murders in a single day’s fighting, and more violent out-
rages 1n the sack of a single town, than were committed in
the state of nature during whole ages over the whole earth.
Such were the first effects which we can see to have followed
the division of mankind into different communities. But
let us return to their institutions.

I know that some writers have given other explanations of
the origin of political societtes, such as the conquest of the
powerful, or the association of the weak. It 1s, indeed,
indifferent to my argument which of these causes we choose.
That which I have just laid down, however, appears to me
the most natural for the following reasons. First: because,
in the first case, the night of conquest, being no right in
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ttself, could not serve as a foundation on which to build any
other; the victor and the vanquished people still remained
with respect to each other in the state of war, unless the
vanquished, restored to the {ull possession of their liberty,
voluntarily made chotce of the victor for their chief. For
till then, whatever capitulation may have been made being
founded on violence, and therefore 7pso facto void, there could
not have been on this hypothesis either a real society or body
politic, or any law other than that of the strongest. Secondly-
because the words ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ are, in the second case,
ambiguous; for during the interval between the establish-
ment of a right of property, or prior occupancy, and that of
political government, the meaning of these words is better
expressed by the terms ‘rich’ and “poor’; because, 1n fact, be-
fore the 1nstitution of laws, men had no other way of reducing
thetr equals to submission, than by attacking their goods, or
making some of their own over to them. Thurdly: because,
as the poor had nothing but their freedom to lose, it would
have been in the highest degree absurd for them to resign
voluntarily the only good they still enjoyed, without getting
anything in exchange: whereas the rich having feelings, 1f I
may so express myself, 1n every part of their possesstons,
it was much easier to harm them, and therefore more neces-
sary for them to take precautions against it; and, in short,
because it is more reasonable to suppose a thing to have
been invented by those to whom 1t would be of service,
than by those whom it must have harmed.

Government had, in 1ts infancy, no regular and constant
form., The want of experience and philosophy prevented
men from seeing any but present inconventences, and they
thought of providing against others only as they presented
themselves. In spite of the endeavours of the wisest legis-
lators, the political state remained 1mperfect, because 1t was
little more than the work of chance, and, as 1t had begun
1ll, though time revealed its defects and suggested remedaes,
the original faults were never repaired. It was continually
being patched up, when the first task should have been to
get the site cleared and all the old materials removed, as was
done by Lycurgus at Sparta, 1f a stable and lasting edifice
was to be erected. Society consisted at first merely of a few
general conventions, which every member bound himself to
observe; and for the performance of covenants the whole
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body went security to each individual. Experience only
could show the weakness of such a constitution, and how
easily it might be infringed with impunity, from the difh-
culty of convicting men of faults, where the public alone was
to be witness and judge: the laws could not but be eluded
in many ways; disorders and inconveniences could not but
muluply continually, til 1t became necessary to commit the
dangerous trust of public authority to private persons, and
the care of enforcing obedicnce to the deliberations of the
people to the magistrate. For to say that chiefs were chosen
before the confederacy was formed, and that the admins-
trators of the laws were there before the laws themselves, is
too absurd a supposition to consider seriously.

It would be as unreasonable to suppose that men at first
threw themselves irretrievably and unconditionally into the
arms of an absolute master, and that the first expedient which
proud and unsubdued men hit upon for their common
security was to run headlong into slavery. For what reason,
in fact, did they take to themselves superiors, if it was not
in order that they might be defended from oppression, and
have protection for their lives, liberties, and properties, which
are, so to speak, the constituent elements of their being?
Now, in the relations between man and man, the worst that
can happen is for one to find himself at the mercy of another,
and 1t would have been inconsistent with common sense to
begin by bestowing on a chief the only things they wanted
his help to preserve. What equivalent could he offer them
for so great a right? And if he had presumed to exact it
under pretext of defending them, would he not have received
the answer recorded in the fable: ‘What more can the enemy
do to us?’ It 1s therefore beyond dispute, and indeed the
fundamental maxim of all political right, that people have
set up chiefs to protect their liberty, and not to enslave
them. ‘If we have a prince,” said Pliny to Trajan, ‘1t is to
save ourselves from having a master.’

Politicians indulge 1n the same sophistry about the love of
Iiberty as philosophers about the state of nature. They judge,
by what they see, of very different things, which they have
not seen; they attribute to man a natural propensity to servi-
tude, because the slaves within their observation are seen
to bear the yoke with patience; they fail to reflect that it is
with liberty as with innocence and virtue; the value is known
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only to those who possess them, and the taste for them is
forfeited when they are forfeited themselves. ‘I know the
charms of your country,” said Brasidas to a Satrap, who was
comparing the life at Sparta with that at Persepolis, ‘but
you cannot know the pleasures of mine.’

An unbroken horse erects his mane, paws the ground and
starts back impetuously at the sight of the bridle; while one
which 1s properly trained suffers patiently even whip and
spur: so savage man will not bend his neck to the yoke to
which ctvilized man submits without a murmur, but prefers
the most turbulent state of liberty to the most peaceful
slavery. We cannot therefore, from the servility of nations
already enslaved, judge of the natural disposition of man-
kind for or against slavery; we should go by the prodigious
efforts of every free people to save itself from oppresston.
I know that the former are for ever holding forth 1n praise
of the tranquullity they enjoy 1n their chains, and that they call
a state of wretched servitude a state of peace: miserrimam
servitutem pacems appellantt But when I observe the latter
sacrificing pleasure, peace, wealth, power, and life stself to
the preservation of that one treasure, which 1s so disdained
by those who have lost it; when I see free-born animals dash
their brains out against the bars of their cage, from an innate
impatience of captivity; when I behold numbers of naked
savages, that despise European pleasures, braving hunger,
fire, the sword, and death, to preserve nothing but their
independence, I feel that 1t 1s not for slaves to argue about
liberty.

{ With regard to paternal authority, from which some writers
have derived absolute government and all soctety, 1t 1s
enough, without going back to the contrary arguments of
Locke and Sidney, to remark that nothing on earth can
be farther from the ferocious spirit of despotism than the
mildness of that authority which looks more to the advan-
tage of him who obeys than to that of him who commands;
that, by the law of nature, the father 1s the child’s master no
longer than his help is necessary, that from that time they
are both equal, the son being petfectly independent of the
father, and owing him only respect, and not obedience. For
gratitude 1s a duty which ought to be paid, but not a right
to be exacted: instead of saying that civil society is derived

! [Tacitus, Hist, tv. 17 The most wretched slavety they call peace.]
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from paternal authority, we ought to say rather that the
latter derives 1ts princpal force from the former. No indi-
vidual was ever acknowledged as the father of many, till his
sons and daughters remained settled around him,  The goods
of the father, of which he is really the master, ate the ties
which keep hus children in dependence, and he may bestow
on them, if he pleases, no share of his property, unless they
merit 1t by constant deference to his will. But the subjects
of an atbitrary despot are so far from having the like favour
to expect from their chief, that they themselves and every-
thing they possess are his property, or at least are considered
by him as such; so that they are forced to receive, as a
favour, the little of their own he 1s pleased to leave them.
When he despoils them, he does but justice, and mercy in
that he permuts them to hive.

By proceeding thus to test fact by right, we should dis-
cover as little reason as truth in the voluntary establishment
of tyranny. It would also be no easy matter to prove the
validity of a contract binding on only one of the parties,
where all the risk 1s on one side, and none on the other; so
that no one could suffer but he who bound himself. This
hateful system 1s indeed, even in modern times, very far from
being that of wise and good monarchs, and especially of the
kings of France, as may be seen from several passages 1n
their edicts; particularly from the following passage in a
celebrated edict published 1n 1667 in the name and by order
of Lous XIV.

‘Let 1t not, therefore, be said that the Sovereign is not
subject to the laws of his State; since the contrary 1s a true
proposition of the right of nations, which flattery has some-
times attacked but good princes have always defended as the
tutelary divimity of their dominions. How much more legiti-
mate 1s it to say with the wise Plato, that the perfect felicity
of a kingdom consists 1n the obedience of subjects to thetr
prince, and of the prince to the laws, and in the Jlaws being
just and constantly directed to the public good!’?

I shall not stay here to inquire whether, as liberty is the
noblest faculty of man, 1t 1s not degrading our very nature,
reducing ourselves to the level of the brutes, which are mere
slaves of instinct, and even an affront to the Author of our

YOf the Rughts of the Most Christian Queen oser various States of the Monarehy of
Spain, 1667
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being, to renounce without reserve the most precious of all
His gifts, and to bow to the necessity of commutting all the
crimes He has forbidden, merely to gratify a mad or a cruel
master; or if this sublime craftsman ought not to be less
angered at seeing His workmanship entirely destroyed than
thus dishonoured. I will waive (if my opponents please) the
authority of Barbeyrac, who, following Locke, roundly de-
clares that no man can so far sell his liberty as to submut to
an arbitrary power which may use bim as 1t likes. For, he
adds, this would be to sell bis own Iife, of which be is not master.
I shall ask only what right those who were not afraid thus
to debase themselves could have to subject their posterity
to the same ignominy, and to renounce for them those
blessings which they do not owe to the liberality of their
progenitors, and without which Iife itself must be a burden
to all who are worthy of it.

Puffendorf says that we may divest ourselves of our liberty
in favour of other men, just as we transfer our property from
one to another by contracts and agreements. But this seems
a very weak argument. For in the first place, the property
I alienate becomes quute foretgn to me, nor can I suffer from
the abuse of 1t; but i1t very nearly concerns me that my
liberty should not be abused, and I cannot without incurring
the guilt of the crimes I may be compelled to commut, expose
myself to become an instrument of crime. Besides, the
nght of property being only a convention of human institu-
tiofi, men may dispose of what they possess as they please:
but this 1s not the case with the essential gifts of nature, such
as life and liberty, which every man 1s permutted to enjoy,
and of whuch it 15 at least doubtful whether any have a night
to divest themselves. By giving up the one, we degrade
our being; by giving up the other, we do our best to annul
it; and, as no temporal good can indemntfy us for the loss
of etther, 1t would be an offence against both reason and
nature to renounce them at any price whatsoever. But, even
if we could transfer our liberty, as we do our property, there
would be a great difference with regard to the chddren, who
enjoy the father’s substance only by the transmission of his
right; whereas, liberty being a gift which they hold from
nature as being men, their parents have no right whatever
to deprive them of 1t. As then, to establish slavery, it was
necessary to do violence to nature, so, in order to perpetuate
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such a right, natute would have to be changed. Jurists
who have gravely determined that the child of a slave comes
into the world a slave, have decided, 1n other wotds, that
a man shall come 1nto the world not a man.

I regard it then as certain, that government did not begin
with arbitrary power, but that this 1s the depravation, the
extreme term, of government, and brings it back, finally,
to just the law of the strongest, which it was originally
designed to remedy Supposing, however, it had begun
1n this manner, such power, being in itself illegitimate, could
not have served as a basis for the laws of society, nor,
consequently, for the inequality they imnstituted.

Without entering at present upon the investigations which
still remain to be made into the nature of the fundamental
compact underlying all government, I content myself with
adopting the common opinton concerning it, and regard the
establishment of the political body as a real contract between
the people and the chiefs chosen by them: a contract by
which both parties bind themselves to observe the laws
therein expressed, which form the ties of their union. The
people having 1n respect of their social relations concentrated
all their wills in one, the several articles, concerning which
this will 1s explained, become so many fundamental laws,
obligatory on all the members of the State without exception,
and one of these articles regulates the choice and power of the
magistrates appointed to watch over the execution of the
rest. This power extends to everything which may main-
tain the constitution, without going so far as to alter 1t. It
is accompanted by honouss, in order to bring the laws and
their admimsstrators into respect, The munsters are also
distinguished by personal prerogatives, in order to recom-
pense them for the cares and labour which good admunis-
tration 1avolves. The magistrate, on his side, binds himself
to use the power he is entrusted with only in conformity
with the intention of his constituents, to maintain them all
in the peaceable possession of what belongs to them, and to
prefer on every occaston the public interest to his own.

Before experience had shown, or knowledge of the human
heart enabled men to foresee, the unavoidable abuses of
such a constitution, it must have appeared so much the more
excellent, as those who were charged with the care of its
preservation had themselves most interest in it; for magis-
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tracy and the rights attaching to it being based solely on the
fundamental laws, the magistrates would cease to be legiti-
mate as soon as these ceased to exist; the people would no
longer owe them obedience; and as not the magistrates, but
the laws, are essential to the being of a State, the members
of 1t would regain the right to their natural liberty.

If we reflect with ever so little attention on this subject,
we shall find new arguments to confirm thss truth, and be
convinced from the very nature of the contract that 1t cannot
be irrevocable: for, if there were no superior power capable
of ensuring the fidelity of the contracting parties, or com-
pelling them to perform their reciprocal engagements, the
parties would be sole judges in their own cause, and each
would always have a right to renounce the contract, as soon
as he found that the other had violated 1ts terms, or that they
no longer suited his convenence. It 1s upon this principle
that the right of abdication may possibly be founded. Now,
if, as here, we consider only what is human in this institu-
tton, it 1s certain that, 1f the magistrate, who has all the power
in his own hands, and appropriates to himself all the advan-
tages of the contract, has none the less a right to renounce
hus authority, the people, who suffer for all the faults of their
chief, must have a much better right to renounce their
dependence. But the terrible and 1nnumerable quarrels and
disorders that would necessarily arise from so dangerous a
privilege, show, more than anything else, how much humar
governments stood 1n need of a more solid basis than mere
reason, and how expedient 1t was for the public tranquillity
that the divine will should interpose to invest the sovereign
authority with a sacred and inviolable character, which might
deprive subjects of the fatal right of disposing of it. If the
world had received no other advantages from religion, this
would be enough to impose on men the duty of adopting
and cultivating 1t, abuses and all, since it has been the means
of saving more blood than fanatictsm has ever spilt. But
let us follow the thread of our hypothess.

The different forms of government owe their origin to the
differing degrees of inequality which existed between indi-
viduals at the time of their institution. If there happened
to be any one man among them pre-eminent 1n power, virtue,
riches, or personal influence, he became sole magistrate, and
the State assumed the form of monarchy. If several, nearly
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cqual in point of eminence, stood above the rest, they were
elected jointly, and formed an amstocracy. Again, among
a people who had deviated less from a state of nature, and
between whose fortune or talents there was less disproportion,
the supreme administration was retained 1n common, and a
democracy was formed. It was discovered in process of time
which of these forms suited men the best. Some peoples re-
mained altogether subject to the laws; others soon came to
obey their magistrates. The citizens laboured to preserve
their liberty; the subjects, irritated at seeing others enjoying
a blessing they had lost, thought only of making slaves of
their neighbours. In a word, on the one side arose riches
and conquests, and on the other happiness and virtue.

In these different governments, all the offices were at first
clective, and when the influence of wealth was out of the
question, the preference was given to merit, which gives a
natural ascendancy, and to age, which 1s experienced 1n
business and deliberate 1n council. The Elders of the
Hebrews, the Gerontes at Sparta, the Senate at Rome, and
the very etymology of our word Seigneur, show how old
age was once held 1n veneration. But the more often the
choice fell upon old men, the more often elections had to be
repeated, and the more they became a nuisance; intrigues
set 1n, factions were formed, party feeling grew bitter, civil
wars broke out; the lives of individuals were sacrificed to
the pretended happiness of the State; and at length men
were on the poumnt of relapsing into their primitive anarchy.
Ambitious chiefs profited by these circumstances to per-
petuate their offices in their own families: at the same time
the people, already used to dependence, ease, and the con-
veniences of life, and already mncapable of breaking its fetters,
agreed to an increase of its slavery, in order to secure its
tranquility. Thus magistrates, having become hereditary,
contracted the habit of considering their offices as a fanuly
estate, and themselves as proprietors of the commumties of
which they were at first only the officers, of regarding their
fellow-citizens as their slaves, and numbering them, like
cattle, among their belongings, and of calling themselves
the equals of the gods and kings of kings.

If we follow the progress of.inequality in these various
revolutions, we shall find that the establishment of laws and
of the right of property was its first term, the 1nstitution of
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magistracy the second, and the conversion of legitimate into
arbitrary power the third and last; so that the condition of
tich and poor was authorized by the first pertod; that of
powerful and weak by the second; and only by the third that
_of master and slave, which 1s the last degree of inequality,
‘and the term at which all the rest remain, when they have
got so far, till the government 15 esther entirely dissolved by
new revolutions, or brought back agan to legitimacy.
To understand this progress as necessary we must con-
(stder not so much the motives for the establishment of the
body politic, as the forms it assumes 1n actuality, and the
faults_that necessarily attend 1t: for the flaws which make
social 1nstitutions necessary are the samé as make the abuse
of them unavoidable. If we except Sparta, where the laws
weré mainly concerned with the education of children, and
where Lycurgus established such morality as practically made
laws needless—for laws as a rule, being weaker than the
passtons, restrain men without altering them—it would not
be difficult to prove that every government, which scrupu-
lously complied with the ends for which 1t was instituted,
and guarded carefully against change and corruption, was
set up unnecessarily. For a country, 1n which no one either
evaded the laws or made a bad use of magisterial power,
could require neither laws nor magistrates.
+Political distinctions necessarily produce cvil distinctions.
The growing equality between the chiefs and the people 1s
soon felt by individuals, and modified 1n a thousand ways
according to passions, talents, and circumstances. The
magistrate could not usurp any illegitimate power, without
giving distinction to the creatures with whom he must share
it. Besides, individuals only allow themselves to be oppressed
so far as they are hurried on by blind ambation, and, looking
rather below than above them, come to love authority more
than independence, and submit to slavery, that they may
1n turn enslave others. It 1s no easy matter to reduce to
obedience a man who has no ambition to command; nor
would the most adroit politician find it possible to enslave
a people whose only desire was to be independent. But
inequality easily makes its way among cowardly and amb:-
tious minds, which are ever ready to run the risks of fortune,
and almost indifferent whether they command or obey, as

it issgoavourable'or adverse Thus, there must have been a
1
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time, when the eyes of the people were so fascinated, that
their rulers had only to say to the least of men, ‘Be great,
you and all your posterity,’ to make him immediately appear
great 1n the eyes of every one as well as in his own. His
descendants took still more upon them, 1n proportion to
their distance from him; the mote obscure and uncertain
the cause, the greater the effect: the greater the number of
idlers one could count 1n a family, the more illustrious it

was held to be.
If this were the place to go into details, I could readily

explain how, even without the mntervention of government,
« 1mequality of credit and authority became unavoidable among
.private persons, as soon as their union 1n a single soctety
made them compare themselves one with another, and take
into account the differences which they found out from the
continual intercourse every man had to have with his neigh-
bours! These differences are of several kinds; buf riches,
nobility or rank, power and pérsonal merit being the princi-
pal distinctions by which men form an estimate of each other
1n society, I could prove that the harmony or conflict of these
different forces 1s the surest indication of the good or bad
constitution of a State I could show that among these four

1 Distributive justice would oppose this rigorous equality of the state of nature,
even were it practicable n cvil society, as all the membets of the State owe 1t
thetr services 1n proportion to their talents and abilities, they ought, on thetr
side, to be distingusshed and favoured in proportion to the services they have
actually rendered It 1s 1n this sense we must understand that passage of Isocrates,
1n which he extols the pnmitive Athenians, for having determined which of the
two kinds of equality was the most useful, viz that which consists 1in dividing the
same advantages indiscriminately among all the citizens, or that which consists
1n distrsbuting them to cach according to his deserts  These able politicians, adds
the orator, banishing that unjust snequality which makes no distinction between
good and bad men, adhered inviolably to that which rewards and punishes every
man according to his deserts,

But 1n the first place, there never existed 2 soctety, however corrupt some may
have become, where no difference was made between the good and the bad, and
with regard to morality, where no measures can be prscribed by law exact enough .
to serve as a practical rule for a magsstrate, 1t 1s with great prudence that, 10 order
not to leave the fortune or quality of the citizens to hus discretion, st prohibits hum
from passing judgment on persons and confines his judgment to actions, Only
morals such as those of the ancient Romans can bear censots, and such 2 tribunal
among us would throw everything 1nto confusion The difference between good
and bad men 15 determined by public esteem, the magstrate being strctly 2 t_]udgc
of night alone, whereas the public 18 the truest judge of morals, and 15 of such
integrity and penetration on thus head, that although 1t may be sometimes deceived,
1t can never be corrupted  The rank of citizens ought, therefore, to be regulated,
not according to their personal ment—for this would put 1t in the power of the
magistrate to apply the law almost arbitranly—but according to the actual services
done to the State, which are capable of being more exactly estimated
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kinds of inequality, personal qualities_being the origin of all
tfhe others, wealth 1s the one to which they are all reduced
inthe end, for, as riches tend most immediately to the pros-
perity of individuals, and are easiest to communicate, they
are used to purchase every other distinction. By this obser-
vation we are enabled to judge pretty exactly how far a
people has departed from 1ts primutive constitution, and of
its progress towards the extreme term of corruption. I
could explain how much this universal desire for reputation,
honours, and advancement, which inflames us all, exercises
and holds up to comparison our faculties and powers, how
1t excites and multtplies our passions, and, by creating uni-
versal competition and rivalry, or rather enmity, among men,
occastons numberless fatlures, successes, and disturbances of
all kinds by making so many aspirants run the same course.
I could show that 1t is to this desire of being talked about,
and this unremitting rage of distinguishing ourselves, that
we owe the best and the worst things we possess, both our
virtues and our vices, our science and our errors, our con-
querors and our philosophers; that 1s to say, a great many
bad things, and a very few good ones. In a word, I could
prove that, if we have a few rich and powerful men on the
pinnacle of fortune and grandeur, while the crowd grovels
in want and obscurity, 1t 15 because the former prize what
they enjoy only 1n so far as others are destitute of 1t; and
because, without changing their condition, they would cease
to be happy the moment the people ceased to be wretched.

These details alone, however, would furnish matter for a
considerable work, in which the advantages and disadvan-
tages of every kind of government might be weighed, as they
are related to man 1n the state of nature, and at the same time
all the different aspects, under which 1nequality has up to the
present appeared, or may appear 1n ages yet to come, accord-
ing to the nature of the several governments, and the altera-
tions which time must unavoidably occaston 1n them, might
be demonstrated. We should then see the multitude oppressed
from within, in consequence of the very precautions 1t had
taken to guard against foreign tyranny. We should see
oppression continually gain ground without its being possible
for the oppressed to know where it would stop, or what
legitimate means was left them of checking its progress.
We should see the rights of citizens and the freedom of
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nattons slowly extinpuiched, and the complaints, prasests,
and appeals of the weal. treated 2= eeditious murmurings,
We should «ce the honour of defending the commnn eans

confined by «tatecraft to a mercenary patt of the pople,
We should sce tixes made neceseary by such meany, aad
the disheartened husbhndman deserting his fields even in the
midst of peace, and leavinp the plough to gird on the sword,
We shou‘d sce fatal and eapricinus endes af honnue ertab.
Ished; and the champione of their enuntry sooner or fater
becomung its cnemice, and for cver halding theie daprers
to the brewts of their fellnv-ciizens,  Tne tme would
come when they would be beard saying to the appressor of
their country:

Pectovs gf frarrap pledipm dom” v preter
Cendere ot pot ot prosl 17 708 pivraeg puvtn
Commmtt, g ity poegram frmn gmn 1 drvies,
I~ 135

From great mequality of fortunes and conditions, fron the
vastvanety of passions and of talents, of weless and pernicious
atts, of vain saences, would arive 2 multtades of prejudiens
cqually  contrary to reason, happincee, and virtun, We
should see the magistrates fomennng evers thing thar might
weaken men united 1n society, by promnnn z divtet o amnng
them; eventlung that mipht sow in it the geeds of actual
division, while 1t gave eoaery the atr of harmony; esery-
thing that might nspire the deferent ranky of prople with
mutual hatred and distruse, by wetting the richts and interests
of onc again<t those of another, and so strengthen the power
which comprehended then all, )

It s from the nudst of this dicorder and these revalunans,
that despotism, gradually eveing up ns hudeous head ard
devounng everything that remained cound and untainied in
any part of the State, would 1t lenith trample on both the
laws and the people, and establish nself on the ruins of the
republic,  The times which immedwately preceded tius last
change would be imes of trouble and calamity; but at leagth
the monster would swallow up everything, and the pzople
would no longer have either chiefs or laws, but only tveants,
I'rom this moment there would be no cxucstiun of vittue or
morality; for despotism (enf exc Frreste nnils a1t spor), wherever
it prevails, admits no other master; 1t no sooner speaks than
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probity and duty lose their weight and blind obedience is
the only virtue which slaves can still practise.

This 1s the last term of 1nequality, the extreme point that
closes the circle, and meets that from which we set out.
Here all private persons return to their first equality, because
they are nothing; and, subjects having no law but the will
of their master, and their master no restraint but his passions,
all notions of good and all principles of equity again vanish.
There 15 here a complete retura to the law of the strongest,
and so to a new state of nature, differing from that we set
out from; for the onc was a state of nature in its first purity,
while this 1s the consequence of excessive corruption. There
1s so little difference between the two states in other respects,
and the contract of government is so completely dissolved
by despotism, that the despot 1s master only so long as he
remains the strongest; as soon as he can be expelled, he has
no right to complain of violence. ‘The popular insurrection
that ends 1n the death or deposition of a Sultan 15 as lawful
an act as those by which he disposed, the day before, of the
lives and fortunes of his subjects. As he was maintained
by force alone, 1t 1s force alone that overthrows him. Thus
everything takes place according to the natural order; and,
whatever may be the result of such frequent and precipitate
revolutions, no one man has reason to complain of the
injustice of another, but only of his own illfortune or
indiscretion,

If the reader thus discovers and retraces the lost and for-
gotten road, by which man must have passed from the state
of nature to the state of society; if he carefully restores, along
with the intermediate situations which I have just described,
those which want of time has compelled me to suppress, or
my imagination has failed to suggest, he cannot fail to be
struck by the vast distance which separates the two states.
It 1s 1n tracing this slow succession that he will find the
solution of a number of problems of politics and morals,
which philosophers cannot settle. He will feel that, men
being different 1n different ages, the reason why Diogenes
could not find a man was that he sought among his con-
temporaries a man of an earlier period. He will see that
Cato died with Rome and liberty, because he did not fit the
age 1n which he lived; the greatest of men served only tc
astonish 2 world which he would certainly have ruled, had
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he lived five hundred years sooner. In a word, he wili
explain how the soul and the passions of men insensibly
change their very nature; why our wants and pleasures in
the end seek new objects; and why, the original man having
vanished by degrees, soctety offers to us only an assembly of
artificial men and factitious passions, which are the work
of all these new relations, and without any real foundation
mn nature. We are taught nothing on this subject, by reflec-
tton, that 1s not entirely confirmed by observation. The
savage and the civilized man differ so much in the bottom of
their hearts and 1n thetr 1nclinations, that what constitutes
the supreme happiness of one would reduce the other to
despair. The former breathes only peace and liberty; he
desires only to live and be free from labour; even the afaraxia
of the Stoic falls far short of his profound indifference to
every other object. Civilized man, on the other hand, is
always moving, sweating, toiling, and racking his brains to
find still more laborious occupations: he goes on in drudgery
to his last moment, and even secks death to put himself in
a posttton to live, or renounces life to acquire immortality.
He pays his court to men in power, whom he hates, and to
the wealthy, whom he despises; he stops at nothing to have
the honour of serving them; he 1s not ashamed to value him-
sclf on his own meanness and their protection; and, proud
of his slavery, he speaks with disdain of those, who have
not the honour of sharing it. What a sight would the per-
plexing and envied labours of a European minister of State
present to the eyes of a Caribbean! How many cruel deaths
would not this indolent savage prefer to the horrors of such
a life, which 1s seldom even sweetened by the pleasnre of
doing good! But, for him to see into the motives of all
this solicitude the words ‘power” and ‘reputation’ would have
to bear some meaning in his mind, he would have to know
that there are men who set a value on the opinion of the
test of the world, who can be made happy and satisfied with
themselves rather on the testimony of other people than on
their own. In reality, the source of all these differences 1s,
that the savage lives within himself, while social man lives
constantly outside himself, and only knows how to live 1n
the opinton of others, so that he seems to recerve the con-
sciousness of his own existence merely from the judgment
of others concerning hum. It 1s not to my present purpose
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to insist on the indifference to good and evil which arses
from this disposition, in spite of our many fine works on
morality, or to show how, everything bemng reduced to
appearances, there is but art and mummery in even honour,
friendship, virtue, and often vice itself, of which we at length
learn the secret of boasting; to show, in short, how, always
asking others what we are, and never daring to ask our-
selves, in the midst of so much philosophy, humanity, and
civilization, and of such sublime codes of morality, we have
nothing to show for ourselves but a frivolous and decestful
appearance, honour without virtue, reason without wisdom,
and pleasure without happiness. It is suffictent that I have
proved that this is not by any means the original state of
man, but that it is merely the spirit of society, and the
tnequality which soctety produces, that thus transform and
alter all our natural inchinations.

I have endeavoured to trace the origin and progress of in-
equality, and the institution and abuse of political societies,
as far as these are capable of being deduced from the nature
of man merely by the light of reason, and independently of
those sacred dogmas which give the sanction of divine right
to sovereign authority. It follows from this survey that, as
there 1s hardly any inequality in the state of nature, all the
inequality which now prevails owes its strength and growth
to the development of our faculties and the advance of the
human mind, and becomes at last permanent and legitimate
by the establishment of property and laws. Secondly, 1t
follows that moral inequality, authorized by positive right
alone, clashes with natural right, whenever 1t 1s not propot-
tionate to physical inequality—a distinction which sufficiently
determines what we ought to think of that species of in-
equality which prevails in all civilized countries; since 1t is
plainly contrary to the law of nature, however defined, that
children should command old men, fools wise men, and that
the prvileged few should gorge themselves with super-
fluittes, while the starving multitude are 1n want of the
bare necessities of life,
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A rAMous author, reckoning up the good and evil of human
life, and comparing the aggregates, finds that our pains
greatly excced our pleasures: so that, all things considered,
human life 1s not at all a valuable gift. This conclusion does
not surprise me; for the writer drew all his arguments from
man 1n civilization. Had he gone back to the state of nature,
his inquiries would clearly have had a different result, and
man would have been seen to be subject to very few evils
not of his own creation. It has indeed cost us not a [ittle
trouble to make ourselves as wretched as we are.  When we
consider, on the one hand, the immense labours of man-
kind, the many sciences brought to perfection, the arts
invented, the powers employed, the deeps filled up, the
mountains levelled, the rocks shattered, the rivers made
navigable, the tracts of land cleared, the lakes emptied, the
marshes dratned, the enormous structures erected on land,
and the teeming vessels that cover the sea; and, on the other
hand, esttmate with ever so little thought, the real advantages
that have accrued from all these works to mankind, we can-
not help being amazed at the vast disproportion there is
between these things, and deploring the infatuation of man,
which, to gratify his silly pride and vain self-admuration,
induces him eagerly to pursue all the miseries he is capable
of feeling, though bencficent nature had kindly placed them
out of his way.

That men are actually wicked, a sad and continual ex-
perience of them proves beyond doubt: but, all the same,
I think I have shown that man is naturally good. What
then can have depraved him to such an extent, except the
changes that have happened 1n his constitution, the advances
he has made, and the knowledge he has acquired? We may
admire human society as much as we please, 1t will be none
the less true that 1t necessarily leads men to hate each other
in proportion as their interests clash, and to do one another
appatent services, while they are really doing every imagin-
able mischief. What can be thought of a relation, in which
the 1nterest of every individual dictates rules directly opposite

1 See page 171
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to those the public reason dictates to the community in
general—in which every man finds his profit in the musfor-
tunes of his neighbour? There 1s not perhaps any man 1n
a comfortable position who has not greedy heirs, and perhaps
even children, secretly wishing for his death; not a ship at
sea, of which the loss would not be good news to some
merchant or other; not a house, which some debtor of bad
faith would not be glad to see reduced to ashes with all the
papers 1t contains, not a nation which does not rejoice at the
disasters that befall 1ts neighbours. Thus it is that we find
our advantage 1n the musfortunes of our fellow-creatures,
and that the loss of one man almost always consututes the
prosperity of another. But 1t 1s still more pernicious that
public calamities are the objects of the hopes and expectations
of innumerable individuals. Some desire sickness, some
mortality, some war, and some famine. I bave seen men
wicked enough to weep for sorrow at the prospect of a
plentiful season; and the great and fatal fire of London, which
cost so many unhappy persons their lives or their fortunes,
made the fortunes of perhaps ten thousand others. I know
that Montaigne censures Demades the Athenian for having
caused to be punished a workman who, by selling his coffins
very dear, was a great gainer by the deaths of his fellow-
citizens; but, the reason alleged by Montaigne being, that
everybody ought to be punished, my point 1s clearly confirmed
by it. Let us penetrate, therefore, the superficial appearances
of benevolence, and survey what passes in the inmost recesses
of the heart. Let us reflect what must be the state of things,
when men are forced to caress and destroy one another at
the same time; when they are born enemies by duty, and
knaves by interest. It will perhaps be said that society is
so formed that every man gains by serving the rest. That
would be all very well, if he did not gain still more by
injuring them. There 1s no legitimate profit so great, that
1t cannot be greatly exceeded by what may be made illegiti-
mately, we always gain more by hurting our neighbours
than by doing them good. Nothing 1s required but to know
how to act with impunity, and to this end the powerful employ
all their strength, and the weak all their cunning.

Savage man, when he has dined, is at peace with all nature,
and the friend of all his fellow-creatures. If a dispute arises

abox:t gsgneal, he rarely comes to blows, without having first
I
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compated the difficulty of conquering his antagonist with
the trouble of finding subsistence clsewhere: and, as pride
does not come in, it all ends 1n a few blows; the victor eats,
and the vanquished seeks provision somewhere else, and all
is at peace. The case 15 quite different with man in the state
of soctety, for whom first necessaries have to be provided,
and then superflusties; delicacies follow next, then immense
wealth, then subjects, and then slaves. He enjoys not a
moment’s relaxation; and what is yet stranger, the less
natural and pressing his wants, the more headstrong are his
passtons, and, still worse, the more he has it in his power
to gratify them; so that after a long course of prosperity,
after having swallowed up treasures and ruined multitudes,
the hero ends up by cutting every throat till he finds himself,
at last, sole master of the world. Such 1s in miniature the
moral picture, if not of human life, at least of the secret
pretensions of the heart of civilized man.

Compare without partiality the state of the ctizen with
that of the savage, and trace out, if you can, how many
inlets the former has opened to pain and death, besides those
of his vices, his wants, and his misfortunes. If you reflect
on the mental afflictions that prey on us, the violent passions
that waste and exhaust us, the excessive labour with which
the poor are burdened, the still more dangerous indolence
to which the wealthy give themselves up, so that the poor
perish of want, and the nich of surfeit; 1f you reflect but a
moment on the heterogencous mixtures and pernicious
seasonings of foods; the corrupt state in which they are
frequently eaten; on the adulteration of medicines, the wiles
of those who sell them, the mistakes of those who administer
them, and the poisonous vessels 1n which they are prepared;
on the epidemics bred by foul air in consequence of great
numbers of men being crowded together, or those which are
caused by our delicate way of living, by our passing from
our houses into the open air and back again, by the putting
on or throwing off our clothes with too little care, and by all
the precautions which sensuality has converted into necessary
habits, and the neglect of which sometimes costs us our life
or health; if you take into account the conflagrations and
earthquakes, which, devouring or overwhelming whole
cittes, destroy the inhabitants by thousands; in 2 word, 1f
you add together all the dangers with which these causes

#
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are always threatening us, you will see how dearly nature
makes us pay for the contempt with which we have treated
her lessons.

I shall not here repeat, what I have elsewhere said of the
calamities of war; but wish that those, who have sufficient
knowledge, were willing or bold enough to make public the
details of the villaintes committed 1n armies by the con-
tractors for commussariat and hospitals: we should see plainly
that their monstrous frauds, already none too well concealed,
which cripple the finest armues 1n less than no time, occasion
greater destruction among the soldiers than the swords of
the enemy.

The number of people who perish annually at sea, by
famine, the scurvy, pirates, fire, and shipwrecks, affords
matter for another shocking calculation. We must also place
to_the credit of the establishment of property, and conse-
quently to the institution of society, assassinations, poison-
ings, highway robberies, and even the punishments inflicted
on the wretches guilty of these crimes; which, though ex-
pedient to prevent greater evils, yet by making the murder
of one man cost the lives of two or more, double the loss
to the human race.

What shameful methods are sometimes practised to pre-
vent the birth of men, and cheat nature; either by brutal
and depraved appetites which insult her most beautiful work
—appetites unknown to savages or mere animals, which can
spring only from the corrupt imagination of mankind 1n
cvilized countries; or by sectret abortions, the fitting effects
of debauchery and vitiated notions of honour; or by the
exposure or murder of multitudes of infants, who fall victims
to the poverty of their parents, ot the cruel shame of their
mothers; or, finally, by the mutilation of ushappy wretches,
part of whose life, with their hope of posterity, 1s given up
to vain singing, or, still worse, the brutal jealousy of other
men: a mutiation which, in the last case, becomes a double
outrage against nature from the treatment of those who
suffer it, and from the use to which they are destined. But
1s 1t not a thousand times more common and more dangerous
for paternal rights openly to offend against humanity?> How
many talents have not been thrown away, and inclinations
forced, by the unwise constraint of fathers® How many
men, who would have distinguished themselves in a fitting
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estate, have died dishonoured and wretched in another for
which they had no taste] How many happy, but unequal,
marriages have been broken or disturbed, and how many
chaste wives have been dishonoured, by an order of things
continually in contradiction with that of nature! How many
good and virtuous husbands and wives are reciprocally
punished for having been 1ll-assorted! How many young
and unhappy victims of their parents’ avarice plunge into
vice, or pass thetr melancholy days in tears, groaning in the
indissoluble bonds which their hearts repudiate and gold
alone has formed! Fortunate sometimes are those whose
courage and virtue remove them from life before inhuman
violence makes them spend 1t in crime or 1n despair. For-
give me, father and mother, whom I shall ever regret: my
complaint embitters your griefs, but would they might be
an eternal and terrible example to every one who dares, in
the name of nature, to violate her most sacred right.

If I have spoken only of those 1ll-starred unions which are
the result of our system, 1s 1t to be thought that those over
which love and sympathy preside are free from disadvan-
tages? What 1f I should undertake to show humanity
attacked 1n 1ts very source, and even in the most sacred of
all ties, 1n which fortune is consulted before nature, and,
the disorders of soctety confounding all virtue and vice,
continence becomes a criminal precaution, and a refusal to
give life to a fellow-creature, an act of humanity? But,
without drawing aside the veil which hides all these horrots,
let us content ourselves with pointing out the evil which
others will have to remedy.

To all this add the multiplicity of unhealthy trades, which
shorten men’s lives or destroy their bodies, such as working
in the mines, and the preparing of metals and minerals, par-
ticularly lead, copper, mercury, cobalt, and arsenic: add those
other dangerous trades which are daily fatal to many tilers,
carpenters, masons, and muners, put all these together and
we can see, 1n the establishment and perfection of societies,
the reasons for that diminution of our spectes, which has
been noticed by many philosophers.

Luxury, which cannot be prevented among men who are
tenacious of their own conventence and of the respect paid
them by others, soon completes the evil society had begun,
and, under the pretence of giving bread to the poor, whom
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it should never have made such, impoverishes all the rest,
and sooner or later depopulates the State.  Luxury 1s a remedy
much worse than the disease 1t sets up to cure, or rather it
1s 1n 1tself the greatest of all evils, for every State, great or
small; for, in order to maintain all the servants and vaga-
bonds 1t creates, it brings oppression and ruin on the citizen
and the labourer; 1t 1s like those scorching winds, which,
covering the trees and plants with devouring insects, deprive
useful animals of their subsistence and spread famine and
death wherever they blow.

From society and the luxury to which it gives birth arise
the liberal and mechanical arts, commerce, letters, and all
those superfluities which make industry flourish, and earich
and ruin nattons. The reason for such destruction 1s plain,
It 15 easy to see, from the very nature of agriculture, that 1t
must be the least lucrative of all the arts, for, its produce
being the most universally necessary, the price must be pro-
portionate to the abtlities of the very poorest of mankind.

From the same principle may be deduced this rule, that the
arts in general are more lucrative 1n proportion as they are less
useful; and that, 1n the end, the most useful becomes the most
neglected. From this we may learn what to think of the real
advantages of industry and the actual effects of its progress.

Such are the sensible causes of all the miseries, 1nto which
opulence at length plunges the most celebrated nations. In
proportion as arts and industry flourish, the despised hus-
bandman, burdened with the taxes necessary for the support
of luxury, and condemned to pass his days between labour
and hunger, forsakes his native field, to seek in towns the
bread he ought to carry thither. The more our caputal cities
strike the vulgar eye with admiration, the greater reason is
there to lament the sight of the abandoned countryside, the
large tracts of land that lie uncultivated, the roads crowded
with unfortunate citizens turned beggars or highwaymen,
and doomed to end their wretched lives either on a dunghull
or on the gallows. Thus the State grows rich on the one
hand, and feeble and depopulated on the other; the mightiest
monarchies, after having taken 1mmense pains to enrich and
depopulate themselves, fall at last a prey to some poor
nation, which has yielded to the fatal temptation of invading
them, and then, growing opulent and weak 1n 1ts turn, 1s
itself 1nvaded and ruined by some other.
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Let any one inform us what produced the swarms of
barbarians, who overran Europe, Asia, and Africa for so
many ages. Was their prodigious increase due to their in-
dustry and atts, to the wisdom of their laws, or to the excel-
lence of their political system? Let the learned tell us why,
instead of multiplying to such a degree, these fierce and
brutal men, without sense or science, without education,
without restraint, did not destroy each other hourly in
quarrelling over the productions of their fields and woods,
Let them tell us how these wretches could have the pre-
sumption to oppose such clever people as we were, so well
trained 1n military discipline, and possessed of such excellent
laws and institutions: and why, since society has been brought
to perfection 10 northern countries, and so much pains taken
to instruct their inhabitants 1n their social duties and in the
art of living happily 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 nations.
I fear someone may at last answer me by saying, that all these
fine things, arts, sciences, and laws, were wisely invented by
men, as 2 salutary plague, to prevent the too great multipl-
cation of mankind, lest the world, which was given us for a
habitation, should 1n time be too small for its inhabitants.

What, then, is to be done? Must societies be totally
abolished? Must meum and #unrr be annthilated, and must
we return agan to the forests to live among bears? This
1s a deduction in the manner of my adversartes, which 1
would as soon anticipate as let them have the shame of
drawing. O you, who have never heard the voice of heaven,
who think man destined only to live this hittle life and die
1n peace; you, who can resign 1 the midst of populous cities
your fatal acquusitions, your restless spirts, your corrupt
hearts and endless desires, resume, since 1t depends entirely
on yourselves, your ancient and primitive innocence- retire
to the woods, there to lose the sight and remembrance of
the crimes of your contemporaries; and be not apprehensive
of degrading your species, by renouncing its advances in
order to renounce its vices. As for men like me, whose
passions have destroyed their original simpliaty, who can
no longer subsist on plants or acorns, or live without laws
and magistrates; those who were honoured in their first
father with supernatural instructions; those who discover, 1n
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the design of giving human actions at the start a morality
which they must otherwise have been so long in acquiring,
the reason for a precept in itself indifferent and inexplicable
on every other system; those, 1n short, who are persuaded
that the Divine Being has called all mankind to be partakets
1 the happiness and perfection of celestial intelligences, all
these will endeavour to merit the eternal prize they are to
expect from the practice of those virtues, which they make
themselves follow in learning to know them. They will
respect the sacred bonds of their respective communities;
they will love their fellow-citizens, and serve them with all
thetr mught: they will scrupulously obey the laws, and all
those who make or administer them; they will particularly
honour those wise and good princes, who find means of
preventing, curing, or even palliating all these evils and
abuses, by which we are constantly threatened; they wull
animate the zeal of their deserving rulers, by showing them,
without flattery or fear, the importance of their office and
the severity of their duty. But they will not therefore have
less contempt for a constitution that cannot support itself
without the aid of so many splendid characters, much oftener
wished for than found; and from which, notwithstanding
all their pains and solicitude, there always arise more real
calamities than even apparent advantages.
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Tue word Economy, or Oeconomy, is derived from olrds,
a house, and vduas, law, and meant onginally only the wise
and legitimate government of the house for the common
good of the whole family, The meaning of the term was
then extended to the government of that great family, the
State. To distinguish these two senses of the word, the
latter is called gemeral or political economy, and the former
domestic or particular economy. The first only is discussed
in the present discourse.

Even if there were as close an analogy as many authors
maintain between the State and the family, it would not
follow that the rules of conduct proper for one of these
societies would be also proper for the other. They differ
too much in extent to be regulated 1n the same manner; and
there will always be a great difference between domestic
government, in which a father can see everything for him-
self, and civil government, where the chief sees hardly any-
thing save through the eyes of others. To put both on an
equality in this respect, the talents, strength, and all the
faculties of the father would have to increase 1n proportion
to the size of his famuily, and the soul of a powerful monarch
would have to be, to that of an ordinary man, as the extent
of lus empire 1s to that of a private person’s estate,

But how could the government of the State be like that
of the famuly, when the basts on which they rest 1s so different?
The father being physically stronger than his children, his
paternal authority, as long as they need his protection, may
be reasonably said to be established by nature. But in the
great family, all the members of which are naturally equal,
the political authority, being purely arbitrary as far as 1ts
institution 1s concerned, can be founded only on conven-
tions, and the Magistrate can have no authority over the
rest, except by virtue of the laws. The duties of a father
are dictated to him by natural feelings, and in a manner that
seldom allows him to neglect them. For rulers there is no
such principle, and they are really obliged to the people only
by what they themselves have promised to do, and the people
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have therefore a right to require of them. Another more
important difference s that since the children have nothing
but what they receive from their father, it is plain that all
the right, of property belong to him, or emanate from him;
. but quite the opposite 1s the case in the great family, where
the general admunistration 1s established only to secure indi-
vidual property, which 1s antecedent to 1t. The principal
object of the work of the whol:- house is to preserve and
increase the patrimony of the father, in order that he may
be able some day to distribute 1t among his children without
impoverishing them; whereas the wealth of the exchequer is
only a means, often 1l understood, of keeping the 1ndividuals
1n peace and plenty. In a word, the little family is destined
to be extinguished, and to resolve itself some day into several
families of a similar nature; but the great family, being con-’
stituted to endure for ever in the same condition, need not,
like the small one, increase for the purpose of multiplying,
but need only maintain itself; and 1t can easily be proved
that any increase does 1t more harm than good

In the famuily, it is clear, for several reasons which lie in
its very nature, that the father ought to command. In the
first place, the authority ought not to be equally divided
between father and mother; the government must be single,
and 1n every diviston of opinion there must be one pre-
ponderant voice to decide. Secondly, however lightly we
may regard the disadvantages peculiar to women, yet, as
they necessarily occaston 1ntervals of inaction, this is a suffi-
ctent reason for excluding them from this supreme authority*
for when the balance 1s perfectly even, a straw is enough to
turn the scale. Besides, the husband ought to be able to
stiperintend his wife’s conduct, because it is of importance
for him to be assured that the children, whom he is obliged
to acknowledge and maintain, belong to no one but him-
self. Thirdly, children should be obedient to their father,
at first of necessity, and afterwards from gratitude: after
having had their wants satisfied by him during one half of
their lives, they ought to consecrate the other half to pro-
viding for his. Fourthly, servants owe him their services
in exchange for the provision he makes for them, though
they may break off the bargain as soon as it ceases to suit
them. I say nothing here of slavery, because it 1s contrary
to nature, and cannot be authorized by any night or law.
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There is nothing of all this 1n political society, 1n which
the chief is so far from having any natural interest in the
happiness of the indtviduals, that it 1s not uncommon for
him to seek his own in their misery. If the magistracy is
hereditary, 2 community of men is often governed by a child.
If 1t be elective, innumerable 1nconveniences arise from such
election; while in both cases all the advantages of paternity
are lost. If you have but a single ruler, you lie at the dis-
cretion of a master who has no reason to love you: and if
you have several, you must bear at once their tyranny and
their divisions. In a word, abuses are inevitable and their
consequences fatal 1n every society where the public interest
and the laws have no natural force, and are perpetually
attackéd by personal interest and the passions of the ruler
and the membets.

Although the functions of the father of a family and those
of the chief magistrate ought to make for the same object,
they must do so in such different ways, and their duty and
rights are so essentially distinct, that we cannot confound
them without forming very false 1deas about the fundamental
laws of society, and falling 1nto errors which are fatal to man-
kind. In fact, if the voice of nature 1s the best counsellor
to which a father can listen in the discharge of his duty,
for the Magistrate it 1s a false guide, which continually pre-
vents him from performing his, and leads sooner or later to
the ruin of himself and of the State, 1f he 1s not restrained
by the most sublime virtue. ‘The only precautton necessary
for the father of a famuly 1s to guard himself against depravity,
and prevent his natural inclinations from being corrupted;
whereas 1t 15 these themselves which corrupt the Magistrate:
In order to act anight, the first has only to consult his heart;
the other becomes a traitor the moment he listens to his.
Even his own reason should be suspect to him, nor should

e follow any rule other than the public reason, which 1s the
law. Thus nature has made a multitude of good fathers of
famulies; but 1t 1s doubtful whether, from the very beginning
of the wotld, human wisdom has made ten men capable of
governing their peets.

From all that has just been said, it follows that publrc
cconomy, which is my subject, has been rightly distinguished
from private economy, and that, the State having nothing 10
common with the family except the obligations which their
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heads lie under of making both of them happy, the same
rules of conduct cannot apply to both. I have considered
these few lines enough to overthtow the detestable system
which Sir Robett Filmer has endeavoured to establish 1n
his Patriarcha; a work to which two celebrated writers have
done too much honour in writing books to refute it. More-
over, this error 1s of very long standing; for Aristotle himself
thought proper to combat 1t with arguments which may be
found 1n the first book of his Politcs.

I must here ask my readers to distinguish also between

‘:/prblzc economy, which is my subject and which I call government,
and the supreme authority, which I call Soveresgntyy a dis-
tinction which consists 1n the fact that the latter has the
right of legislation, and in certain cases binds the body of
the nation itself, while the former has only the right of
executton, and 1s binding only on individuals.

I shall take the liberty of making use of a very common,
and 1n some respects inaccurate, comparison, which will

_serve to illustrate my meaning.

The body politic, taken 1ndividually, may be considered as
an organized, living body, resembling that of man. The
sovereign power represents the head; the laws and customs
ate the brain, the source of the nerves and seat of the under-
standing, will, and senses, of which the Judges and Magis-
trates are the organs: commerce, industry, and agriculture
are the mouth and stomach which prepere the common sub-
sistence, the public 1ncome is the blood, which a prudent
econonry, 1 performing the functions of the heart, causes to
distribute through the whole body nutriment and life: the
citizens are the body and the members, which make the
machine Iive, move, and work; and no part of this machine
can be damaged without the painful impression being at once
conveyed to the brain, if the animal 15 1n a state of health.

The life of both bodies 1s the self common to the whole,
the reciprocal sensibility and 1nternal correspondence of all the
parts. Where this communication ceases, where the formal
unity disappears, and the contiguous parts belong to one
another only by juxtaposition, the man 1s dead, or the State
1s dissolved.

.The body politic, therefore, 1s also 2 moral being possessed
of a will, and this general will, which tends alway$ to the
preservation and welfare of the whole and of every part, and
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is the source of the laws, constitutes for all the members of
the State, 1n their relations to one another and to it, the rule
of what 15 just or unjust: a truth which shows, by the way,
how 1dly some writers have treated as theft the subtlety
prescribed to children at Sparta for obtaining their frugal
repasts, as 1f everything ordained by the law were not lawful.
It 1s 1mportant to observe that this rule of justice, though
certain with regard to all citizens, may be defective with
regard to foreigners. ‘The reason is clear. The will of the
State, though general 1n relation to its own members, 15 no
longer so 1n relation to other States and their members, but
becomes, for them, a particular and mndividual wil, which
has 1ts rule of justice in the law of nature. This, however,
enters equally into the principle here laid down; for 1n such
a case, the great city of the world becomes the body politic,
whose general will 1s always the law of nature, and of which
the different States and peoples are individual members.
From these distinctions, applied to each political soctety and
its members, are derived the most certain and universal rules,
by which we can judge whether a government 1s good or
bad, and 1n general of the morality of all human actions.
Every political soctety 1s composed of other smaller societies
.of different kinds, each of which has its interests and 1ts rules
lof conduct: but those societies which everybody percerves,
because they have an external and authorized form, are not
ithe only ones that actually exist 1n the State: all individuals
iwho are united by a common 1nterest compose as many
others, esther transitory or permanent, whose influence 1s
none the less real because it 1s less apparent, and the proper
observation of whose various relations 1s the true knowledge
of public morals and manners. The influence of all these
tacit or formal associations causes, by the influence of thetr
will, as many different modifications of the public will. The
will of these particular societies has always two relations,
for the members of the association, it 1s a general will; for
the great soctety, 1t 15 a particular will; and 1t 1s often right
with regard to the first object, and wrong as to the second.
An 1ndividual may be a devout priest, a brave soldser, or a
zealous senator, and yet a bad citizen. A particular resolu-
tion may be advantageous to the smaller community, but
pernicious to the greater. It is true that particular socteties
being always subordinate to the general soctety 1n preference
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to others, the duty of a citizen takes precedence of that of 2
senator, and a man’s duty of that of a citizen: but unhappily
personal interest is always found 1n inverse ratio to duty,
and 1ncreases in proportion as the association grows narrower,
and the engagement less sacred; which irrefragably proves
that the most general will 1s always the must just also, and
that the voice of the people is in fact the voice of God.

It does not follow that the public decisions are always
equitable; they may possibly, for reasons which I have given,
not be so when they have to do with foreigners. Thus it
1s not impossible that a Republic, though 1n itself well
governed, should enter upon an unjust war. Nor is it less
. possible for the Council of a Democracy to pass ugjust
decrees, and condemn the innocent; but this never happens
unless the people 1s seduced by private interests, which the
credit or eloquence of some clever persons substitutes for
those of the State: 1n which case the general will will be one
thing, and the result of the public deliberation another. This
1s not contradicted by the case of the Athenian Democracy;
for Athens was 1n fact not 2 Democracy, but a very tyrannical
Arnsstocracy, governed by philosophers and orators. Care-
fully determine what happens in every public deliberation,
and it will be seen that the general will is always for the
common good; but very often there is a secret division, a
tacit confederacy, which, for particular ends, causes the
natural disposition of the assembly to be set at naught. In
such a case the body of society is really divided into other
bodies, the members of which acquire a general will, which
1s good and just with respect to these new bodies, but
unjust and bad with regard to the whole, from which each
1s thus dismembered.

We see then how easy it is, by the help of these principles,
to explain those apparent contradictions, which are noticed
in the conduct of many persons who are scrupulously honest
in some respects, and cheats and scoundrels 1n othets, who
trample under foot the most sacred duties, and yet are fatth-
ful to the death to engagements that are often illegitimate.
Thus the most depraved of men always pay some sort of
homage to public faith; and even robbets, who are the
enemies of virtue in the great society, pay some respect to
the shadow of 1t 1n their secret caves.

In establishing the general will as the first principle of
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public ecomomy, and the fundamental sule of government,
I have not thought it necessary to 1nquire sertously whether
the Magistrates belong to the people, or the people to the
Magstrates; or whether in public affairs the good of the
State should be taken into account, or only that of its rulers.
That question indeed has long been decided one way in,
theory, and another in practice; and 1n general it would be
ridiculous to expect that those who are 1n fact masters will
prefer any other interest to their own. It would not be
impropet, therefore, further to distinguish public economy as
popular or tyrannical. The former is that of every State,
1n which there reigns between the people and the rulers unity
of interest and will: the latter will necessartly exist wherever
the government and the people have different interests, and,
consequently, opposing wills. The rules of the latter are
wittten at length 1n the archives of history, and 1n the satires
of Machiavelll. ‘The rules of the former are found only 1n
the wrtings of those philosophers who venture to proclaim
the rights of humanaty.

I. The first and most important rule of legitimate or
popular government, that is to say, of government whose
object is the good of the people, is therefore, as I have.
observed, to follow in everything the general will. But to
follow this will it 1s necessary to know 1t, and above all to
distinguish 1t from the particular will, beginning with one’s
self: this distinction is always very difficult to make, and
only the most sublime virtue can afford suffictent illumina-
tion for it. As, in order to will, it is necessary to be free,
a difficulty no less great than the former arises—that of
preserving at once the public liberty and the authonty of
government. Look into the motives which have induced
men, once united by their common needs 1n a general society,
to unite themselves still more intimately by means of civil
soctettes: you will find no other motive than that of assuring ™
the property, life, and liberty of each member by the protec--
tion of all. But can men be forced to defend the liberty of
any one among them, without trespassing on that of others?
And how can they provide for the public needs, without
alienating the individual property of those who are forced
to contribute to them? With whatever sophustry all this
may be covered over, 1t is certain that if any constramnt can
be laid on my will, I am no longer free, and that I am no
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longer master of my own property, if any one else can lay a
hand on 1t. This difficulty, which would have seemed in-
surmountable, has been removed, like the first, by the most
sublime of all human institutions, or rather by a divine
1nspiration, which teaches mankind to imitate here below the
unchangeable decrees of the Deity. By what inconceivable
art has 2 means been found of making men free by making
them subject; of using 1n the service of the State the pro-
perties, the petsons, and even the ltves of all its members,
without constraining and without consulting them; of con-
fining their will by their own admission; of overcoming their
refusal by that consent, and forcing them to punish them-
selves, when they act against their own will? How can 1t
be that all should obey, yet nobody take upon him to com-
mand, and that all should serve, and yet have no masters,
but be the more free, as, 1n apparent subjection, each loses
no part of his liberty but what mught be hurtful to that of
another? These wonders are the work of law. It is to law
alone that men owe justice and liberty. It 1s this salutary
organ of the will of all which establishes, 1n civil right, the
natural equality between men. It 1s this celestial voice which
dictates to each citizen the precepts of public reason, and
teaches him to act according to the rules of his own judg-
ment, and not to behave inconsistently with himself. It 1s
with this voice alone that political rulers should speak when
they command, for no sooner does one man, setting astde the
law, claim to subject another to hus private will, than he
departs from the state of civil society, and confronts him
face to face 1n the pure state of nature, 1n which obedience
is prescribed solely by necessity.

The most pressing interest of the ruler, and even his most
indispensable duty, therefore, 1s to watch over the obsetva-
tion of the laws of which he 1s the minister, and on which his
whole authority 1s founded At the same time, if he exacts
the observance of them from others, he 1s the more strongly
bound to observe them himself, since he enjoys all their
favour. For his example 1s of such force, that even if the
people were willing to permit him to release himself from the
yoke of the law, he ought to be cautious 1n avaihng himself
of so dangerous a prerogative, which others might soon
claim to usurp in their turn, and often use to his prejudice.
At bottom, as all social engagements are mutual 1n nature,
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it is impossible for any one to set himself above the law,
without renouncing its advantages; for nobody is bound
by any obligation to one who claims that he 1s under no
obligations to others. For this reason no exemption from
the law will ever be granted, on any ground whatsoever,
in a well-regulated government. Those citizens who have
deserved well of their country ought to be rewarded with
honouts, but never with privileges: for the Republic 1s at
the eve of 1ts fall, when any one can think it fine not to obey
the laws. If the nobility or the soldiery should ever adopt
such 2 maxim, all would be lost beyond redemption.

The power of the laws depends still more on their own
wisdom than on the severity of their admunustrators, and the
public will derives 1ts greatest weight from the reason which
has dictated 1t. Hence Plato looked upon it as a very neces-
sary precaution to place at the head of all edicts a preamble,
setting forth their justice and utility. In fact, the first of all
laws 1s to respect the laws: the severity of penalties 1s only
a vain tesource, 1avented by little minds 1n order to substi-
tute terror for that respect which they have no means of
obtaining, It has constantly been observed that in those
countries where legal punishments are most severe, they are
also most frequent, so that the cruelty of such punishments
1s a proof only of the multitude of criminals, and, punishing
everything with equal severity, induces those who are guilty
to commit crimes, in order to escape being punished for
their faults,

But though the government be not master of the law, 1t
18 much to be its guarantor, and to possess a thousand means
of inspiring the love of itt. In this alone the talent of reigning
consists. With force 1n one’s hands, there is no art required
to make the whole wotld tremble, nor indeed much to gain
men’s hearts, for expertence has long since taught the people
to give 1ts rulers great credit for all the evil they abstain from
doing 1t, and to adore them if they do not absolutely hate 1t.
A fool, 1f he be obeyed, may punish crimes as well as another:
but the true statesman 1s he who knows how to prevent
them: it is over the wills, even more than the actions, of his
subjects that his honourable rule 1s extended. If he could
secure that every one should act aright, he would no longer
have anything to do; and the masterpiece of his labours
would be to be able to remain unemployed. It s certain,
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at least, that the greatest talent a ruler can possess 1s to dis-
gutse his power, 1n order to render 1t less odious, and to
conduct the State so peaceably as to make 1t seem to have
no need of conductors.

I conclude, therefore, that, as the first duty of the Legis-
lator 1s to make the laws conformable to the general will,
the first rule of public economy 1s that the administration of
justice should be conformable to the laws. It will even be
enough to prevent the State from being ill governed, that
the Legislator shall have provided, as he should, for every
need of place, climate, soil, custom, neighbourhood, and
all the rest of the relations pecubar to the people he had to
mnstitute.  Not but what there stidl remains an infinity of
details of administration and economy, which are left to the
wisdom of the government* but there are two infallible rules
for 1ts good conduct on these occasions; one 1s, that the
spirit of the law ought to decide 1n every particular case that
could not be foreseen, the other 1s that the general will, the
source and supplement of all laws, should be consulted
wherever they fail. But how, I shall be asked, can the
general will be known 1n cases in which 1t has not expressed
itself? Must the whole nation be assembled together at
every unforeseen event? Certainly not. It ought the less
to be assembled, because 1t 1s by no means certain that its
decision would be the expression of the general will, besides,
the method would be impracticable 1n a great people, and 1s
hardly ever necessary where the government 1s well-inten-
tioned: for the rulers well know that the general will 1s
always on the side which 1s most favourable to the public
interest, that 1s to say, most equitable; so that it is needful
only to act justly, to be certain of following the general will
When this is flouted too openly, 1t makes itself felt, in spite
of the formudable restraint of the public authority. I shall
cite the nearest possible examples that may be followed in
such cases.

In China, 1t is the constant maxim of the Prince to dectde
against his officers, 1n every dispute that arises between
them and the people If bread be too dear 1n any province,
the intendant of that province i1s thrown into prison. If
there be an insurrection 1n another, the governor 1s dis-
missed, and every mandarin answers with his head for all
the mischief that happens in his department. Not that these
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affairs do not subsequently undergo a regular examination;
but long experience has caused the.]udgment to be th.us apti-
cipated. There 15 scldom any injustice to be repaired; in
the meantime, the Emperor, being satisfied that public out-
cry does not atise without cause, always discovers, through
the seditious clamours which he punishes, just grievances
to redress.

It 15 a great thing to preserve the rule of peace and order
through all parts of the Republic; 1t is a great thing that
the State should be tranquil, and the law respected: but if
nothing more is done, there will be in all this more appeat-
ance than reality; for that government which confines itself
to mere obedience will find difficulty in getting itself obeyed.
If it 15 good to know how to deal with men as they are, 1t
1s much better to make them what there is need that they
should be, The most absolute authority is that which pene-
trates into a man’s inmost being, and concerns itself no less
with his wil than with his actions. It is certamn that all
peoples become in the long run what the government makes
them: warrtoss, citizens, men, when it so pleases; or merely
populace and rabble, when 1t chooses to make them so.
Hence every prince who despises his subjects, dishonours
himself, 10 confessing that he does not know how to make
them worthy of respect. Make men, therefore, if you would
command men: if you would have them obedsent to the
laws, make them love the laws, and then they will need
only to know what 1s their duty to do it. 'This was the
great art of ancient governments, 1n those distant times
when philosophers gave laws to men, and made use of their
authority only to render them wise and happy. Thence
atose the numerous sumptuary laws, the many regulations
of morals, and all the public rules of conduct which were
admitted or rejected with the greatest care. Even tyrants
did not forget this important part of admunistration, but
took as great pains to corrupt the morals of their slaves, as
Magistrates took to cotrect those of their fellow-citizens.
But our modern governments, which imagine they have
done everything when they have rassed money, concetve that
it i; u%r:eccssary and even impossible to go a step farther.
imp(.)rtanct: St%c:nd hcsszntial rule of public economy 15 no less
o n the first. If you would have the general

accomplished, bring all the particular wills into
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conformity with it; in other words, as virtue is nothing more
than this conformity of the particular wills with the general
will, establish the reign of virtue.

If our politicians were less blinded by their ambition, they
would see how impossible 1t 1s for any establishment what-
ever to act in the spirt of its institution, unless it is guided
in accordance with the law of duty; they would feel that
the greatest support of public authority lies in the hearts of
the citizens, and that nothing can take the place of morality
in the maintenance of government. It 1s not only upright
men who know how to administer the laws; but at bottom
only good men know how to obey them. The man who
once gets the better of remorse, will not shrink before punish-
ments which are less severe, and less lasting, and from which
there 1s at least the hope of escaping: whatever precautions
ate taken, those who only require smpumty 1n order to do
wrong will not fail to find means of eluding the law, and
avoiding 1ts penalties. 1In this case, as all particular interests
unite against the general interest, which 1s no longer that of
any individual, public vices have a greater effect 1n ener-
vating the laws than the laws 1n the repression of such views:
so that the corruption of the people and of their rulers will
at length extend to the government, however wise 1t may
be. ‘The worst of all abuses 1s to pay an apparent obedience
to the laws, only in order actually to break them with
security. For 1n this case the best laws soon become the
most pernicious; and 1t would be a hundred times bettet
that they should not exist. In such a situation, 1t 1s vain
to add edicts to edicts and regulations to regulations. Every-
thing serves only to introduce new abuses, without correcting
the old. The more laws are multiplied, the mote they are
despised, and all the new officials appointed to supervise
them are only so many more people to break them, and
etther to share the plunder with their predecessors, or to
plunder apart on their own. The reward of virtue soon
becomes that of robbery; the vilest of men rise to the greatest
credit; the greater they are the more despicable they become;
their infamy appears even in their dignities, and their very
honours dishonour them. If they buy the influence of the
leaders or the protection of women, it 1s only that they may
sell justice, duty, and the State 1n their turn: in the mean-
time, the people, fecling that its vices are not the first cause

'
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of its musfortunes, murmurs and complains that all its mis-
fortunes come solely from those whom it pays to protect
it from such things.

It 1s under these circumstances that the voice of duty no
longer speaks in men’s hearts, and their rulers are obliged
to substitute the cry of terror, or the lure of an apparent
interest, of which they subsequently trick their creatures.
In this situation they are compelled to have recourse to all
the petty and despicable shifts which they call rules of State
and mysterses of the Cabmer.  All the vigour that 1s left in the
government 1s used by its members 1n rumning and supplant-
ing one another, while the public business is neglected, or 1s
transacted only as personal 1nterest requires and directs. In
short, the whole art of those great politictans lies in so
mesmerizing those they stand in need of, that each may
think he 1s labouring for his own interest 1n working for
theirs: I say #heirs on the false supposition that it 1s the real
nterest of rulers to annthilate a people 1n order to make 1t
subject, and to ruin their own property 1n order to secure
their possession of 1t.

But when the ctizens love their duty, and the guardians
of the public authority sincerely apply themselves to the
fostering of that love by their own example and assiduity,
every difficulty vanishes; and government becomes so easy
that 1t needs none of that art of darkness, whose blackness 1s
its only mystery. Those enterprising spirits, so dangerous
and so much admired, all those great minssters, whose glory
1s mnseparable from the miseries of the people, are no longer
regretted: public morality supplies what 1s wanting in the
gentus of the rulers; and the more virtue reigns, the less
need there 1s for talent. Even ambition 1s better served by
duty than by usurpatton: when the people 1s convinced that
its rulers are labouring only for its happiness, 1ts deference
saves them the trouble of labouring to strengthen their
power* and history shows us, 1n a thousand cases, that the
authority of one who is beloved over those whom he loves
1s a hundred times more absolute than all the tyranny of
usurpers. ‘This does not mean that the government ought
to be afraid to make use of its power, but that it ought to
make use of 1t only 1n a lawful manner. We find 1n history
a thousand examples of pusilanimous or ambitious rulers,
who were ruined by their slackness or their pride; not one
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who suffered for having been strictly just. But we ought
not to confound neghigence with moderation, or clemency
with weakness. To be just, it is necessary to be severe;
to permit vice, when one has the right and the power to
suppress it, 1s to be oneself vicious.

It 1s not enough to say to the citizens, be good; they must
be taught to be so; and even example, which is in this respect
the first lesson, 1s not the sole means to be employed; pat-
riotism 1s the most efficactous: for, as I have said already,
every man is virtuous when his particular will 1s in all things
conformable to the general will, and we voluntarily will what
1s willed by those whom we love. It appears that the feeling
of humanity evaporates and grows feeble in embracing all
mankind, and that we cannot be affected by the calamities of
Tartary or Japan, in the same manner as we are by those of
European nations. It 1s necessary in some degree to con-
fine and limit our interest and compassion in order to make
it active. Now, as this sentiment can be uscful only to those
with whom we have to live, 1t 1s proper that our humanity
should confine itself to our fellow-citizens, and should receive
a new force because we are in the habit of seeing them, and
by reason of the common interest which unites them, It
1s certamn that the greatest miracles of virtue have been pro-
duced by patriotism: this fine and lively feeling, which gives
to the force of self-love all the beauty of virtue, lends 1t an
energy which, without disfiguring it, makes it the most
heroic of all passions. This 1t 1s that produces so many
tmmortal actions, the glory of which dazzles our feeble eyes;
and so many great men, whose old-world virtues pass for
fables now that patriotism 1s made mock of. This is not
surprising; the transports of susceptible hearts appear alto-
gether fanaful to any one who has never felt them; and the
love of one’s country, which is a hundred times more lively
and delightful than the love of a mistress, cannot be con-
cerved except by experiencing it. But 1t is easy to perceive
1n every heart that 1s warmed by it, in all the actions it
inspires, a glowing and sublime ardour which does not
attend the purest virtue, when separated from 1t. Contrast
Socrates even with Cato; the one was the greater philosopher,
the other more of the citizen, Athens was already ruined
in the time of Socrates, and he had no other country than
the world at large. Cato had the cause of his country always



POLITICAL ECONOMY 247

at heart; he lived for it alone, and could not bear to outlive
it. ‘The virtue of Socrates was that of the wisest of men;
but, compared with Caesar and Pompey, Cato seems 2 god
among mortals. Socrates instructed a few individuals,
opposed the Sophists, and died for truth: but Cato defended
his country, 1ts liberty, and 1ts laws, against the conquerors
of the world, and at length departed from the earth, when
he had no longer a country to serve. A worthy pupil of
Soctates would be the most virtuous of his contemporaries;
but a worthy follower of Cato would be one of the greatest.
The virtue of the former would be his happiness; the latter
would seek his happiness in that of all. We should be
taught by the one, and led by the other; and this alone 1s
enough to determine which to prefer: for no people has
ever been made into a nation of philosophers, but it 1s not
mmpossible to make a people happy.

Do we wish men to be virtuous? Then let us begin by
making them love their country: but how can they love 1t,
if thetr country be nothing more to them than to strangers,
and afford them nothing but what it can refuse nobody?
It would be still worse, 1f they did not enjoy even the privi-
lege of social security, and if their hives, liberties, and property
lay at the mercy of persons in power, without their being
permitted, or its being possible for them, to get relief from
the laws. For in that case, being subjected to the duttes of
the state of civil soctety, without enjoying even the common
ptivileges of the state of nature, and without being able to
use their strength in their own defence, they would be in
the worst condition 1n which freemen could possibly find
themselves, and the word ‘country’ would mean for them
something merely odious and ridiculous. It must not be
tmagined that a man can break or lose an arm, without the
pain being conveyed to his head: nor 1s 1t any more credible
that the general will should consent that any one member of
the State, whoever he might be, should wound or destroy an-
other, than 1t 1s that the fingers of a2 man in his senses should
wilfully scratch his eyes out. The security of individuals is
so intimately connected with the public confederation that,
apart from the regard that must be paid to human weakness,
that convention would 1n pomnt of right be dissolved, if in
the State a single citizen who might have been relieved were

allowe;icoto penish, or if one were wrongfully confined in
K
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prison, or if in one case an obviously unjust sentence were
given. For the fundamental conventions being broken, it
1s 1mposstble to conceive of any right or interest that could
retain the people in the socral union; unless they were
restrained by force, which alone causes the dissolution of
the state of civil society.

In fact, does not the undertaking entered into by the whole
body of the nation bind it to provide for the secunty of the
least of its members with as much care as for that of all
the rest® Is the welfare of a single citizen any less the
common cause than that of the whole State® It may be said
that 1t 1s good that one should perish for all. I am ready to
admure such a saying when 1t comes from the lips of a virtuous
and worthy patriot voluntarily and dutifully sacrificing him-
self for the good of hus country: but 1f we are to understand
by 1t, that it 1s lawful for the government to sacrifice an
mnnocent man for the good of the multitude, I look upon it
as one of the most execrable rules tyranny ever invented, the
greatest falsehood that can be advanced, the most dangerous
admussion that can be made, and a direct contradiction of the
fundamental laws of society. So little 1s it the case that any
one person ought to persh for all, that all have pledged their
lives and properties for the defence of each, in order that
the weakness of individuals may always be protected by
the strength of the public, and each member by the whole
State. Suppose we take from the whole people one ind:-
vidual after another, and then press the advocates of this
rule to explain more exactly what they mean by the body of
the State, and we shall see that 1t will at length be reduced
to a small number of persons, who are not the people, but
the officers of the people, and who, having bound them-
selves by personal oath to perish for the welfare of the people,
would thence infer that the people is to perish for their own.

Need we look for examples of the protection which the
State owes to its members, and the respect it owes to their
persons? It 1s only among the most illustrious and courage-
ous nations that they are to be found; it is only among free
peoples that the dignity of man 1s realized. It 1s well known
1nto what perplexity the whole republic of Sparta was thrown,
when the question of punushing a guilty citizen arose

In Macedon, the life of 2 man was a matter of such 1mpor-
tance, that Alexander the Great, at the height of his glory,
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would not have dared to put a Macedonian criminal to death
in cold blood, till the accused had appeared to make his
defence before his fellow-citizens, and had been condemned
by them. But the Romans distinguished themselves above
all other peoples by the regard which their government patd
to the individual, and by 1its scrupulous attention to the
preservation of the inviolable rights of all the members of
the State. Nothing was so sacred among them as the lfe
of a citizen; and no less than an assembly of the whole people
was needed to condemn one. Not even~the senate, nor the
consuls, 1n all their majesty, possessed the right; but the
crime and punishment of a citizen were regarded as a public
calamity among the most powerful people 1n the world. So
hard 1ndeed did it seem to shed blood for any crime what-
soever, that by the Lex Porcia, the penalty of death was
commuted into that of banishment for all those were were
willing to survive the loss of so great a country. Every-
thing both at Rome, and in the Roman armuies, breathed that
love of fellow-citizens one for another, and that respect for
the Roman name, which rassed the courage and inspired the
virtue of every one who had the honour to bear 1t The
cap of a atizen delivered from slavery, the civic crown of
him who had saved the life of another, were looked upon
with the greatest pleasure amid the pomp of their triumphs;
and 1t 1s remarkable that among the crowns which were
bestowed 1n honour of splendid actions 1n war, the civic
crown and that of the trrumphant general alone were of
laurel, all the others being merely of gold. It was thus that
Rome was virtuous and became the mistress of the world.
Ambitious rulers! A herdsman governs his dogs and cattle,
and yet 15 only the meanest of mankind. If 1t be 2 fine thing
to command, 1t is when those who obey us are capable of
dotng us honour. Show respect, therefore, to your fellow-
citizens, and you will render yourselves worthy of respect;
show respect to liberty, and your power will increase daily.
Never exceed your rights, and they will soon become un-
limited.

Let our country then show itself the common mother of
her citizens, let the advantages they enjoy in their country
endear 1t to them; let the government leave them enough
share in the public administration to make them feel that
they are at home; and let the laws be in thetr eyes only the
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guarantees of the common liberty. These rights, great as
they are, belong to all men: but without seeming to attack
them directly, the 1ll-will of rulers may in fact easily reduce
their effect to nothing The law, which they thus abuse,
serves the powerful at once as a weapon of offence, and as a
shield against the weak; and the pretext of the public good is
always the most dangerous scourge of the people. What 1s
most necessary, and perhaps most difficult, in government,
1s rigid integrity 1n doing strict justice to all, and above all
1n protecting the poor against the tyranny of the rich. The
greatest evil has already come about, when there are poor
men to be defended, and rich men to be restrained. It 1s
on the middle classes alone that the whole force of the law
1s exerted; they are equally powerless against the treasures
of the rich and the penury of the poor. The first mocks
them, the second escapes them. The one breaks the meshes,
the other passes through them.

It 1s therefore one of the most important functions of
government to prevent extreme inequality of fortunes; not
by taking away wealth from its possessors, but by depriving
all men of means to accumulate 1t; not by building hospitals
for the poor, but by securing the citizens from becoming
poor. The unequal distribution of inhabitants over the
territory, when men are crowded together in one place, while
other places are depopulated; the encouragement of the arts
that minsster to luxury and of purely industrial arts at the
expense of useful and laborious crafts; the sacrifice of agri-
culture to commerce; the necessitation of the tax-farmer by
the maladministration of the funds of the State; and 1n short,
venality pushed to such an extreme that even public esteem
1s reckoned at a cash value, and virtue rated at a market price:
these are the most obvious causes of opulence and of poverty,
of public interest, of mutual hatred among citizens, of 1in-
difference to the common cause, of the corruption of the
people, and of the weakening of all the springs of govern-
ment. Such are the evils, which are with difficulty cured
when they make themselves felt, but which a wise admunis-
tration ought to prevent, if it 1s to maintain, along with
good morals, respect for the laws, patriotism, and the influence
of the general wull.

But all these precautions will be inadequate, unless rulers
go still more to the root of the matter. I conclude this
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part of public economy where I ought to have begun it.
There can be no patriotism without liberty, no liberty without
virtue, no virtue without citizens; create citizens, and you
have everything you need; without them, you will have
nothing but debased slaves, from the rulers of the State
downwards. To form citizens 1s not the work of a day;
and in order to have men 1t 1s necessary to educate them when
they are children. It will be said, perhaps, that whoever
has men to govern, ought not to seek, beyond their nature,
a perfection of which they are incapable; that he ought not
to destre to destroy thetr passions; and that the execution of
such an attempt 1s no more destrable than 1t 1s possible.
1 will agree, further, that a man without passions would
certainly be a bad citizen, but 1t must be agreed also that,
if men are not taught not to love some things, 1t 1s impossible
to teach them to love one object more than another—to
prefer that which 1s truly beautiful to that which 1s deformed.
If, for example, they were early accustomed to regard their
individuality only 1n 1ts relation to the body of the State,
and to be aware, so to speak, of their own existence merely
as a part of that of the State, they might at length come to
identify themselves in some degree with this greater whole,
to feel themselves members of their country, and to love 1t
with that exquisite feeling which no 1solated person has save
for himself; to lift up their spirits perpetually to this great
object, and thus to transform into a sublime virtue that
dangerous disposition which gives rise to all our vices. Not
only does philosophy demonstrate the possibility of giving
feeling these new directions; history furnishes us with a
thousand striking examples. If they are so rare among us
moderns, 1t 1s because nobody troubles himself whether
citizens exist or not, and stil less does anybody think of
attending to the matter soon enough to make them. It is
too late to change our natural inclinations, when they have
taken their course, and egoism 1s confirmed by habit: and
it 15 too late to lead us out of ourselves when once the
human ego, concentrated in our hearts, has acquired that con-
temptible activity which absorbs all virtue and constitutes
the life and being of lttle minds. How can patriotism
germinate 1n the midst of so many other passions which
smother it? And what can remain, for fellow-citizens, of a
heart already divided between avarice, a mistress, and vanity?
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From the first moment of life, men ought to begin learning
to deserve to live, and, as at the 1nstant of birth we partake
of the nghts of citizenship, that instant ought to be the
beginning of the exercise of our duty. If there are laws for
the age of maturity, there ought to be laws for infancy,
teaching obedience to others: and as the reason of each man
ts not left to be the sole arbiter of his duties, government
ought the less indiscriminately to abandon to the 1ntelligence
and prejudices of fathers the education of their children, as
that education 1s of still greater importance to the State than
to the fathers: for, according to the course of nature, the death
of the father often deprives him of the final fruits of educa-
tion, but his country sooner or later perceives its effects
Families dissolve, but the State remains.

Should the public authornty, by taking the place of the
father, and charging itself with that important function,
acquire his rights by discharging his duties, he would have
the less cause to complain, as he would only be changing
his title, and would have 1n common, under the name of
cttizen, the same authority over his children, as he was
exercising separately under the name of father, and would
not be less obeyed when speaking 1n the name of the law,
than when he spoke in that of nature. Public education,
therefore, under regulations prescribed by the government,
and under magistrates established by the Sovereign, 1s one
of the fundamental rules of popular or legitimate government.
If children are brought up 1n common in the bosom of
equality, if they are tmbued with the laws of the State and
the precepts of the general will, if they are taught to respect
these above all things, if they are surrounded by examples
and objects which constantly remind them of the tender
mother who nourishes them, of the love she bears them, of
the inestimable benefits they receive from her, and of the
return they owe her, we cannot doubt that they will learn
to cherish one another mutually as brothers, to will nothing
contrary to the will of society, to substitute the actions of
men and citizens for the futile and vain babbling of sophists,
and to become 1n time defenders and fathers of the country
of which they will have been so long the children.

I shall say nothing of the Magistrates destined to preside
over such an education, which 1s certainly the most important
business of the State It 1s easy to see that if such marks of
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public confidence were conferred on slight grounds, if this
sublime function were not, for those who have worthily dis-
charged all other offices, the reward of labour, the pleasant
and honourable repose of old age, and the crown of all
honours, the whole enterprise would be useless and the
educatton void of success. For whetrever the lesson is not
supported by authority, and the precept by example, all
instruction is fruitless; and virtue itself loses its credit in the
mouth of one who does not practise 1t. But let illustrious
warriors, bent under the weight of their laurels, preach
courage: let upright Magistrates, grown white in the purple
and on the bench teach justice. Such teachers as these
would thus get themselves virtuous successors, and transmut
from age to age, to generations to come, the experience and
talents of rulers, the courage and virtue of ctizens, and
common emulation 1n all to live and die for their country.
I know of but three peoples which once practised public
education, the Cretans, the Lacedemonians, and the ancient
Persians: among all these 1t was attended with the greatest
success, and indeed 1t did wonders among the two last.
Since the world has been divided 1nto nations too great to
admit of being well governed, this method has been no
longer practicable, and the reader will readily perceive other
reasons why such a thing has never been attempted by any
modern people. It 1s very remarkable that the Romans
were able to dispense with 1t; but Rome was for five hundred
years one continued miracle which the world cannot hope to
see again. The virtue of the Romans, engendered by their
horror of tyranny and the crimes of tyrants, and by an
innate patriotism, made all their houses so many schools of
citizenship, while the unlimited power of fathers over their
children made the individual authority so rigid that the father
was more feared than the Magistrate, and was 1n his family
tribunal both censor of morals and avenger of the laws.
Thus a careful and well-intentioned government, vigilant
Incessantly to maintain or restore patriotism and morality
among the people, provides beforehand against the evils
which sooner or later result from the indifference of the
citizens to the fate of the Republic, keeping within narrow
bounds that personal interest which so 1solates the 1ndividual
that the State 15 enfeebled by his power, and bas nothing to
hope from his goodwill. Wherever men love their country,
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respect the laws, and live simply, little remains to be done
in order to make them happy; and in public administration,
where chance has less influence than in the lot of individuals,
wisdom 1s so nearly allied to happiness, that the two objects
are confounded.

IM. It is not enough to have citizens and to protect them,
it 1s also necessary to constder their subsistence. Provision
for the public wants 15 an obvious inference from the general
will, and the third essential duty of government. This duty
1s not, we should feel, to fill the granaries of individuals and
thereby to grant them a dispensation from labour, but to
keep plenty so within their reach that labour 1s always neces-
sary and never useless for 1ts acquisition. It extends also to
everything regarding the management of the exchequer, and
the expenses of public adminstration. Having thus treated
of general economy with reference to the government of
persons, we must now consider 1t with reference to the
admuinistration of property.

This part presents no fewer difficulties to solve, and con-
tradictions to remove, than the preceding. It 1s certain that
the right of property 1s the most sacred of all the rights of
citizenship, and even more important 10 some respects than
liberty 1tself; either because 1t more nearly affects the preser-
vation of hife, or because, property being more easily usurped
and more difficult to defend than life, the law ought to pay
a greater attention to what 1s most easily taken away; or
finally, because property 1s the true foundation of civil
society, and the real guarantee of the undertakings of citizens:
for if property were not answerable for personal actions,
nothing would be easier than to evade duties and laugh at
the laws. On the other hand, it 1s no less certain that the
maintenance of the State and the government 1nvolves costs
and outgoings; and as every one who agrees to the end
must acquiesce in the means, 1t follows that the members of
a society ought to contribute from their preperty to its
support. Besides, it is difficult to secure the propetty of
individuals on one side, without attacking it on another;
and 1t 15 impossible that all the regulations which govern
the order of succession, will, contracts, etc., should not
lay individuals under some constraint as to the disposition
of their goods, and should not consequently restrict the
right of property.
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But besides what I have said above of the agreement
between the authority of law and the liberty of the citizen,
there remains to be made, with respect to the disposition
of goods, an important observation which temoves many
difficulttes.  As Puffendorf has shown, the right of property,
by its very nature, does not extend beyond the life of the
proprietor, and the moment a man 1s dead his goods cease to
belong to him. Thus, to prescribe the conditions according
to which he can dispose of them, 1s 1n reality less to alter
his right as 1t appears, than to extend it in fact,

In general, although the institution of the laws which
regulate the power of individuals 1n the disposition of their
own goods belongs only to the Sovereign, the spirit of these
laws, which the government ought to follow 1n their appli-
cation, 1s that, from father to son, and from relation to
relation, the goods of a family should go as little out of 1t
and be as little altenated as possible. There is a sensible
reason for this 1n favour of children, to whom the right of
property would be qute useless, if the father left them
nothing, and who besides, having often contributed by their
labour to the acquusition of their father’s wealth, are 1n therr
own right associates with him 1n his right of property. But
another reason, more distant, though not less important, 1s
that nothing 1s more fatal to morality and to the Republic
than the continual shifting of rank and fortune among the
citizens: such changes are both the proof and the source of
a thousand disorders, and overturn and confound everything;
for those who were brought up to one thing find themselves
destined for another; and nerther those who rise nor those
who fall are able to assume the rules of conduct, or to pos-
sess themselves of the qualifications requusite for their new
condition, still less to discharge the duties it entatls. I pro-
ceed to the object of public finance.

If the people governed itself and there were no intermediary
between the adminsstration of the State and the citizens, they
would have no more to do than to assess themselves occa-
sionally, in proportion to the public needs and the abilities
of individuals: and as they would all keep 1n sight the
recovery and employment of such assessments, no fraud or
abuse could slip 1nto the management of them; the State
would never be involved 1n debt, or the people overburdened

w1th*ta}§§0s; or at least the knowledge of how the money
K
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would be used would be a consolation for the severity of
the tax. But things cannot be carried on in this manner:
on the contrary, however small any State may be, civil socteties
are always too populous to be under the immediate govern-
ment of all their members. It is necessary that the public
money should go through the hands of the rulers, all of whom
have, besides the interests of the State, their own individual
interests, which are not the last to be listened to. 'The
people, on 1ts side, perceiving rather the cupidity and ridicu-
lous expenditure of 1ts rulers than the public needs, murmurs
at seeing 1tself stripped of necessartes to furnish others with
superflusties; and when once these complaints have reached
a certain degree of bitterness, the most upright admimstration
will find 1t impossible to restore confidence. In such a case,
voluntary contributions bring 1n nothing, and forced contri-
butions are illegitimate. This cruel alternative of letting the
State perish, or of violating the sacred right of property,
which 1s 1ts support, constitutes the great difficulty of just
and prudent economy.

The first step which the founder of a republic ought to
take after the establishment of laws, 1s to settle a sufficient
fund for the maintenance of the Magistrates and other
officials, and for other public expenses. This fund, if 1t
consist of money, 1s called aerarium or fisc, and public demesne
if 1t consist of lands. This, for obvious reasons, 1s much
to be preferred. Whoever has reflected on this matter must
be of the opinion of Bodin, who looks upon the public
demesne as the most reputable and certain means of pro-
viding for the needs of the State. It is remarkable also that
Romulus, 1n his division of lands, made 1t his first care to
set apart a third for the use of the State. I confess it 1s not
impossible for the produce of the demesne, if it be badly
managed, to be reduced to nothing; but 1t 1s not of the
essence of public demesnes to be badly admunistered.

Before any use is made of this fund, it should be assigned
or accepted by an assembly of the people, or of the estates
of the country, which should determine 1ts future use. After
this solemmnity, which makes such funds inalienable, their
very nature is, in a manner, changed, and the revenues
become so sacred, that it 1s not only the most infamous
theft, but actual treason, to misapply them or pervert them
from the purpose for which they were destined. It reflects
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great dishonour on Rome that the integrity of Cato the
censor was something so very remarkable, and that an
Emperor, on rewarding the talents of a singer with a few
ctowns, thought it necessary to observe that the money
came from his own private purse, and not from that of the
State. But if we find few Galbas, where are we to look for
a Cato? For when vice 1s no longer dishonourable, what
chiefs will be so scrupulous as to abstain from touching the
public revenues that are left to their discretion, and even
not in time to impose on themselves, by pretending to con-
found their own expensive and scandalous dissipations with
the glory of the State, and the means of extending their own
authority with the means of augmenting its power? It 1s
particularly 1n this delicate part of the admimistration that
virtue 1s the only effective instrument, and that the integrity
of the Magistrate 1s the only real check upon his avarice.
Books and auditing of accounts, instead of exposing frauds,
only conceal them; for prudence 1s never so ready to con-
cetve new precautions as knavery 1s to elude them. Never
mind, then, about account books and papers; place the
management of finance in honest hands: that 1s the only
way to get it faithfully conducted.

When public funds are once established, the rulers of the
State become of right the administrators of them. for this
administration constitutes a part of government which is
always essential, though not always equally so. Its influence
increases 1n proportion as that of other resources is dimi-
nished; and 1t may justly be said that a government has reached
the last stage of corruption, when 1t has ceased to have
sinews other than money. Now as every government con-
stantly tends to become lax, this 1s enough to show why no
State can subsist unless its revenues constantly increase.

The first sense of the necessity of this 1ncrease 1s also the
first s1gn of the internal disorder of the State; and the prudent
administrator, in his endeavours to find means to provide
for the present necessity, will neglect nothing to find out
the distant cause of the new need, just as a mariner, when
he finds the water gaining on his vessel, does not neg-
lect, while he is working the pumps, to discover and stop
the leak,

From this rule is deduced the most important rule in the
administration of finance, which 1s, to take more pains to
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guard against needs than to increase revenues. For, what-
ever diligence be employed, the relicf which only comes after,
and more slowly than, the evil, always leaves some injury
behind. While a remedy is being found for one evil, another
1s beginning to make itself felt, and cven the remedies them-
selves produce new difficultics: so that at length the nation
ts involved in debt and the people oppressed, while the
government Joses 1ts mnfluence and can do very little with a
great deal of money. I mmagine 1t was owing to the recog-
nitton of this rule that such wonders were done by ancient
governments, which did more with their parsimony than
ours do with all their treasures; and perhaps from this comes
the common use of the word ‘economy,” which means rather
the prudent management of what onc has than ways of
getting what one has not.

But apart from the public demesne, which is of service
to the State 1n proportion to the uprightness of those who
govern, any one sufficiently acquainted with the whole force
of the general admiristration, especially when it confines
itself to legitimate methods, would be astorushed at the
resources the rulers can make use of for guarding against
public needs, without trespassing on the goods of indi-
viduals. As they are masters of the whole commerce of the
State, nothing 1s easier for them than to direct 1t 1nto such
channels as to provide for every need, without appearing to
interfere.  ‘The distribution of provisions, money, and mer-
chandise in just proportions, according to times and places,
1s the true secret of finance and the source of wealth, provided
those who admunister i1t have foresight enough to suffer a
present apparent loss, 1n order really to obtain immense
profits in the futute. When we see a government paying
bounties, instead of receiving duties, on the exportatton of
corn 1n time of pleaty, and on its importation in time of
scarcity, we must have such facts before our eyes if we are
to be persuaded of their reality. We should hold such facts
to be 1dle tales, if they had happened 1n ancient times. Let
us suppose that, 1n order to prevent a scarcity 1n bad years,
a proposal were made to establish public granaries, would
not the maintenance of so useful an 1nstitution serve 10 most
countries as an excuse for new taxes? At Geneva, such
granaries, established and kept up by a prudent admnistra-
tion, are a public resource 1n bad years, and the principal
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revenue of the State at all times., A/# et ditat is the inscrip-
tion which stands, rightly and properly, on the front of the
butlding. To set forth 1n thus place the economic system of
a good government, I have often turned my eyes to that of
this Republic, rejoicing to find 1n my own country an example
of that wisdom and happiness which I should be glad to see
prevai 1n every other,

If we ask how the needs of a State grow, we shall find they
generally arise, like the wants of indrviduals, less from any
real necessity than from the increase of useless destres, and
that expenses are often augmented only to give a pretext for
raising receipts: so that the State would sometimes gain by
not being rich, and apparent wealth 1s 1n reality more burden-
some than poverty itself would be. Rulers may 1ndeed hope
to keep the peoples in stricter dependence, by thus giving
them with one hand what they take from them with the other;
and this was 1n fact the policy of Joseph towards the Egyptians;
but this political sophustry 1s the more fatal to the State, as the
money never returns iato the hands 1t went out of.  Such prin-
ciples only enrich the idle at the expense of the industrious.

A destre for conquest 1s one of the most evident and
dangerous causes of this increase ‘This desire, occastoned
often by a different spectes of ambition from that which it
seems to proclaim, 1s not always what 1t appears to be, and
has not so much, for its real motive, the apparent desire to
aggrandize the Nation as a secret desire to increase the
authority of the rulers at home, by increasing the number
of troops, and by the diversion which the objects of war
occaston 1n the munds of the citizens.

It 15 at least certain, that no peoples are so oppressed and
wretched as conquering nations, and that their successes
only increase their misery. Did not history inform us of
the fact, reason would suffice to tell us that, the greater a
State grows, the heavier and more burdensome 1n proportion
its expenses become: for every province has to futnish its
share to the general expense of government, and besides has
to be at the expense of 1ts own admunistration, which 1s as
great as if 1t were really independent. Add to this that great
fortunes are always acquired 1n one place and spent 1n an-
other. Production therefore soon ceases to balance con-
sumption, and a whole country 1s impoverished merely to
enrich a single town,
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Another soutce of the increase of public wants, which
depends on the foregoing, is this. There may come a time
when the citizens, no longer looking upon themselves as
interested in the common cause, will cease to be the de-
fenders of their country, and the Magstrates will prefer the
command of mercenaries to that of freemen; if for no other
reason than that, when the time comes, they may use them
to reduce freemen to submussion. Such was the state of
Rome towards the end of the Republic and under the
Emperors* for all the victortes of the early Romans, like
those of Alexander, had been won by brave citizens, who
were ready, at need, to give their blood in the service of
their country, but would never sell it.  Only at the siege of
Ven did the practice of paying the Roman infantry begin.
Marus, 1n the Jugurthine war, dishonoured the legions by
introducing freedmen, vagabonds, and other mercenartes.
Tyrants, the enemies of the very people 1t was their duty to
make happy, maintained regular troops, apparently to with-
stand the foreigner, but really to enslave their countrymen.
To form such troops, 1t was necessary to take men from
the land; the lack of their labour then diminished the amount
of provisions, and their maintenance introduced those taxes
which ncreased prices  This first disorder gave rise to mur-
murs among the people; 1n order to suppress them, the
number of troops had to be increased, and consequently the
misery of the people also got worse; and the growing despair
led to stdl further increases in the cause i1n order to guard
against 1ts effects. On the other hand, the mercenaries,
whose merit we may judge of by the price at which they
sold themselves, proud of their own meanness, and despising
the laws that protected them, as well as their fellows whose
bread they ate, 1magined themselves more honoured in being
Caesar’s satellites than in being defenders of Rome. As
they were given over to blind obedience, their swords were
always at the throats of their fellow-citizens, and they were
prepared for general butchery at the first sign. It would
not be difficult to show that this was one of the principal
causes of the ruin of the Roman Empire.

The 1nvention of artdllery and fortifications has forced the
princes of Entope, in modern times, to return to the use of
regular troops, in order to garrison their towns; but, how-
ever Jawful their motives, it 1s to be feared the effect may be
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no less fatal. ‘There 1s no better reason now than formerly
for depopulating the country to form armies and garrisons,
nor should the people be oppressed to support them; 1n a
word, these dangerous establishments have increased of late
years with such rapidity 1n this part of the world, that they
evidently threaten to depopulate Europe, and sooner or later
to rwin 1ts inhabitants.

Be this as it may, 1t ought to be seen that such institutions
necessarily subvert the true economic system, which draws
the principal revenue of the State from the public demesne,
and leave only the troublesome resource of subsidies and
mmposts; with which 1t remains to deal.

It should be remembered that the foundation of the social
compact 1s property; and its first condition, that every one
should be maintained in the peaceful possession of what
belongs to hum. It is true that, by the same treaty, every
one binds himself, at least tacitly, to be assessed toward the
public wants: but as this undertaking cannot prejudice the
fundamental law, and presupposes that the need 1s clearly
recognized by all who contribute to it, it 15 plain that such
assessment, in order to be lawful, must be voluntary; it must
depend, not indeed on a particular will, as if 1t were necessary
to have the consent of each individual, and that he should
give no more than just what he pleased, but on a general
will, decided by vote of a majority, and on the basis of a
proportional rating which leaves nothing arbitrary 1n the
imposition of the tax.

That taxes cannot be legitimately established except by the
consent of the people or its representatives, 1s a truth generally
admutted by all philosophers and jurists of any repute on
questions of public right, not even excepting Bodin. If any
of them have laid down rules which seem to contradict this,
their particular motives for doing so may eastly be seen; and
they introduce so many conditions and restrictions that the
atgument comes at bottom to the same thing: for whether
the people has 1t 1n its powers to refuse, or the Sovereign ought
not to exact, 1s a matter of indifference with regard to right;
and if the pont in question concerns only power, 1t 1s useless
to inquire whether 1t is legitimate or not. Contributions
levied on the people are two kinds; real, levied on commo-
dities, and personal, paid by the head. Both are called taxes
or subsidies: when the people fixes the sum to be paud, 1t
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is called subsidy; but when 1t grants the product of an
imposition, 1t 1s called a tax. We are told in The Spiris of
the Laws that a capitulation tax 1s most suited to slavery,
and a real tax most 1n accordance with liberty. This would
be incontestable, if the circumstances of every person were
equal; for otherwise nothing can be more disproportionate
than such a tax; and 1t 1s 1n the observations of exact pro-
portions that the spirit of Iiberty consists. But if a tax by
heads were exactly proportioned to the circumstances of
individuals, as what 1s called the capitation tax in France
might be, 1t would be the most equitable and consequently
the most proper for freemen.

These proportions appear at first very easy to note, because,
being relative to each man’s position 1n the world, their
incidence 1s always public: but proper regard 1s seldom paid
to all the elements that should enter into such a calculation,
even apart from deception arising from avarice, fraud, and
sclf-interest. In the first place, we have to consider the
relation of quantities, according to which, ceserss paribus, the
person who has ten times the property of another man ought
to pay ten times as much to the State. Secondly, the relation
of the use made, that 1s to say, the distinction between neces-
saries and superfluities. He who possesses only the common
necessaries of life should pay nothing at all, while the tax
on him who 15 1n possession of superfluities may justly be
extended to everything he has over and above mere neces-
saries. To this he will possibly object that, when hus rank
is taken into account, what may be superfluous to a man of
infertor station s necessary for him. But this is false: for
a grandee has two legs just like a cowherd, and, like him
again, but one belly. Besides, these pretended necessaries
are really so little necessary to his rank, that if he should
renounce them on any worthy occasion, he would only be
the more honoured. The populace would be ready to adore
a munister who went to council on foot, because he had
sold off his carriages to supply a pressing need of the State.
Lastly, to no man does the law prescribe magnificence; and
propriety is no argument aganst right.

A third relation, which is never taken into account, though
1t ought to be the chief consideration, is the advantage that
every person derives from the social confederacy; for this
provides a powerful protection for the immense possessions
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of the rich, and hardly leaves the poor man in quiet posses-
ston of the cottage he builds with his own hands. Are not
all the advantages of society for the rich and powerful? Are
not all lucrative posts 1n their hands® Are not all privileges
and exemptions reserved for them alone? Is not the public
authority always on their side? If a man of eminence robs
his creditors, or 1s guilty of other knavertes, 1s he not always
assured of impunity? Are not the assaults, acts of violence,
assassinations, and even murders committed by the great,
matters that are hushed up 1n a few months, and of which
nothing more 1s thought? But if a great man himself is
robbed or insulted, the whole police force is 1mmediately in
motion, and woe even to innocent persons who chance to
be suspected. If he has to pass through any dangerous road,
the country 1s up 1a arms to escort him. If the axle-tree
of his chaise breaks, everybody flies to his assistance. If
there 1s a notse at his door, he speaks but a word, and all
1s stlent. If he 1s incommoded by the crowd, he waves his
hand and every one makes way. If his coach 1s met on the
road by a wagon, his servants are ready to beat the driver’s
brains out, and fifty honest pedestrians going quetly about
their business had better be knocked on the head than an
1dle jackanapes be delayed 1n his coach. Yet all this respect
costs hum not a farthing: 1t 1s the rich man’s right, and not
what he buys with his wealth. How different 1s the case of
the poor man! the more humanity owes him, the more
society denies him. Every door 1s shut agamnst hum, even
when he has a nght to its being opened: and if ever he
obtains justice, 1t 1s with much greater difficulty than others
obtain favours. If the militia 1s to be rassed or the highway
to be mended, he 1s always given the preference; he always
bears the burden which his richer neighbour has influence
enough to get exempted from. On the least accident that
happens to him, everybody avoids him: if his cart be ovet-
turned in the road, so far is he from recetving any assistance,
that he is lucky if he does not get horse-whipped by the
1mpudent lackeys of some young duke: 1a a word, all gratus-
tous assistance 1s dented to the poor when they need 1t, just
because they cannot pay for it. I look upon any poor man
as totally undone, if he has the misfortune to have an honest
heart, a fine daughter, and a powerful neighbour.

Another no less important fact 1s that the losses of the poor
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are much harder to repair than those of the rich, and that the
difficulty of acquisition 1s always greater in proportion as
there 1s mote need for it. ‘Nothing comes out of nothing,’
is as true of life as 1n physics: money is the seed of money,
and the first guinea 1s sometimes more difficult to acquire
than the second million. Add to this that what the poor

ay 1s lost to them for ever, and remains in, or returns to,
the hands of the rich: and as, to those who share in the
government or to their dependants, the whole produce of
the taxes must sooner or later pass, although they pay their
share, these persons have always a sensible interest in
increasing them.

The terms of the social compact between these two estates
of men may be summed up 1n a few words: ‘You have need
of me, because I am rich and you are poor. We will there-
fore come to an agreement. I will permit you to have the
honour of serving me, on condition that you bestow on
me the little you have left, 1n return for the pains I shall take
to command you.’

Putting all these considerations carefully together, we shall
find that, in order to levy taxes in a truly equitable and pro-
portionate manner, the imposition ought not to be in simple
ratio to the property of the contributors, but in compound
ratio to the difference of their conditions and the superfluity
of their possessions. This very important and difficult opera-
tion 1s dailly made by numbers of honest clerks, who know
their arithmetic; but a Plato or a Montesquien would not
venture to undertake 1t without the greatest diffidence, or
without praying to Heaven for understanding and integrity.

Another disadvantage of petsonal taxes is that they may
be too much felt or raised with too great severity. This,
however, does not prevent them from being frequently
evaded; for 1t 1s much easier for persons to escape a tax
than for their possesstons.

Of all impositions, that on land, or real taxation, has
always been regarded as most advantageous in countries
where more attention 1s paid to what the tax will produce,
and to the certainty of recovering the product, than to
securing the least discomfort for the people. It has been
even maintained that it 1s necessaty to burden the peasant
in order to rouse him from indolence, and that he would
never work if he had no taxes to pay. But in all countries
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expertence confutes this ridiculous notion. In England and
Holland the farmer pays very little, and 1n China nothing:
vet these are the countries 1n which the land 1s best culti-
vated. On the other hand, in those countries where the
husbandman is taxed in proportion to the produce of his
lands, he leaves them uncultivated, or reaps just as much
from them as suffices for bare subsistence. For to him who
loses the fruit of his labour, 1t is some gain to do nothing.
To lay a tax on industry is a very singular expedient for
banishing 1dleness.

Taxes on land or corn, especially when they are excesstve,
lead to two results so fatal in their effect that they cannot
but depopulate and ruin, in the long run, all countries in
which they are established.

The first of these arises from the defective circulation of
specte, for industry and commerce draw all the money from
the country into the capitals: and as the tax destroys the
proportion there might otherwise be between the needs of
the husbandman and the price of his corn, money 1s always
leaving and never returning. Thus the richer the city the
poorer the country. The product of the taxes passes from
the hands of the prince or lus financial officers into those of
artists and traders; and the husbandman, who recetves only
the smallest part of 1t, 1s at length exhausted by paying
always the same, and recetving constantly less. How could
a human body subsist 1f 1t had veins and no arteries, or if
its artertes conveyed the blood only within four inches of
the heart? Chardin tells us that in Persia the royal dues
on commoditses are paid in kind: this custom, which, Hero-
dotus 1nforms us, f1:»1:c:vz:uled long ago 1n the same country
down to the time of Darus, might prevent the evil of which
I have been speaking. But unless intendants, directors,
commissioners, and warehousemen in Persia are a different
kind of people from what they are elsewhere, I can hardly
believe that the smallest part of this produce ever reaches the
king, or that the corn 1s not spoilt 1n every granary, and the
greater part of the warehouses not consumed by fire.

The second evil effect arises from an apparent advantage,
which aggravates the el before 1t can be perceived. 'That
1s that corn 15 2 commodity whose price 1s not enhanced by
:{)xSesl 1n the country producing 1t, and which, in spite of 1ts

olute necessity, may be diminished in quantity without



266 A DISCOURSE ON

the price being increased.  Hence, many people die of hunger,
although corn remains cheap, and the husbandman bears the
whole chatge of a tax, for which he cannot indemnify himself
by the price of his corn. It must be observed that we ought
not to reason about a land-tax 1n the same manner as about
duttes laid on various kinds of merchandise; for the effect
of such duties is to rasse the price, and they are paid by the
buyers rather than the sellers. For these duties, however
heavy, are sull voluntary, and are paid by the merchant only
in proportion to the quantity he buys; and as he buys only
in proportion to his sale, he himself gives the law 1ts par-
ticular application; but the farmer who is obliged to pay his
rent at stated times, whether he sells or not, cannot wait
till he can get his own price for his commodity: even if he
15 not forced to sell for mere subsistence, he must sell to
pay the taxes; so that it 1s frequently the heaviness of the
tax that keeps the price of corn low.

It 1s further to be noticed that the resources of commerce
and industry are so far from rendering the tax more support-
able through abundance of money, that they only render 1t
mote burdensome. I shall not insist on what is very evi-
dent; i.e. that, although a greater or less quantity of money
1n a State may give it the greater or less credit in the eye of
the foreigner, 1t makes not the least difference to the real
fortune of the citizens, and does not make their condition
any more or less comfortable, But I must make these two
important remarks: First, unless a State possesses superfluous
commodities, and abundance of money results from foreign
trade, only trading cities are sensible of the abundance; while
the peasant only becomes relatively poorer. Secondly, as
the price of everything 1s enhanced by the increase of money,
taxes also must be proportionately increased; so that the
farmer will find himself still more burdened without having
more resources.

It ought to be observed that the tax on land is a real duty
on the produce. It 1s universally agreed, however, that
nothing 1s so dangerous as a tax on corn paid by the pur-
chaser: but how comes 1t we do not see that it is a hundred
times worse when the duty is paid by the cultivator himself?
Is not thus an attack on the substance of the State at 1ts very
source? Is it not the directest possible method of depopu-
lating a country, and therefore 1n the end ruining it? For
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the worst kind of scarcity 2 nation can suffer from is lack
of inhabitants.

Only the real statesman can rise, in imposing taxes, above
the mere financial object: he alone can transform heavy
burdens into useful regulations, and make the people even
doubtful whether such establishments were not calculated
rather for the good of the nation in general, than merely for
the raising of money.

Duties on the importation of foreign commodities, of
which the natives are fond, without the country standing 1n
need of them; on the exportation of those of the growth of the
country which are not too plentiful, and which foreigners
cannot do without; on the productions of frivolous and all
too lucrative arts; on the importation of all pure luxuries;
and 1n general on all objects of luxury; will answer the two-
fold end in view. It is by such taxes, indeed, by which the
poor are eased, and the burdens thrown on the rich, that 1t
1s posstble to prevent the continual increase of 1nequality of
fortune; the subjection of such a multitude of artisans and
useless servants to the rich, the multiplication of idle persons
1n our cities, and the depopulation of the countryside.

It 1s important that the value of any commodity and the
duttes Jaid on 1t should be so proportioned that the avarice
of individuals may not be too strongly tempted to fraud by
the greatness of the posstble profit. To make smuggling
difficult, those commodities should be singled out which are
hardest to conceal. All duties should be rather paid by the
consumer of the commodity taxed than by him who sells
ifxy a}s“ t£c oci)uanttlty of duty he would be obliged to pay would

en to greater temptation:
opporoanives for %raud. p s, and afford him more

This 15 the constant custom 11 China, a country where the
taxes are greater and yet better paid than in any other part
of the world. The merchant himself there pays no duty;
the buyer alone, without murmuring or sedition, meets the
whole charge; for as the necessaries of life, such as rice and
corg, are absolutely exempt from taxation, the common
people 1s not oppressed, and the duty falls only on those
;vho ate well-to-do. Precautions against smuggling ought
: l?é to be dictated so much by the fear of its occurring, as by
mdj::genatllo? which the government should pay to securing

uals trom being seduced by 1llegitimate profits, which
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first make them bad citizens, and afterwards soon turn them
into dishonest men. o

Heavy taxes should be laid on servants in livery, on equip-
ages, rich furniture, fine clothes, on spacious courts and
gardens, on public entertainments of all kinds, on uscless
professtons, such as dancers, singers, players, and 1n a word,
on all that multiplicaty of objects of luxury, amusement, and
idleness, which strike the eyes of all, and can the less be
hidden, as their whole purpose is to be seen, without which
they would be useless. We need be under no apprehension
of the produce of these taxes being arbitrary, because they
are laid on things not absolutely nccessary. They must
know but little of mankind who 1magne that, after they have
been once seduced by luxury, they can ever renounce 1t: they
would a hundred times sooner renounce common necessattes,
and had much rather die of hunger than of shame. The
increase 1n their expense 1s only an additional reason for
supporting them, when the vanity of appearing wealthy reaps
its profit from the price of the thing and the charge of the
tax. As long as there are rich people 1n the world, they will
be desirous of distinguishing themselves from the poor, nor
can the State devise a revenue less burdensome or more
certain than what arises from this distinction.

For the same reason, industry would have nothing to suffer
from an economic system which increased the revenue,
encouraged agriculture by relieving the husbandman, and
insensibly tended to bring all fortunes nearer to that muddle
condition which constitutes the genuine strength of the State.
These taxes might, I admut, bring certain fashionable articles
of dress and amusement to an untimely end; but it would
be only to substitute others, by which the artsficer would
gain, and the exchequer suffer no loss. In a word, suppose
the spirit of government was constantly to tax only the
superfluities of the rich, one of two things must happen:
erther the rich would convert their superfluous expenses 1ato
useful ones, which would redound to the profit of the State,
and thus the imposition of taxes would have the effect of the
best sumptuary laws, the expenses of the State would neces-
sarily diminish with those of individuals, and the treasury
would not receive so much less as it would gain by having
less to pay; or, if the rich did not become less extravagant,
the exchequer would have such resources 1n the product of
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taxes on their expenditure as would provide for the needs
of the State. In the first case the treasury would be the
richer by what 1t would save, from having the less to do
with its money; and in the second, 1t would be enriched by
the useless expenses of individuals. ) -

We may add to all this a very important distinction in
matters of political right, to which governments, constantly
tenactous of doing everything for themselves, ought to pay
great attentton. It has been observed that personal taxes
and duttes on the necessaties of life, as they directly trespass
on the right of property, and consequently on the true
foundation of political society, are always liable to have
dangerous results, 1f they are not established with the express
consent of the people or its representatives. It 1s not the
same with articles the use of which we can deny ourselves;
for as the individual is under no absolute necessity to pay,
his contribution may count as voluntary. The particular
consent of each contributor then takes the place of the general
consent of the whole people* for why should a people oppose
the imposition of a tax which falls only on those who desite
to pay it? It appears to me certain that everything, which
1s not proscribed by law, or contrary to morality, and yet may
be prohibited by the government, may also be permitted
on payment of a certain duty. Thus, for example, if the
government may prohibit the use of coaches, i1t may certainly
impose a tax on them; and this 1s a prudent and useful
method of censuring their use without absolutely forbidding
it. In ths case, the tax may be regarded as a sort of fine,
the product of which compensates for the abuse it punishes.

It may perhaps be objected that those, whom Bodin calls
impostors, 1e. those who impose or contrive the taxes, being
1n the class of the rich, will be far from sparing themselves
to relieve the poor. But this is quite beside the point. I,
In every nation, those to whom the Sovereign commits the
government of the people, were, from their position, 1ts
enemies, 1t would not be worth while to inquire what they
ought to do to make the people happy.
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