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1.1: Plato — Apology, 347 BC

Plato (C. 428/427-C. 348/347 BCE)

Translated by Benjamin Jowett

Figure 1.1 “Plato Silanion Musei Capitolini” by Marie-Lan Nguyen

By many considered the founder of Western political philosophy, Plato is most well known for his dialogues that use his former
teacher, Socrates, as both character and interlocutor. The Apology is Socrate’s legal defense for corruption and impiety.

How you, O Athenians, have been affected by my accusers, I cannot tell; but I know that they almost made me forget who I was—
so persuasively did they speak; and yet they have hardly uttered a word of truth. But of the many falsehoods told by them, there
was one which quite amazed me;—I mean when they said that you should be upon your guard and not allow yourselves to be
deceived by the force of my eloquence. To say this, when they were certain to be detected as soon as I opened my lips and proved
myself to be anything but a great speaker, did indeed appear to me most shameless—unless by the force of eloquence they mean
the force of truth; for if such is their meaning, I admit that I am eloquent. But in how different a way from theirs! Well, as T was
saying, they have scarcely spoken the truth at all; but from me you shall hear the whole truth: not, however, delivered after their
manner in a set oration duly ornamented with words and phrases. No, by heaven! but I shall use the words and arguments which
occur to me at the moment; for I am confident in the justice of my cause (Or, I am certain that I am right in taking this course.): at
my time of life T ought not to be appearing before you, O men of Athens, in the character of a juvenile orator—let no one expect it
of me. And I must beg of you to grant me a favour:—If I defend myself in my accustomed manner, and you hear me using the
words which I have been in the habit of using in the agora, at the tables of the money-changers, or anywhere else, I would ask you
not to be surprised, and not to interrupt me on this account. For I am more than seventy years of age, and appearing now for the
first time in a court of law, I am quite a stranger to the language of the place; and therefore I would have you regard me as if I were
really a stranger, whom you would excuse if he spoke in his native tongue, and after the fashion of his country:—Am I making an
unfair request of you? Never mind the manner, which may or may not be good; but think only of the truth of my words, and give
heed to that: let the speaker speak truly and the judge decide justly.

And first, I have to reply to the older charges and to my first accusers, and then I will go on to the later ones. For of old I have had
many accusers, who have accused me falsely to you during many years; and I am more afraid of them than of Anytus and his
associates, who are dangerous, too, in their own way. But far more dangerous are the others, who began when you were children,
and took possession of your minds with their falsehoods, telling of one Socrates, a wise man, who speculated about the heaven
above, and searched into the earth beneath, and made the worse appear the better cause. The disseminators of this tale are the
accusers whom I dread; for their hearers are apt to fancy that such enquirers do not believe in the existence of the gods. And they
are many, and their charges against me are of ancient date, and they were made by them in the days when you were more

impressible than you are now—in childhood, or it may have been in youth—and the cause when heard went by default, for there
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was none to answer. And hardest of all, I do not know and cannot tell the names of my accusers; unless in the chance case of a
Comic poet. All who from envy and malice have persuaded you—some of them having first convinced themselves—all this class
of men are most difficult to deal with; for I cannot have them up here, and cross-examine them, and therefore I must simply fight
with shadows in my own defence, and argue when there is no one who answers. I will ask you then to assume with me, as I was
saying, that my opponents are of two kinds; one recent, the other ancient: and I hope that you will see the propriety of my
answering the latter first, for these accusations you heard long before the others, and much oftener.

Well, then, I must make my defence, and endeavour to clear away in a short time, a slander which has lasted a long time. May I
succeed, if to succeed be for my good and yours, or likely to avail me in my cause! The task is not an easy one; I quite understand
the nature of it. And so leaving the event with God, in obedience to the law I will now make my defence.

I will begin at the beginning, and ask what is the accusation which has given rise to the slander of me, and in fact has encouraged
Meletus to proof this charge against me. Well, what do the slanderers say? They shall be my prosecutors, and I will sum up their
words in an affidavit: ‘Socrates is an evil-doer, and a curious person, who searches into things under the earth and in heaven, and he
makes the worse appear the better cause; and he teaches the aforesaid doctrines to others.” Such is the nature of the accusation: it is
just what you have yourselves seen in the comedy of Aristophanes (Aristoph., Clouds.), who has introduced a man whom he calls
Socrates, going about and saying that he walks in air, and talking a deal of nonsense concerning matters of which I do not pretend
to know either much or little—not that I mean to speak disparagingly of any one who is a student of natural philosophy. I should be
very sorry if Meletus could bring so grave a charge against me. But the simple truth is, O Athenians, that I have nothing to do with
physical speculations. Very many of those here present are witnesses to the truth of this, and to them I appeal. Speak then, you who
have heard me, and tell your neighbours whether any of you have ever known me hold forth in few words or in many upon such
matters...You hear their answer. And from what they say of this part of the charge you will be able to judge of the truth of the rest.

As little foundation is there for the report that I am a teacher, and take money; this accusation has no more truth in it than the other.
Although, if a man were really able to instruct mankind, to receive money for giving instruction would, in my opinion, be an
honour to him. There is Gorgias of Leontium, and Prodicus of Ceos, and Hippias of Elis, who go the round of the cities, and are
able to persuade the young men to leave their own citizens by whom they might be taught for nothing, and come to them whom
they not only pay, but are thankful if they may be allowed to pay them. There is at this time a Parian philosopher residing in
Athens, of whom I have heard; and I came to hear of him in this way:—I came across a man who has spent a world of money on
the Sophists, Callias, the son of Hipponicus, and knowing that he had sons, I asked him: ‘Callias,’ I said, ‘if your two sons were
foals or calves, there would be no difficulty in finding some one to put over them; we should hire a trainer of horses, or a farmer
probably, who would improve and perfect them in their own proper virtue and excellence; but as they are human beings, whom are
you thinking of placing over them? Is there any one who understands human and political virtue? You must have thought about the
matter, for you have sons; is there any one?’ ‘There is,” he said. “Who is he?’ said I; ‘and of what country? and what does he
charge?’ ‘Evenus the Parian,’ he replied; ‘he is the man, and his charge is five minae.” Happy is Evenus, I said to myself, if he
really has this wisdom, and teaches at such a moderate charge. Had I the same, I should have been very proud and conceited; but
the truth is that I have no knowledge of the kind.

I dare say, Athenians, that some one among you will reply, ‘Yes, Socrates, but what is the origin of these accusations which are
brought against you; there must have been something strange which you have been doing? All these rumours and this talk about
you would never have arisen if you had been like other men: tell us, then, what is the cause of them, for we should be sorry to judge
hastily of you.” Now I regard this as a fair challenge, and I will endeavour to explain to you the reason why I am called wise and
have such an evil fame. Please to attend then. And although some of you may think that I am joking, I declare that I will tell you the
entire truth. Men of Athens, this reputation of mine has come of a certain sort of wisdom which I possess. If you ask me what kind
of wisdom, I reply, wisdom such as may perhaps be attained by man, for to that extent I am inclined to believe that I am wise;
whereas the persons of whom I was speaking have a superhuman wisdom which I may fail to describe, because I have it not
myself; and he who says that I have, speaks falsely, and is taking away my character. And here, O men of Athens, I must beg you
not to interrupt me, even if I seem to say something extravagant. For the word which I will speak is not mine. I will refer you to a
witness who is worthy of credit; that witness shall be the God of Delphi—he will tell you about my wisdom, if I have any, and of
what sort it is. You must have known Chaerephon; he was early a friend of mine, and also a friend of yours, for he shared in the
recent exile of the people, and returned with you. Well, Chaerephon, as you know, was very impetuous in all his doings, and he

went to Delphi and boldly asked the oracle to tell him whether—as I was saying, I must beg you not to interrupt—he asked the
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oracle to tell him whether anyone was wiser than I was, and the Pythian prophetess answered, that there was no man wiser.
Chaerephon is dead himself; but his brother, who is in court, will confirm the truth of what I am saying.

Why do I mention this? Because I am going to explain to you why I have such an evil name. When I heard the answer, I said to
myself, What can the god mean? and what is the interpretation of his riddle? for I know that I have no wisdom, small or great.
What then can he mean when he says that I am the wisest of men? And yet he is a god, and cannot lie; that would be against his
nature. After long consideration, I thought of a method of trying the question. I reflected that if I could only find a man wiser than
myself, then I might go to the god with a refutation in my hand. I should say to him, ‘Here is a man who is wiser than I am; but you
said that I was the wisest.” Accordingly I went to one who had the reputation of wisdom, and observed him—his name I need not
mention; he was a politician whom I selected for examination—and the result was as follows: When I began to talk with him, I
could not help thinking that he was not really wise, although he was thought wise by many, and still wiser by himself; and
thereupon I tried to explain to him that he thought himself wise, but was not really wise; and the consequence was that he hated me,
and his enmity was shared by several who were present and heard me. So I left him, saying to myself, as I went away: Well,
although I do not suppose that either of us knows anything really beautiful and good, I am better off than he is,—for he knows
nothing, and thinks that he knows; I neither know nor think that I know. In this latter particular, then, I seem to have slightly the
advantage of him. Then I went to another who had still higher pretensions to wisdom, and my conclusion was exactly the same.
Whereupon I made another enemy of him, and of many others besides him.

Then I went to one man after another, being not unconscious of the enmity which I provoked, and I lamented and feared this: but
necessity was laid upon me,—the word of God, I thought, ought to be considered first. And I said to myself, Go I must to all who
appear to know, and find out the meaning of the oracle. And I swear to you, Athenians, by the dog I swear!—for I must tell you the
truth—the result of my mission was just this: I found that the men most in repute were all but the most foolish; and that others less
esteemed were really wiser and better. I will tell you the tale of my wanderings and of the ‘Herculean’ labours, as I may call them,
which I endured only to find at last the oracle irrefutable. After the politicians, I went to the poets; tragic, dithyrambic, and all sorts.
And there, T said to myself, you will be instantly detected; now you will find out that you are more ignorant than they are.
Accordingly, I took them some of the most elaborate passages in their own writings, and asked what was the meaning of them—
thinking that they would teach me something. Will you believe me? I am almost ashamed to confess the truth, but I must say that
there is hardly a person present who would not have talked better about their poetry than they did themselves. Then I knew that not
by wisdom do poets write poetry, but by a sort of genius and inspiration; they are like diviners or soothsayers who also say many
fine things, but do not understand the meaning of them. The poets appeared to me to be much in the same case; and I further
observed that upon the strength of their poetry they believed themselves to be the wisest of men in other things in which they were
not wise. So I departed, conceiving myself to be superior to them for the same reason that I was superior to the politicians.

At last T went to the artisans. I was conscious that I knew nothing at all, as I may say, and I was sure that they knew many fine
things; and here I was not mistaken, for they did know many things of which I was ignorant, and in this they certainly were wiser
than I was. But I observed that even the good artisans fell into the same error as the poets;—because they were good workmen they
thought that they also knew all sorts of high matters, and this defect in them overshadowed their wisdom; and therefore I asked
myself on behalf of the oracle, whether I would like to be as I was, neither having their knowledge nor their ignorance, or like them
in both; and T made answer to myself and to the oracle that T was better off as I was.

This inquisition has led to my having many enemies of the worst and most dangerous kind, and has given occasion also to many
calumnies. And I am called wise, for my hearers always imagine that I myself possess the wisdom which I find wanting in others:
but the truth is, O men of Athens, that God only is wise; and by his answer he intends to show that the wisdom of men is worth
little or nothing; he is not speaking of Socrates, he is only using my name by way of illustration, as if he said, He, O men, is the
wisest, who, like Socrates, knows that his wisdom is in truth worth nothing. And so I go about the world, obedient to the god, and
search and make enquiry into the wisdom of any one, whether citizen or stranger, who appears to be wise; and if he is not wise,
then in vindication of the oracle I show him that he is not wise; and my occupation quite absorbs me, and I have no time to give
either to any public matter of interest or to any concern of my own, but I am in utter poverty by reason of my devotion to the god.

There is another thing:—young men of the richer classes, who have not much to do, come about me of their own accord; they like
to hear the pretenders examined, and they often imitate me, and proceed to examine others; there are plenty of persons, as they
quickly discover, who think that they know something, but really know little or nothing; and then those who are examined by them

instead of being angry with themselves are angry with me: This confounded Socrates, they say; this villainous misleader of youth!
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—and then if somebody asks them, Why, what evil does he practise or teach? they do not know, and cannot tell; but in order that
they may not appear to be at a loss, they repeat the ready-made charges which are used against all philosophers about teaching
things up in the clouds and under the earth, and having no gods, and making the worse appear the better cause; for they do not like
to confess that their pretence of knowledge has been detected—which is the truth; and as they are numerous and ambitious and
energetic, and are drawn up in battle array and have persuasive tongues, they have filled your ears with their loud and inveterate
calumnies. And this is the reason why my three accusers, Meletus and Anytus and Lycon, have set upon me; Meletus, who has a
quarrel with me on behalf of the poets; Anytus, on behalf of the craftsmen and politicians; Lycon, on behalf of the rhetoricians: and
as I said at the beginning, I cannot expect to get rid of such a mass of calumny all in a moment. And this, O men of Athens, is the
truth and the whole truth; I have concealed nothing, I have dissembled nothing. And yet, I know that my plainness of speech makes
them hate me, and what is their hatred but a proof that I am speaking the truth?—Hence has arisen the prejudice against me; and
this is the reason of it, as you will find out either in this or in any future enquiry.

I have said enough in my defence against the first class of my accusers; I turn to the second class. They are headed by Meletus, that
good man and true lover of his country, as he calls himself. Against these, too, I must try to make a defence:—Let their affidavit be
read: it contains something of this kind: It says that Socrates is a doer of evil, who corrupts the youth; and who does not believe in
the gods of the state, but has other new divinities of his own. Such is the charge; and now let us examine the particular counts. He
says that I am a doer of evil, and corrupt the youth; but I say, O men of Athens, that Meletus is a doer of evil, in that he pretends to
be in earnest when he is only in jest, and is so eager to bring men to trial from a pretended zeal and interest about matters in which
he really never had the smallest interest. And the truth of this I will endeavour to prove to you.

Come hither, Meletus, and let me ask a question of you. You think a great deal about the improvement of youth?

Yes, I do.

Tell the judges, then, who is their improver; for you must know, as you have taken the pains to discover their corrupter, and are
citing and accusing me before them. Speak, then, and tell the judges who their improver is.—Observe, Meletus, that you are silent,
and have nothing to say. But is not this rather disgraceful, and a very considerable proof of what I was saying, that you have no
interest in the matter? Speak up, friend, and tell us who their improver is.

The laws.

But that, my good sir, is not my meaning. I want to know who the person is, who, in the first place, knows the laws.
The judges, Socrates, who are present in court.

What, do you mean to say, Meletus, that they are able to instruct and improve youth?

Certainly they are.

What, all of them, or some only and not others?

All of them.

By the goddess Here, that is good news! There are plenty of improvers, then. And what do you say of the audience,—do they
improve them?

Yes, they do.

And the senators?

Yes, the senators improve them.

But perhaps the members of the assembly corrupt them?—or do they too improve them?
They improve them.

Then every Athenian improves and elevates them; all with the exception of myself; and I alone am their corrupter? Is that what you
affirm?

That is what I stoutly affirm.

I am very unfortunate if you are right. But suppose I ask you a question: How about horses? Does one man do them harm and all
the world good? Is not the exact opposite the truth? One man is able to do them good, or at least not many;—the trainer of horses,
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that is to say, does them good, and others who have to do with them rather injure them? Is not that true, Meletus, of horses, or of
any other animals? Most assuredly it is; whether you and Anytus say yes or no. Happy indeed would be the condition of youth if
they had one corrupter only, and all the rest of the world were their improvers. But you, Meletus, have sufficiently shown that you
never had a thought about the young: your carelessness is seen in your not caring about the very things which you bring against me.

And now, Meletus, I will ask you another question—by Zeus I will: Which is better, to live among bad citizens, or among good
ones? Answer, friend, I say; the question is one which may be easily answered. Do not the good do their neighbours good, and the
bad do them evil?

Certainly.

And is there anyone who would rather be injured than benefited by those who live with him? Answer, my good friend, the law
requires you to answer—does any one like to be injured?

Certainly not.

And when you accuse me of corrupting and deteriorating the youth, do you allege that I corrupt them intentionally or
unintentionally?

Intentionally, I say.

But you have just admitted that the good do their neighbours good, and the evil do them evil. Now, is that a truth which your
superior wisdom has recognized thus early in life, and am I, at my age, in such darkness and ignorance as not to know that if a man
with whom I have to live is corrupted by me, I am very likely to be harmed by him; and yet I corrupt him, and intentionally, too—
so you say, although neither I nor any other human being is ever likely to be convinced by you. But either I do not corrupt them, or
I corrupt them unintentionally; and on either view of the case you lie. If my offence is unintentional, the law has no cognizance of
unintentional offences: you ought to have taken me privately, and warned and admonished me; for if I had been better advised, I
should have left off doing what I only did unintentionally—no doubt I should; but you would have nothing to say to me and refused
to teach me. And now you bring me up in this court, which is a place not of instruction, but of punishment.

It will be very clear to you, Athenians, as I was saying, that Meletus has no care at all, great or small, about the matter. But still I
should like to know, Meletus, in what I am affirmed to corrupt the young. I suppose you mean, as I infer from your indictment, that
I teach them not to acknowledge the gods which the state acknowledges, but some other new divinities or spiritual agencies in their
stead. These are the lessons by which I corrupt the youth, as you say.

Yes, that I say emphatically.

Then, by the gods, Meletus, of whom we are speaking, tell me and the court, in somewhat plainer terms, what you mean! for I do
not as yet understand whether you affirm that I teach other men to acknowledge some gods, and therefore that I do believe in gods,
and am not an entire atheist—this you do not lay to my charge,—but only you say that they are not the same gods which the city
recognizes—the charge is that they are different gods. Or, do you mean that I am an atheist simply, and a teacher of atheism?

I mean the latter—that you are a complete atheist.

What an extraordinary statement! Why do you think so, Meletus? Do you mean that I do not believe in the godhead of the sun or
moon, like other men?

I assure you, judges, that he does not: for he says that the sun is stone, and the moon earth.

Friend Meletus, you think that you are accusing Anaxagoras: and you have but a bad opinion of the judges, if you fancy them
illiterate to such a degree as not to know that these doctrines are found in the books of Anaxagoras the Clazomenian, which are full
of them. And so, forsooth, the youth are said to be taught them by Socrates, when there are not unfrequently exhibitions of them at
the theatre (Probably in allusion to Aristophanes who caricatured, and to Euripides who borrowed the notions of Anaxagoras, as
well as to other dramatic poets.) (price of admission one drachma at the most); and they might pay their money, and laugh at
Socrates if he pretends to father these extraordinary views. And so, Meletus, you really think that I do not believe in any god?

I swear by Zeus that you believe absolutely in none at all.

Nobody will believe you, Meletus, and I am pretty sure that you do not believe yourself. I cannot help thinking, men of Athens, that
Meletus is reckless and impudent, and that he has written this indictment in a spirit of mere wantonness and youthful bravado. Has

@ https://socialsci.libretexts.org/@go/page/156361



https://libretexts.org/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_domain
https://socialsci.libretexts.org/@go/page/156361?pdf

LibreTexts"

he not compounded a riddle, thinking to try me? He said to himself:—TI shall see whether the wise Socrates will discover my
facetious contradiction, or whether I shall be able to deceive him and the rest of them. For he certainly does appear to me to
contradict himself in the indictment as much as if he said that Socrates is guilty of not believing in the gods, and yet of believing in
them—but this is not like a person who is in earnest.

I should like you, O men of Athens, to join me in examining what I conceive to be his inconsistency; and do you, Meletus, answer.
And I must remind the audience of my request that they would not make a disturbance if I speak in my accustomed manner:

Did ever man, Meletus, believe in the existence of human things, and not of human beings?...I wish, men of Athens, that he would
answer, and not be always trying to get up an interruption. Did ever any man believe in horsemanship, and not in horses? or in
flute-playing, and not in flute-players? No, my friend; I will answer to you and to the court, as you refuse to answer for yourself.
There is no man who ever did. But now please to answer the next question: Can a man believe in spiritual and divine agencies, and
not in spirits or demigods?

He cannot.

How lucky I am to have extracted that answer, by the assistance of the court! But then you swear in the indictment that I teach and
believe in divine or spiritual agencies (new or old, no matter for that); at any rate, I believe in spiritual agencies,—so you say and
swear in the affidavit; and yet if I believe in divine beings, how can I help believing in spirits or demigods;—must I not? To be sure
I must; and therefore I may assume that your silence gives consent. Now what are spirits or demigods? Are they not either gods or
the sons of gods?

Certainly they are.

But this is what I call the facetious riddle invented by you: the demigods or spirits are gods, and you say first that I do not believe
in gods, and then again that I do believe in gods; that is, if I believe in demigods. For if the demigods are the illegitimate sons of
gods, whether by the nymphs or by any other mothers, of whom they are said to be the sons—what human being will ever believe
that there are no gods if they are the sons of gods? You might as well affirm the existence of mules, and deny that of horses and
asses. Such nonsense, Meletus, could only have been intended by you to make trial of me. You have put this into the indictment
because you had nothing real of which to accuse me. But no one who has a particle of understanding will ever be convinced by you
that the same men can believe in divine and superhuman things, and yet not believe that there are gods and demigods and heroes.

I have said enough in answer to the charge of Meletus: any elaborate defence is unnecessary, but I know only too well how many
are the enmities which I have incurred, and this is what will be my destruction if I am destroyed;—not Meletus, nor yet Anytus, but
the envy and detraction of the world, which has been the death of many good men, and will probably be the death of many more;
there is no danger of my being the last of them.

Some one will say: And are you not ashamed, Socrates, of a course of life which is likely to bring you to an untimely end? To him I
may fairly answer: There you are mistaken: a man who is good for anything ought not to calculate the chance of living or dying; he
ought only to consider whether in doing anything he is doing right or wrong—acting the part of a good man or of a bad. Whereas,
upon your view, the heroes who fell at Troy were not good for much, and the son of Thetis above all, who altogether despised
danger in comparison with disgrace; and when he was so eager to slay Hector, his goddess mother said to him, that if he avenged
his companion Patroclus, and slew Hector, he would die himself—’Fate,” she said, in these or the like words, ‘waits for you next
after Hector;’ he, receiving this warning, utterly despised danger and death, and instead of fearing them, feared rather to live in
dishonour, and not to avenge his friend. ‘Let me die forthwith,” he replies, ‘and be avenged of my enemy, rather than abide here by
the beaked ships, a laughing-stock and a burden of the earth.” Had Achilles any thought of death and danger? For wherever a man’s
place is, whether the place which he has chosen or that in which he has been placed by a commander, there he ought to remain in
the hour of danger; he should not think of death or of anything but of disgrace. And this, O men of Athens, is a true saying.

Strange, indeed, would be my conduct, O men of Athens, if I who, when I was ordered by the generals whom you chose to
command me at Potidaea and Amphipolis and Delium, remained where they placed me, like any other man, facing death—if now,

when, as I conceive and imagine, God orders me to fulfil the philosopher’s mission of searching into myself and other men, I were
to desert my post through fear of death, or any other fear; that would indeed be strange, and I might justly be arraigned in court for
denying the existence of the gods, if I disobeyed the oracle because I was afraid of death, fancying that I was wise when I was not
wise. For the fear of death is indeed the pretence of wisdom, and not real wisdom, being a pretence of knowing the unknown; and
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no one knows whether death, which men in their fear apprehend to be the greatest evil, may not be the greatest good. Is not this
ignorance of a disgraceful sort, the ignorance which is the conceit that a man knows what he does not know? And in this respect
only I believe myself to differ from men in general, and may perhaps claim to be wiser than they are:—that whereas I know but
little of the world below, I do not suppose that I know: but I do know that injustice and disobedience to a better, whether God or
man, is evil and dishonourable, and I will never fear or avoid a possible good rather than a certain evil. And therefore if you let me
go now, and are not convinced by Anytus, who said that since I had been prosecuted I must be put to death; (or if not that I ought
never to have been prosecuted at all); and that if I escape now, your sons will all be utterly ruined by listening to my words—if you
say to me, Socrates, this time we will not mind Anytus, and you shall be let off, but upon one condition, that you are not to enquire
and speculate in this way any more, and that if you are caught doing so again you shall die;—if this was the condition on which
you let me go, I should reply: Men of Athens, I honour and love you; but I shall obey God rather than you, and while I have life and
strength I shall never cease from the practice and teaching of philosophy, exhorting any one whom I meet and saying to him after
my manner: You, my friend,—a citizen of the great and mighty and wise city of Athens,—are you not ashamed of heaping up the
greatest amount of money and honour and reputation, and caring so little about wisdom and truth and the greatest improvement of
the soul, which you never regard or heed at all? And if the person with whom I am arguing, says: Yes, but I do care; then I do not
leave him or let him go at once; but I proceed to interrogate and examine and cross-examine him, and if I think that he has no virtue
in him, but only says that he has, I reproach him with undervaluing the greater, and overvaluing the less. And I shall repeat the
same words to every one whom I meet, young and old, citizen and alien, but especially to the citizens, inasmuch as they are my
brethren. For know that this is the command of God; and I believe that no greater good has ever happened in the state than my
service to the God. For I do nothing but go about persuading you all, old and young alike, not to take thought for your persons or
your properties, but first and chiefly to care about the greatest improvement of the soul. I tell you that virtue is not given by money,
but that from virtue comes money and every other good of man, public as well as private. This is my teaching, and if this is the
doctrine which corrupts the youth, I am a mischievous person. But if any one says that this is not my teaching, he is speaking an
untruth. Wherefore, O men of Athens, I say to you, do as Anytus bids or not as Anytus bids, and either acquit me or not; but
whichever you do, understand that I shall never alter my ways, not even if I have to die many times.

Men of Athens, do not interrupt, but hear me; there was an understanding between us that you should hear me to the end: I have
something more to say, at which you may be inclined to cry out; but I believe that to hear me will be good for you, and therefore I
beg that you will not cry out. I would have you know, that if you kill such an one as I am, you will injure yourselves more than you
will injure me. Nothing will injure me, not Meletus nor yet Anytus—they cannot, for a bad man is not permitted to injure a better
than himself. I do not deny that Anytus may, perhaps, kill him, or drive him into exile, or deprive him of civil rights; and he may
imagine, and others may imagine, that he is inflicting a great injury upon him: but there I do not agree. For the evil of doing as he is
doing—the evil of unjustly taking away the life of another—is greater far.

And now, Athenians, I am not going to argue for my own sake, as you may think, but for yours, that you may not sin against the
God by condemning me, who am his gift to you. For if you kill me you will not easily find a successor to me, who, if I may use
such a ludicrous figure of speech, am a sort of gadfly, given to the state by God; and the state is a great and noble steed who is tardy
in his motions owing to his very size, and requires to be stirred into life. I am that gadfly which God has attached to the state, and
all day long and in all places am always fastening upon you, arousing and persuading and reproaching you. You will not easily find
another like me, and therefore I would advise you to spare me. I dare say that you may feel out of temper (like a person who is
suddenly awakened from sleep), and you think that you might easily strike me dead as Anytus advises, and then you would sleep
on for the remainder of your lives, unless God in his care of you sent you another gadfly. When I say that I am given to you by
God, the proof of my mission is this:—if I had been like other men, I should not have neglected all my own concerns or patiently
seen the neglect of them during all these years, and have been doing yours, coming to you individually like a father or elder
brother, exhorting you to regard virtue; such conduct, I say, would be unlike human nature. If I had gained anything, or if my
exhortations had been paid, there would have been some sense in my doing so; but now, as you will perceive, not even the
impudence of my accusers dares to say that I have ever exacted or sought pay of any one; of that they have no witness. And I have
a sufficient witness to the truth of what I say—my poverty.

Some one may wonder why I go about in private giving advice and busying myself with the concerns of others, but do not venture
to come forward in public and advise the state. I will tell you why. You have heard me speak at sundry times and in divers places of
an oracle or sign which comes to me, and is the divinity which Meletus ridicules in the indictment. This sign, which is a kind of

voice, first began to come to me when I was a child; it always forbids but never commands me to do anything which I am going to
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do. This is what deters me from being a politician. And rightly, as I think. For I am certain, O men of Athens, that if I had engaged
in politics, I should have perished long ago, and done no good either to you or to myself. And do not be offended at my telling you
the truth: for the truth is, that no man who goes to war with you or any other multitude, honestly striving against the many lawless
and unrighteous deeds which are done in a state, will save his life; he who will fight for the right, if he would live even for a brief
space, must have a private station and not a public one.

I can give you convincing evidence of what I say, not words only, but what you value far more—actions. Let me relate to you a
passage of my own life which will prove to you that I should never have yielded to injustice from any fear of death, and that ‘as I
should have refused to yield’ I must have died at once. I will tell you a tale of the courts, not very interesting perhaps, but
nevertheless true. The only office of state which I ever held, O men of Athens, was that of senator: the tribe Antiochis, which is my
tribe, had the presidency at the trial of the generals who had not taken up the bodies of the slain after the battle of Arginusae; and
you proposed to try them in a body, contrary to law, as you all thought afterwards; but at the time I was the only one of the Prytanes
who was opposed to the illegality, and I gave my vote against you; and when the orators threatened to impeach and arrest me, and
you called and shouted, I made up my mind that I would run the risk, having law and justice with me, rather than take part in your
injustice because I feared imprisonment and death. This happened in the days of the democracy. But when the oligarchy of the
Thirty was in power, they sent for me and four others into the rotunda, and bade us bring Leon the Salaminian from Salamis, as
they wanted to put him to death. This was a specimen of the sort of commands which they were always giving with the view of
implicating as many as possible in their crimes; and then I showed, not in word only but in deed, that, if I may be allowed to use
such an expression, I cared not a straw for death, and that my great and only care was lest I should do an unrighteous or unholy
thing. For the strong arm of that oppressive power did not frighten me into doing wrong; and when we came out of the rotunda the
other four went to Salamis and fetched Leon, but I went quietly home. For which I might have lost my life, had not the power of
the Thirty shortly afterwards come to an end. And many will witness to my words.

Now do you really imagine that I could have survived all these years, if I had led a public life, supposing that like a good man I had
always maintained the right and had made justice, as T ought, the first thing? No indeed, men of Athens, neither I nor any other
man. But I have been always the same in all my actions, public as well as private, and never have I yielded any base compliance to
those who are slanderously termed my disciples, or to any other. Not that I have any regular disciples. But if any one likes to come
and hear me while I am pursuing my mission, whether he be young or old, he is not excluded. Nor do I converse only with those
who pay; but any one, whether he be rich or poor, may ask and answer me and listen to my words; and whether he turns out to be a
bad man or a good one, neither result can be justly imputed to me; for I never taught or professed to teach him anything. And if any
one says that he has ever learned or heard anything from me in private which all the world has not heard, let me tell you that he is
lying.

But I shall be asked, Why do people delight in continually conversing with you? I have told you already, Athenians, the whole truth
about this matter: they like to hear the cross-examination of the pretenders to wisdom; there is amusement in it. Now this duty of
cross-examining other men has been imposed upon me by God; and has been signified to me by oracles, visions, and in every way
in which the will of divine power was ever intimated to any one. This is true, O Athenians, or, if not true, would be soon refuted. If
I am or have been corrupting the youth, those of them who are now grown up and have become sensible that I gave them bad
advice in the days of their youth should come forward as accusers, and take their revenge; or if they do not like to come
themselves, some of their relatives, fathers, brothers, or other kinsmen, should say what evil their families have suffered at my
hands. Now is their time. Many of them I see in the court. There is Crito, who is of the same age and of the same deme with
myself, and there is Critobulus his son, whom I also see. Then again there is Lysanias of Sphettus, who is the father of Aeschines—
he is present; and also there is Antiphon of Cephisus, who is the father of Epigenes; and there are the brothers of several who have
associated with me. There is Nicostratus the son of Theosdotides, and the brother of Theodotus (now Theodotus himself is dead,
and therefore he, at any rate, will not seek to stop him); and there is Paralus the son of Demodocus, who had a brother Theages; and
Adeimantus the son of Ariston, whose brother Plato is present; and Aeantodorus, who is the brother of Apollodorus, whom I also
see. I might mention a great many others, some of whom Meletus should have produced as witnesses in the course of his speech;
and let him still produce them, if he has forgotten—I will make way for him. And let him say, if he has any testimony of the sort
which he can produce. Nay, Athenians, the very opposite is the truth. For all these are ready to witness on behalf of the corrupter, of
the injurer of their kindred, as Meletus and Anytus call me; not the corrupted youth only—there might have been a motive for that
—but their uncorrupted elder relatives. Why should they too support me with their testimony? Why, indeed, except for the sake of

truth and justice, and because they know that I am speaking the truth, and that Meletus is a liar.
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Well, Athenians, this and the like of this is all the defence which I have to offer. Yet a word more. Perhaps there may be some one
who is offended at me, when he calls to mind how he himself on a similar, or even a less serious occasion, prayed and entreated the
judges with many tears, and how he produced his children in court, which was a moving spectacle, together with a host of relations
and friends; whereas I, who am probably in danger of my life, will do none of these things. The contrast may occur to his mind, and
he may be set against me, and vote in anger because he is displeased at me on this account. Now if there be such a person among
you,—mind, I do not say that there is,—to him I may fairly reply: My friend, I am a man, and like other men, a creature of flesh
and blood, and not ‘of wood or stone,” as Homer says; and I have a family, yes, and sons, O Athenians, three in number, one almost
a man, and two others who are still young; and yet I will not bring any of them hither in order to petition you for an acquittal. And
why not? Not from any self-assertion or want of respect for you. Whether I am or am not afraid of death is another question, of
which I will not now speak. But, having regard to public opinion, I feel that such conduct would be discreditable to myself, and to
you, and to the whole state. One who has reached my years, and who has a name for wisdom, ought not to demean himself.
Whether this opinion of me be deserved or not, at any rate the world has decided that Socrates is in some way superior to other
men. And if those among you who are said to be superior in wisdom and courage, and any other virtue, demean themselves in this
way, how shameful is their conduct! T have seen men of reputation, when they have been condemned, behaving in the strangest
manner: they seemed to fancy that they were going to suffer something dreadful if they died, and that they could be immortal if you
only allowed them to live; and I think that such are a dishonour to the state, and that any stranger coming in would have said of
them that the most eminent men of Athens, to whom the Athenians themselves give honour and command, are no better than
women. And I say that these things ought not to be done by those of us who have a reputation; and if they are done, you ought not
to permit them; you ought rather to show that you are far more disposed to condemn the man who gets up a doleful scene and
makes the city ridiculous, than him who holds his peace.

But, setting aside the question of public opinion, there seems to be something wrong in asking a favour of a judge, and thus
procuring an acquittal, instead of informing and convincing him. For his duty is, not to make a present of justice, but to give
judgment; and he has sworn that he will judge according to the laws, and not according to his own good pleasure; and we ought not
to encourage you, nor should you allow yourselves to be encouraged, in this habit of perjury—there can be no piety in that. Do not
then require me to do what I consider dishonourable and impious and wrong, especially now, when I am being tried for impiety on
the indictment of Meletus. For if, O men of Athens, by force of persuasion and entreaty I could overpower your oaths, then I should
be teaching you to believe that there are no gods, and in defending should simply convict myself of the charge of not believing in
them. But that is not so—far otherwise. For I do believe that there are gods, and in a sense higher than that in which any of my
accusers believe in them. And to you and to God I commit my cause, to be determined by you as is best for you and me.

There are many reasons why I am not grieved, O men of Athens, at the vote of condemnation. I expected it, and am only surprised
that the votes are so nearly equal; for I had thought that the majority against me would have been far larger; but now, had thirty
votes gone over to the other side, I should have been acquitted. And I may say, I think, that I have escaped Meletus. I may say
more; for without the assistance of Anytus and Lycon, any one may see that he would not have had a fifth part of the votes, as the
law requires, in which case he would have incurred a fine of a thousand drachmae.

And so he proposes death as the penalty. And what shall I propose on my part, O men of Athens? Clearly that which is my due. And
what is my due? What return shall be made to the man who has never had the wit to be idle during his whole life; but has been
careless of what the many care for—wealth, and family interests, and military offices, and speaking in the assembly, and
magistracies, and plots, and parties. Reflecting that I was really too honest a man to be a politician and live, I did not go where I
could do no good to you or to myself; but where I could do the greatest good privately to every one of you, thither I went, and
sought to persuade every man among you that he must look to himself, and seek virtue and wisdom before he looks to his private
interests, and look to the state before he looks to the interests of the state; and that this should be the order which he observes in all
his actions. What shall be done to such an one? Doubtless some good thing, O men of Athens, if he has his reward; and the good
should be of a kind suitable to him. What would be a reward suitable to a poor man who is your benefactor, and who desires leisure
that he may instruct you? There can be no reward so fitting as maintenance in the Prytaneum, O men of Athens, a reward which he
deserves far more than the citizen who has won the prize at Olympia in the horse or chariot race, whether the chariots were drawn
by two horses or by many. For I am in want, and he has enough; and he only gives you the appearance of happiness, and I give you

the reality. And if T am to estimate the penalty fairly, I should say that maintenance in the Prytaneum is the just return.
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Perhaps you think that I am braving you in what I am saying now, as in what I said before about the tears and prayers. But this is
not so. I speak rather because I am convinced that I never intentionally wronged any one, although I cannot convince you—the
time has been too short; if there were a law at Athens, as there is in other cities, that a capital cause should not be decided in one
day, then I believe that I should have convinced you. But I cannot in a moment refute great slanders; and, as I am convinced that I
never wronged another, I will assuredly not wrong myself. I will not say of myself that I deserve any evil, or propose any penalty.
Why should I? because I am afraid of the penalty of death which Meletus proposes? When I do not know whether death is a good
or an evil, why should I propose a penalty which would certainly be an evil? Shall I say imprisonment? And why should I live in
prison, and be the slave of the magistrates of the year—of the Eleven? Or shall the penalty be a fine, and imprisonment until the
fine is paid? There is the same objection. I should have to lie in prison, for money I have none, and cannot pay. And if I say exile
(and this may possibly be the penalty which you will affix), I must indeed be blinded by the love of life, if I am so irrational as to
expect that when you, who are my own citizens, cannot endure my discourses and words, and have found them so grievous and
odious that you will have no more of them, others are likely to endure me. No indeed, men of Athens, that is not very likely. And
what a life should I lead, at my age, wandering from city to city, ever changing my place of exile, and always being driven out! For
I am quite sure that wherever I go, there, as here, the young men will flock to me; and if I drive them away, their elders will drive
me out at their request; and if I let them come, their fathers and friends will drive me out for their sakes.

Some one will say: Yes, Socrates, but cannot you hold your tongue, and then you may go into a foreign city, and no one will
interfere with you? Now I have great difficulty in making you understand my answer to this. For if I tell you that to do as you say
would be a disobedience to the God, and therefore that I cannot hold my tongue, you will not believe that I am serious; and if I say
again that daily to discourse about virtue, and of those other things about which you hear me examining myself and others, is the
greatest good of man, and that the unexamined life is not worth living, you are still less likely to believe me. Yet I say what is true,
although a thing of which it is hard for me to persuade you. Also, I have never been accustomed to think that I deserve to suffer any
harm. Had I money I might have estimated the offence at what I was able to pay, and not have been much the worse. But I have
none, and therefore I must ask you to proportion the fine to my means. Well, perhaps I could afford a mina, and therefore I propose
that penalty: Plato, Crito, Critobulus, and Apollodorus, my friends here, bid me say thirty minae, and they will be the sureties. Let
thirty minae be the penalty; for which sum they will be ample security to you.

Not much time will be gained, O Athenians, in return for the evil name which you will get from the detractors of the city, who will
say that you killed Socrates, a wise man; for they will call me wise, even although I am not wise, when they want to reproach you.
If you had waited a little while, your desire would have been fulfilled in the course of nature. For I am far advanced in years, as you
may perceive, and not far from death. I am speaking now not to all of you, but only to those who have condemned me to death. And
I have another thing to say to them: you think that I was convicted because I had no words of the sort which would have procured
my acquittal—I mean, if I had thought fit to leave nothing undone or unsaid. Not so; the deficiency which led to my conviction was
not of words—certainly not. But I had not the boldness or impudence or inclination to address you as you would have liked me to
do, weeping and wailing and lamenting, and saying and doing many things which you have been accustomed to hear from others,
and which, as I maintain, are unworthy of me. I thought at the time that I ought not to do anything common or mean when in
danger: nor do I now repent of the style of my defence; I would rather die having spoken after my manner, than speak in your
manner and live. For neither in war nor yet at law ought I or any man to use every way of escaping death. Often in battle there can
be no doubt that if a man will throw away his arms, and fall on his knees before his pursuers, he may escape death; and in other
dangers there are other ways of escaping death, if a man is willing to say and do anything. The difficulty, my friends, is not to avoid
death, but to avoid unrighteousness; for that runs faster than death. I am old and move slowly, and the slower runner has overtaken
me, and my accusers are keen and quick, and the faster runner, who is unrighteousness, has overtaken them. And now I depart
hence condemned by you to suffer the penalty of death,—they too go their ways condemned by the truth to suffer the penalty of
villainy and wrong; and I must abide by my award—Iet them abide by theirs. I suppose that these things may be regarded as fated,
—and I think that they are well.

And now, O men who have condemned me, I would fain prophesy to you; for I am about to die, and in the hour of death men are
gifted with prophetic power. And I prophesy to you who are my murderers, that immediately after my departure punishment far
heavier than you have inflicted on me will surely await you. Me you have killed because you wanted to escape the accuser, and not
to give an account of your lives. But that will not be as you suppose: far otherwise. For I say that there will be more accusers of you
than there are now; accusers whom hitherto I have restrained: and as they are younger they will be more inconsiderate with you,
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and you will be more offended at them. If you think that by killing men you can prevent some one from censuring your evil lives,
you are mistaken; that is not a way of escape which is either possible or honourable; the easiest and the noblest way is not to be
disabling others, but to be improving yourselves. This is the prophecy which I utter before my departure to the judges who have
condemned me.

Friends, who would have acquitted me, T would like also to talk with you about the thing which has come to pass, while the
magistrates are busy, and before I go to the place at which I must die. Stay then a little, for we may as well talk with one another
while there is time. You are my friends, and I should like to show you the meaning of this event which has happened to me. O my
judges—for you I may truly call judges—I should like to tell you of a wonderful circumstance. Hitherto the divine faculty of which
the internal oracle is the source has constantly been in the habit of opposing me even about trifles, if I was going to make a slip or
error in any matter; and now as you see there has come upon me that which may be thought, and is generally believed to be, the last
and worst evil. But the oracle made no sign of opposition, either when I was leaving my house in the morning, or when I was on
my way to the court, or while I was speaking, at anything which I was going to say; and yet I have often been stopped in the middle
of a speech, but now in nothing I either said or did touching the matter in hand has the oracle opposed me. What do I take to be the
explanation of this silence? I will tell you. It is an intimation that what has happened to me is a good, and that those of us who think
that death is an evil are in error. For the customary sign would surely have opposed me had I been going to evil and not to good.

Let us reflect in another way, and we shall see that there is great reason to hope that death is a good; for one of two things—either
death is a state of nothingness and utter unconsciousness, or, as men say, there is a change and migration of the soul from this world
to another. Now if you suppose that there is no consciousness, but a sleep like the sleep of him who is undisturbed even by dreams,
death will be an unspeakable gain. For if a person were to select the night in which his sleep was undisturbed even by dreams, and
were to compare with this the other days and nights of his life, and then were to tell us how many days and nights he had passed in
the course of his life better and more pleasantly than this one, I think that any man, I will not say a private man, but even the great
king will not find many such days or nights, when compared with the others. Now if death be of such a nature, I say that to die is
gain; for eternity is then only a single night. But if death is the journey to another place, and there, as men say, all the dead abide,
what good, O my friends and judges, can be greater than this? If indeed when the pilgrim arrives in the world below, he is delivered
from the professors of justice in this world, and finds the true judges who are said to give judgment there, Minos and
Rhadamanthus and Aeacus and Triptolemus, and other sons of God who were righteous in their own life, that pilgrimage will be
worth making. What would not a man give if he might converse with Orpheus and Musaeus and Hesiod and Homer? Nay, if this be
true, let me die again and again. I myself, too, shall have a wonderful interest in there meeting and conversing with Palamedes, and
Ajax the son of Telamon, and any other ancient hero who has suffered death through an unjust judgment; and there will be no small
pleasure, as I think, in comparing my own sufferings with theirs. Above all, I shall then be able to continue my search into true and
false knowledge; as in this world, so also in the next; and I shall find out who is wise, and who pretends to be wise, and is not.
What would not a man give, O judges, to be able to examine the leader of the great Trojan expedition; or Odysseus or Sisyphus, or
numberless others, men and women too! What infinite delight would there be in conversing with them and asking them questions!
In another world they do not put a man to death for asking questions: assuredly not. For besides being happier than we are, they
will be immortal, if what is said is true.

Wherefore, O judges, be of good cheer about death, and know of a certainty, that no evil can happen to a good man, either in life or
after death. He and his are not neglected by the gods; nor has my own approaching end happened by mere chance. But I see clearly
that the time had arrived when it was better for me to die and be released from trouble; wherefore the oracle gave no sign. For
which reason, also, I am not angry with my condemners, or with my accusers; they have done me no harm, although they did not
mean to do me any good; and for this I may gently blame them.

Still T have a favour to ask of them. When my sons are grown up, I would ask you, O my friends, to punish them; and I would have
you trouble them, as I have troubled you, if they seem to care about riches, or anything, more than about virtue; or if they pretend
to be something when they are really nothing,—then reprove them, as I have reproved you, for not caring about that for which they
ought to care, and thinking that they are something when they are really nothing. And if you do this, both I and my sons will have
received justice at your hands.

The hour of departure has arrived, and we go our ways—I to die, and you to live. Which is better God only knows.

Image Attribution:“Plato Silanion Musei Capitolini” by Marie Lan-Nguyen, Wikimedia Commons is licensed under CC BY 2.5
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1.2: Pericles’ — Funeral Oration from the Peloponnesian War (Book 2.34-46), 431 BC

Thucydides (C.460/455-C.399 BCE)

Figure 2.1 “Pericles’ Funeral Oration” by Philipp von Foltz

The famous Athenian leader and general Pericles offered this speech after the early battles of the Peloponnesian war. It was
common at the time for funerals during war to serve as public rituals. The “Funeral Oration” provides a classic statement on the
importance of democracy.

“...Our constitution does not copy the laws of neighbouring states; we are rather a pattern to others than imitators ourselves. Its
administration favours the many instead of the few; this is why it is called a democracy. If we look to the laws, they afford equal
justice to all in their private differences; if no social standing, advancement in public life falls to reputation for capacity, class
considerations not being allowed to interfere with merit; nor again does poverty bar the way, if a man is able to serve the state, he is
not hindered by the obscurity of his condition. The freedom which we enjoy in our government extends also to our ordinary life.
There, far from exercising a jealous surveillance over each other, we do not feel called upon to be angry with our neighbour for
doing what he likes, or even to indulge in those injurious looks which cannot fail to be offensive, although they inflict no positive
penalty. But all this ease in our private relations does not make us lawless as citizens. Against this fear is our chief safeguard,
teaching us to obey the magistrates and the laws, particularly such as regard the protection of the injured, whether they are actually
on the statute book, or belong to that code which, although unwritten, yet cannot be broken without acknowledged disgrace.

Further, we provide plenty of means for the mind to refresh itself from business. We celebrate games and sacrifices all the year
round, and the elegance of our private establishments forms a daily source of pleasure and helps to banish the spleen; while the
magnitude of our city draws the produce of the world into our harbour, so that to the Athenian the fruits of other countries are as
familiar a luxury as those of his own.

If we turn to our military policy, there also we differ from our antagonists. We throw open our city to the world, and never by alien
acts exclude foreigners from any opportunity of learning or observing, although the eyes of an enemy may occasionally profit by
our liberality; trusting less in system and policy than to the native spirit of our citizens; while in education, where our rivals from
their very cradles by a painful discipline seek after manliness, at Athens we live exactly as we please, and yet are just as ready to
encounter every legitimate danger. In proof of this it may be noticed that the Lacedaemonians do not invade our country alone, but
bring with them all their confederates; while we Athenians advance unsupported into the territory of a neighbour, and fighting upon
a foreign soil usually vanquish with ease men who are defending their homes. Our united force was never yet encountered by any
enemy, because we have at once to attend to our marine and to dispatch our citizens by land upon a hundred different services; so
that, wherever they engage with some such fraction of our strength, a success against a detachment is magnified into a victory over
the nation, and a defeat into a reverse suffered at the hands of our entire people. And yet if with habits not of labour but of ease, and
courage not of art but of nature, we are still willing to encounter danger, we have the double advantage of escaping the experience

of hardships in anticipation and of facing them in the hour of need as fearlessly as those who are never free from them.
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Nor are these the only points in which our city is worthy of admiration. We cultivate refinement without extravagance and
knowledge without effeminacy; wealth we employ more for use than for show, and place the real disgrace of poverty not in owning
to the fact but in declining the struggle against it. Our public men have, besides politics, their private affairs to attend to, and our
ordinary citizens, though occupied with the pursuits of industry, are still fair judges of public matters; for, unlike any other nation,
regarding him who takes no part in these duties not as unambitious but as useless, we Athenians are able to judge at all events if we
cannot originate, and, instead of looking on discussion as a stumbling-block in the way of action, we think it an indispensable
preliminary to any wise action at all. Again, in our enterprises we present the singular spectacle of daring and deliberation, each
carried to its highest point, and both united in the same persons; although usually decision is the fruit of ignorance, hesitation of
reflection. But the palm of courage will surely be adjudged most justly to those, who best know the difference between hardship
and pleasure and yet are never tempted to shrink from danger. In generosity we are equally singular, acquiring our friends by
conferring, not by receiving, favours. Yet, of course, the doer of the favour is the firmer friend of the two, in order by continued
kindness to keep the recipient in his debt; while the debtor feels less keenly from the very consciousness that the return he makes
will be a payment, not a free gift. And it is only the Athenians, who, fearless of consequences, confer their benefits not from
calculations of expediency, but in the confidence of liberality.

... Thus choosing to die resisting, rather than to live submitting, they fled only from dishonour, but met danger face to face, and
after one brief moment, while at the summit of their fortune, escaped, not from their fear, but from their glory.

So died these men as became Athenians. You, their survivors, must determine to have as unfaltering a resolution in the field, though
you may pray that it may have a happier issue. And not contented with ideas derived only from words of the advantages which are
bound up with the defence of your country, though these would furnish a valuable text to a speaker even before an audience so
alive to them as the present, you must yourselves realize the power of Athens, and feed your eyes upon her from day to day, till
love of her fills your hearts; and then, when all her greatness shall break upon you, you must reflect that it was by courage, sense of
duty, and a keen feeling of honour in action that men were enabled to win all this, and that no personal failure in an enterprise could
make them consent to deprive their country of their valour, but they laid it at her feet as the most glorious contribution that they
could offer. For this offering of their lives made in common by them all they each of them individually received that renown which
never grows old, and for a sepulchre, not so much that in which their bones have been deposited, but that noblest of shrines wherein
their glory is laid up to be eternally remembered upon every occasion on which deed or story shall call for its commemoration. For
heroes have the whole earth for their tomb; and in lands far from their own, where the column with its epitaph declares it, there is
enshrined in every breast a record unwritten with no tablet to preserve it, except that of the heart. These take as your model and,
judging happiness to be the fruit of freedom and freedom of valour, never decline the dangers of war. For it is not the miserable that
would most justly be unsparing of their lives; these have nothing to hope for: it is rather they to whom continued life may bring
reverses as yet unknown, and to whom a fall, if it came, would be most tremendous in its consequences. And surely, to a man of
spirit, the degradation of cowardice must be immeasurably more grievous than the unfelt death which strikes him in the midst of
his strength and patriotism!

Comfort, therefore, not condolence, is what I have to offer to the parents of the dead who may be here. Numberless are the chances
to which, as they know, the life of man is subject; but fortunate indeed are they who draw for their lot a death so glorious as that
which has caused your mourning, and to whom life has been so exactly measured as to terminate in the happiness in which it has
been passed. Still I know that this is a hard saying, especially when those are in question of whom you will constantly be reminded
by seeing in the homes of others blessings of which once you also boasted: for grief is felt not so much for the want of what we
have never known, as for the loss of that to which we have been long accustomed. Yet you who are still of an age to beget children
must bear up in the hope of having others in their stead; not only will they help you to forget those whom you have lost, but will be
to the state at once a reinforcement and a security; for never can a fair or just policy be expected of the citizen who does not, like
his fellows, bring to the decision the interests and apprehensions of a father. While those of you who have passed your prime must
congratulate yourselves with the thought that the best part of your life was fortunate, and that the brief span that remains will be
cheered by the fame of the departed. For it is only the love of honour that never grows old; and honour it is, not gain, as some
would have it, that rejoices the heart of age and helplessness.

Turning to the sons or brothers of the dead, I see an arduous struggle before you. When a man is gone, all are wont to praise him,
and should your merit be ever so transcendent, you will still find it difficult not merely to overtake, but even to approach their
renown. The living have envy to contend with, while those who are no longer in our path are honoured with a goodwill into which
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rivalry does not enter. On the other hand, if I must say anything on the subject of female excellence to those of you who will now
be in widowhood, it will be all comprised in this brief exhortation. Great will be your glory in not falling short of your natural
character; and greatest will be hers who is least talked of among the men, whether for good or for bad...”

Image Attribution: “Pericles’ Funeral Oration” by Philipp von Foltz, Wikimedia Commons is in the Public Domain

This page titled 1.2: Pericles’ — Funeral Oration from the Peloponnesian War (Book 2.34-46), 431 BC is shared under a Public Domain license
and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Vicki Hsueh and Shirin Deylami.

https://socialsci.libretexts.org/@go/page/156363



https://libretexts.org/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_domain
https://socialsci.libretexts.org/@go/page/156363?pdf
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pericles%27_Funeral_Oration#/media/File:Discurso_funebre_pericles.PNG
https://socialsci.libretexts.org/
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Main_Page
https://wiki.creativecommons.org/Public_domain
https://socialsci.libretexts.org/Courses/Western_Washington_University/Introduction_to_Political_Theory_I/01%3A_Readings/1.02%3A_Pericles__Funeral_Oration_from_the_Peloponnesian_War_(Book_2.34-46)_431_BC
https://socialsci.libretexts.org/Courses/Western_Washington_University/Introduction_to_Political_Theory_I/01%3A_Readings/1.02%3A_Pericles__Funeral_Oration_from_the_Peloponnesian_War_(Book_2.34-46)_431_BC?no-cache
https://socialsci.libretexts.org/Courses/Western_Washington_University/Introduction_to_Political_Theory_I/01%3A_Readings/1.02%3A_Pericles__Funeral_Oration_from_the_Peloponnesian_War_(Book_2.34-46)_431_BC?no-cache

LibreTexts"

1.3: Aristotle — The Politics Book 3 (Part I-XI)
Aristotle (384-433 BCE)

Figure 3.1 Painting of Plato (left) and Aristotle (right).

Aristotle is considered one of the greatest thinkers of Ancient Greece. His work was influential in natural philosophy, ethics and
political theory. His book, Politics, identifies the characteristics of the ideal polity and the role of democratic citizenship.

CHAPTER 1

Every one who inquires into the nature of government, and what are its different forms, should make this almost his first question,
What is a city? For upon this there is a dispute: for some persons say the city did this or that, while others say, not the city, but the
oligarchy, or the tyranny. We see that the city is the only object which both the politician and legislator have in view in all they do:
but government is a certain ordering of those who inhabit a city. As a city is a collective body, and, like other wholes, composed of
many parts, it is evident our first inquiry must be, what a citizen is: for a city is a certain number of citizens. So that we must
consider whom we ought to call citizen, and who is one; for this is often doubtful: for every one will not allow that this character is
applicable to the same person; for that man who would be a citizen in a republic would very often not be one in an oligarchy. We do
not include in this inquiry many of those who acquire this appellation out of the ordinary way, as honorary persons, for instance,
but those only who have a natural right to it.

Now it is not residence which constitutes a man a citizen; for in this sojourners and slaves are upon an equality with him; nor will it
be sufficient for this purpose, that you have the privilege of the laws, and may plead or be impleaded, for this all those of different
nations, between whom there is a mutual agreement for that purpose, are allowed; although it very often happens, that sojourners
have not a perfect right therein without the protection of a patron, to whom they are obliged to apply, which shows that their share
in the community is incomplete. In like manner, with respect to boys who are not yet enrolled, or old men who are past war, we
admit that they are in some respects citizens, but not completely so, but with some exceptions, for these are not yet arrived to years
of maturity, and those are past service; nor is there any difference between them. But what we mean is sufficiently intelligible and
clear, we want a complete citizen, one in whom there is no deficiency to be corrected to make him so. As to those who are
banished, or infamous, there may be the same objections made and the same answer given. There is nothing that more characterises
a complete citizen than having a share in the judicial and executive part of the government.

With respect to offices, some are fixed to a particular time, so that no person is, on any account, permitted to fill them twice; or else
not till some certain period has intervened; others are not fixed, as a juryman’s, and a member of the general assembly: but
probably some one may say these are not offices, nor have the citizens in these capacities any share in the government; though
surely it is ridiculous to say that those who have the principal power in the state bear no office in it. But this objection is of no
weight, for it is only a dispute about words; as there is no general term which can be applied both to the office of a juryman and a
member of the assembly. For the sake of distinction, suppose we call it an indeterminate office: but I lay it down as a maxim, that
those are citizens who could exercise it. Such then is the description of a citizen who comes nearest to what all those who are called
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citizens are. Every one also should know, that of the component parts of those things which differ from each other in species, after
the first or second remove, those which follow have either nothing at all or very little common to each.

Now we see that governments differ from each other in their form, and that some of them are defective, others [1275b] as excellent
as possible: for it is evident, that those which have many deficiencies and degeneracies in them must be far inferior to those which
are without such faults. What I mean by degeneracies will be hereafter explained. Hence it is clear that the office of a citizen must
differ as governments do from each other: for which reason he who is called a citizen has, in a democracy, every privilege which
that station supposes. In other forms of government he may enjoy them; but not necessarily: for in some states the people have no
power; nor have they any general assembly, but a few select men.

The trial also of different causes is allotted to different persons; as at Lacedaemon all disputes concerning contracts are brought
before some of the ephori: the senate are the judges in cases of murder, and so on; some being to be heard by one magistrate, others
by another: and thus at Carthage certain magistrates determine all causes. But our former description of a citizen will admit of
correction; for in some governments the office of a juryman and a member of the general assembly is not an indeterminate one; but
there are particular persons appointed for these purposes, some or all of the citizens being appointed jurymen or members of the
general assembly, and this either for all causes and all public business whatsoever, or else for some particular one: and this may be
sufficient to show what a citizen is; for he who has a right to a share in the judicial and executive part of government in any city,
him we call a citizen of that place; and a city, in one word, is a collective body of such persons sufficient in themselves to all the
purposes of life.

CHAPTER Il

In common use they define a citizen to be one who is sprung from citizens on both sides, not on the father’s or the mother’s only.
Others carry the matter still further, and inquire how many of his ancestors have been citizens, as his grandfather, great-grandfather,
etc., but some persons have questioned how the first of the family could prove themselves citizens, according to this popular and
careless definition. Gorgias of Leontium, partly entertaining the same doubt, and partly in jest, says, that as a mortar is made by a
mortar-maker, so a citizen is made by a citizen-maker, and a Larisssean by a Larisssean-maker. This is indeed a very simple
account of the matter; for if citizens are so, according to this definition, it will be impossible to apply it to the first founders or first
inhabitants of states, who cannot possibly claim in right either of their father or mother. It is probably a matter of still more
difficulty to determine their rights as citizens who are admitted to their freedom after any revolution in the state. As, for instance, at
Athens, after the expulsion of the tyrants, when Clisthenes enrolled many foreigners and city-slaves amongst the tribes; and the
doubt with respect to them was, not whether they were citizens or no, but whether they were legally so or not. Though indeed some
persons may have this further [1276a] doubt, whether a citizen can be a citizen when he is illegally made; as if an illegal citizen,
and one who is no citizen at all, were in the same predicament: but since we see some persons govern unjustly, whom yet we admit
to govern, though not justly, and the definition of a citizen is one who exercises certain offices, for such a one we have defined a
citizen to be, it is evident, that a citizen illegally created yet continues to be a citizen, but whether justly or unjustly so belongs to
the former inquiry.

CHAPTER IlI

It has also been doubted what was and what was not the act of the city; as, for instance, when a democracy arises out of an
aristocracy or a tyranny; for some persons then refuse to fulfil their contracts; as if the right to receive the money was in the tyrant
and not in the state, and many other things of the same nature; as if any covenant was founded for violence and not for the common
good. So in like manner, if anything is done by those who have the management of public affairs where a democracy is established,
their actions are to be considered as the actions of the state, as well as in the oligarchy or tyranny.

And here it seems very proper to consider this question, When shall we say that a city is the same, and when shall we say that it is
different?

It is but a superficial mode of examining into this question to begin with the place and the people; for it may happen that these may
be divided from that, or that some one of them may live in one place, and some in another (but this question may be regarded as no
very knotty one; for, as a city may acquire that appellation on many accounts, it may be solved many ways); and in like manner,
when men inhabit one common place, when shall we say that they inhabit the same city, or that the city is the same? for it does not
depend upon the walls; for I can suppose Peloponnesus itself surrounded with a wall, as Babylon was, and every other place, which
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rather encircles many nations than one city, and that they say was taken three days when some of the inhabitants knew nothing of it:
but we shall find a proper time to determine this question; for the extent of a city, how large it should be, and whether it should
consist of more than one people, these are particulars that the politician should by no means be unacquainted with. This, too, is a
matter of inquiry, whether we shall say that a city is the same while it is inhabited by the same race of men, though some of them
are perpetually dying, others coming into the world, as we say that a river or a fountain is the same, though the waters are
continually changing; or when a revolution takes place shall we [1276b] say the men are the same, but the city is different: for if a
city is a community, it is a community of citizens; but if the mode of government should alter, and become of another sort, it would
seem a necessary consequence that the city is not the same; as we regard the tragic chorus as different from the comic, though it
may probably consist of the same performers: thus every other community or composition is said to be different if the species of
composition is different; as in music the same hands produce different harmony, as the Doric and Phrygian. If this is true, it is
evident, that when we speak of a city as being the same we refer to the government there established; and this, whether it is called
by the same name or any other, or inhabited by the same men or different. But whether or no it is right to dissolve the community
when the constitution is altered is another question.

CHAPTER IV

What has been said, it follows that we should consider whether the same virtues which constitute a good man make a valuable
citizen, or different; and if a particular inquiry is necessary for this matter we must first give a general description of the virtues of a
good citizen; for as a sailor is one of those who make up a community, so is a citizen, although the province of one sailor may be
different from another’s (for one is a rower, another a steersman, a third a boatswain, and so on, each having their several
appointments), it is evident that the most accurate description of any one good sailor must refer to his peculiar abilities, yet there
are some things in which the same description may be applied to the whole crew, as the safety of the ship is the common business
of all of them, for this is the general centre of all their cares: so also with respect to citizens, although they may in a few particulars
be very different, yet there is one care common to them all, the safety of the community, for the community of the citizens
composes the state; for which reason the virtue of a citizen has necessarily a reference to the state. But if there are different sorts of
governments, it is evident that those actions which constitute the virtue of an excellent citizen in one community will not constitute
it in another; wherefore the virtue of such a one cannot be perfect: but we say, a man is good when his virtues are perfect; from
whence it follows, that an excellent citizen does not possess that virtue which constitutes a good man. Those who are any ways
doubtful concerning this question may be convinced of the truth of it by examining into the best formed states: for, if it is
impossible that a city should consist entirely of excellent citizens (while it is necessary that every one should do well in his calling,
in which consists his excellence, as it is impossible that all the citizens should have the same [1277a] qualifications) it is impossible
that the virtue of a citizen and a good man should be the same; for all should possess the virtue of an excellent citizen: for from
hence necessarily arise the perfection of the city: but that every one should possess the virtue of a good man is impossible without
all the citizens in a well-regulated state were necessarily virtuous. Besides, as a city is composed of dissimilar parts, as an animal is
of life and body; the soul of reason and appetite; a family of a man and his wife—property of a master and a slave; in the same
manner, as a city is composed of all these and many other very different parts, it necessarily follows that the virtue of all the
citizens cannot be the same; as the business of him who leads the band is different from the other dancers. From all which proofs it
is evident that the virtues of a citizen cannot be one and the same. But do we never find those virtues united which constitute a
good man and excellent citizen? for we say, such a one is an excellent magistrate and a prudent and good man; but prudence is a
necessary qualification for all those who engage in public affairs. Nay, some persons affirm that the education of those who are
intended to command should, from the beginning, be different from other citizens, as the children of kings are generally instructed
in riding and warlike exercises; and thus Euripides says:

“... No showy arts Be mine, but teach me what the state requires.”

As if those who are to rule were to have an education peculiar to themselves. But if we allow, that the virtues of a good man and a
good magistrate may be the same, and a citizen is one who obeys the magistrate, it follows that the virtue of the one cannot in
general be the same as the virtue of the other, although it may be true of some particular citizen; for the virtue of the magistrate
must be different from the virtue of the citizen. For which reason Jason declared that was he deprived of his kingdom he should
pine away with regret, as not knowing how to live a private man. But it is a great recommendation to know how to command as
well as to obey; and to do both these things well is the virtue of an accomplished citizen. If then the virtue of a good man consists
only in being able to command, but the virtue of a good citizen renders him equally fit for the one as well as the other, the

@ https://socialsci.libretexts.org/@go/page/156365



https://libretexts.org/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_domain
https://socialsci.libretexts.org/@go/page/156365?pdf

LibreTexts"

commendation of both of them is not the same. It appears, then, that both he who commands and he who obeys should each of
them learn their separate business: but that the citizen should be master of and take part in both these, as any one may easily
perceive; in a family government there is no occasion for the master to know how to perform the necessary offices, but rather to
enjoy the labour of others; for to do the other is a servile part. I mean by the other, the common family business of the slave.

There are many sorts of slaves; for their employments are various: of these the handicraftsmen are one, who, as their name imports,
get their living by the labour of their hands, and amongst these all mechanics are included; [1277b] for which reasons such
workmen, in some states, were not formerly admitted into any share in the government; till at length democracies were established:
it is not therefore proper for any man of honour, or any citizen, or any one who engages in public affairs, to learn these servile
employments without they have occasion for them for their own use; for without this was observed the distinction between a master
and a slave would be lost. But there is a government of another sort, in which men govern those who are their equals in rank, and
freemen, which we call a political government, in which men learn to command by first submitting to obey, as a good general of
horse, or a commander-in-chief, must acquire a knowledge of their duty by having been long under the command of another, and
the like in every appointment in the army: for well is it said, no one knows how to command who has not himself been under
command of another. The virtues of those are indeed different, but a good citizen must necessarily be endowed with them; he ought
also to know in what manner freemen ought to govern, as well as be governed: and this, too, is the duty of a good man. And if the
temperance and justice of him who commands is different from his who, though a freeman, is under command, it is evident that the
virtues of a good citizen cannot be the same as justice, for instance but must be of a different species in these two different
situations, as the temperance and courage of a man and a woman are different from each other; for a man would appear a coward
who had only that courage which would be graceful in a woman, and a woman would be thought a talker who should take as large
a part in the conversation as would become a man of consequence.

The domestic employments of each of them are also different; it is the man’s business to acquire subsistence, the woman’s to take
care of it. But direction and knowledge of public affairs is a virtue peculiar to those who govern, while all others seem to be equally
requisite for both parties; but with this the governed have no concern, it is theirs to entertain just notions: they indeed are like flute-
makers, while those who govern are the musicians who play on them. And thus much to show whether the virtue of a good man
and an excellent citizen is the same, or if it is different, and also how far it is the same, and how far different.

CHAPTER YV

But with respect to citizens there is a doubt remaining, whether those only are truly so who are allowed to share in the government,
or whether the mechanics also are to be considered as such? for if those who are not permitted to rule are to be reckoned among
them, it is impossible that the virtue of all the citizens should be the same, for these also are citizens; and if none of them are
admitted to be citizens, where shall they be ranked? for they are neither [1278a] sojourners nor foreigners? or shall we say that
there will no inconvenience arise from their not being citizens, as they are neither slaves nor freedmen: for this is certainly true, that
all those are not citizens who are necessary to the existence of a city, as boys are not citizens in the same manner that men are, for
those are perfectly so, the others under some conditions; for they are citizens, though imperfect ones: for in former times among
some people the mechanics were either slaves or foreigners, for which reason many of them are so now: and indeed the best
regulated states will not permit a mechanic to be a citizen; but if it be allowed them, we cannot then attribute the virtue we have
described to every citizen or freeman, but to those only who are disengaged from servile offices. Now those who are employed by
one person in them are slaves; those who do them for money are mechanics and hired servants: hence it is evident on the least
reflection what is their situation, for what I have said is fully explained by appearances. Since the number of communities is very
great, it follows necessarily that there will be many different sorts of citizens, particularly of those who are governed by others, so
that in one state it may be necessary to admit mechanics and hired servants to be citizens, but in others it may be impossible; as
particularly in an aristocracy, where honours are bestowed on virtue and dignity: for it is impossible for one who lives the life of a
mechanic or hired servant to acquire the practice of virtue. In an oligarchy also hired servants are not admitted to be citizens;
because there a man’s right to bear any office is regulated by his fortune; but mechanics are, for many citizens are very rich.

There was a law at Thebes that no one could have a share in the government till he had been ten years out of trade. In many states
the law invites strangers to accept the freedom of the city; and in some democracies the son of a free-woman is himself free. The
same is also observed in many others with respect to natural children; but it is through want of citizens regularly born that they
admit such: for these laws are always made in consequence of a scarcity of inhabitants; so, as their numbers increase, they first
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deprive the children of a male or female slave of this privilege, next the child of a free-woman, and last of all they will admit none
but those whose fathers and mothers were both free.

That there are many sorts of citizens, and that he may be said to be as completely who shares the honours of the state, is evident
from what has been already said. Thus Achilles, in Homer, complains of Agamemnon’s treating him like an unhonoured stranger;
for a stranger or sojourner is one who does not partake of the honours of the state: and whenever the right to the freedom of the city
is kept obscure, it is for the sake of the inhabitants. [1278b] From what has been said it is plain whether the virtue of a good man
and an excellent citizen is the same or different: and we find that in some states it is the same, in others not; and also that this is not
true of each citizen, but of those only who take the lead, or are capable of taking the lead, in public affairs, either alone or in
conjunction with others.

CHAPTER VI

Having established these points, we proceed next to consider whether one form of government only should be established, or more
than one; and if more, how many, and of what sort, and what are the differences between them. The form of government is the
ordering and regulating of the city, and all the offices in it, particularly those wherein the supreme power is lodged; and this power
is always possessed by the administration; but the administration itself is that particular form of government which is established in
any state: thus in a democracy the supreme power is lodged in the whole people; on the contrary, in an oligarchy it is in the hands
of a few. We say then, that the form of government in these states is different, and we shall find the same thing hold good in others.
Let us first determine for whose sake a city is established; and point out the different species of rule which man may submit to in
social life.

I have already mentioned in my treatise on the management of a family, and the power of the master, that man is an animal
naturally formed for society, and that therefore, when he does not want any foreign assistance, he will of his own accord desire to
live with others; not but that mutual advantage induces them to it, as far as it enables each person to live more agreeably; and this is
indeed the great object not only to all in general, but also to each individual: but it is not merely matter of choice, but they join in
society also, even that they may be able to live, which probably is not without some share of merit, and they also support civil
society, even for the sake of preserving life, without they are grievously overwhelmed with the miseries of it: for it is very evident
that men will endure many calamities for the sake of living, as being something naturally sweet and desirable. It is easy to point out
the different modes of government, and we have already settled them in our exoteric discourses. The power of the master, though
by nature equally serviceable, both to the master and to the slave, yet nevertheless has for its object the benefit of the master, while
the benefit of the slave arises accidentally; for if the slave is destroyed, the power of the master is at an end: but the authority which
a man has over his wife, and children, and his family, which we call domestic government, is either for the benefit of those who are
under subjection, or else for the common benefit of the whole: but its particular object is the benefit of the governed, as we see in
other arts; in physic, for instance, and the gymnastic exercises, wherein, if any benefit [1279a] arise to the master, it is accidental;
for nothing forbids the master of the exercises from sometimes being himself one of those who exercises, as the steersman is
always one of the sailors; but both the master of the exercises and the steersman consider the good of those who are under their
government. Whatever good may happen to the steersman when he is a sailor, or to the master of the exercises when he himself
makes one at the games, is not intentional, or the object of their power; thus in all political governments which are established to
preserve and defend the equality of the citizens it is held right to rule by turns. Formerly, as was natural, every one expected that
each of his fellow-citizens should in his turn serve the public, and thus administer to his private good, as he himself when in office
had done for others; but now every one is desirous of being continually in power, that he may enjoy the advantage which he makes
of public business and being in office; as if places were a never-failing remedy for every complaint, and were on that account so
eagerly sought after.

It is evident, then, that all those governments which have a common good in view are rightly established and strictly just, but those
who have in view only the good of the rulers are all founded on wrong principles, and are widely different from what a government
ought to be, for they are tyranny over slaves, whereas a city is a community of freemen.

CHAPTER VII

Having established these particulars, we come to consider next the different number of governments which there are, and what they
are; and first, what are their excellencies: for when we have determined this, their defects will be evident enough.
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It is evident that every form of government or administration, for the words are of the same import, must contain a supreme power
over the whole state, and this supreme power must necessarily be in the hands of one person, or a few, or many; and when either of
these apply their power for the common good, such states are well governed; but when the interest of the one, the few, or the many
who enjoy this power is alone consulted, then ill; for you must either affirm that those who make up the community are not
citizens, or else let these share in the advantages of government. We usually call a state which is governed by one person for the
common good, a kingdom; one that is governed by more than one, but by a few only, an aristocracy; either because the government
is in the hands of the most worthy citizens, or because it is the best form for the city and its inhabitants. When the citizens at large
govern for the public good, it is called a state; which is also a common name for all other governments, and these distinctions are
consonant to reason; for it will not be difficult to find one person, or a very few, of very distinguished abilities, but almost
impossible to meet with the majority [1279b] of a people eminent for every virtue; but if there is one common to a whole nation it
is valour; for this is created and supported by numbers: for which reason in such a state the profession of arms will always have the
greatest share in the government.

Now the corruptions attending each of these governments are these; a kingdom may degenerate into a tyranny, an aristocracy into
an oligarchy, and a state into a democracy. Now a tyranny is a monarchy where the good of one man only is the object of
government, an oligarchy considers only the rich, and a democracy only the poor; but neither of them have a common good in
view.

CHAPTER VI

It will be necessary to enlarge a little more upon the nature of each of these states, which is not without some difficulty, for he who
would enter into a philosophical inquiry into the principles of them, and not content himself with a superficial view of their
outward conduct, must pass over and omit nothing, but explain the true spirit of each of them. A tyranny then is, as has been said, a
monarchy, where one person has an absolute and despotic power over the whole community and every member therein: an
oligarchy, where the supreme power of the state is lodged with the rich: a democracy, on the contrary, is where those have it who
are worth little or nothing. But the first difficulty that arises from the distinctions which we have laid down is this, should it happen
that the majority of the inhabitants who possess the power of the state (for this is a democracy) should be rich, the question is, how
does this agree with what we have said? The same difficulty occurs, should it ever happen that the poor compose a smaller part of
the people than the rich, but from their superior abilities acquire the supreme power; for this is what they call an oligarchy; it
should seem then that our definition of the different states was not correct: nay, moreover, could any one suppose that the majority
of the people were poor, and the minority rich, and then describe the state in this manner, that an oligarchy was a government in
which the rich, being few in number, possessed the supreme power, and that a democracy was a state in which the poor, being
many in number, possessed it, still there will be another difficulty; for what name shall we give to those states we have been
describing? I mean, that in which the greater number are rich, and that in which the lesser number are poor (where each of these
possess the supreme power), if there are no other states than those we have described. It seems therefore evident to reason, that
whether the supreme power is vested in the hands of many or few may be a matter of accident; but that it is clear enough, that when
it is in the hands of the few, it will be a government of the rich; when in the hands of the many, it will be a government of the poor;
since in all countries there are many poor and few rich: it is not therefore the cause that has been already assigned (namely, the
number of people in power) that makes the difference between the two governments; but an oligarchy and democracy differ in this
from each other, in the poverty of those who govern in the one, and the riches 1280a of those who govern in the other; for when the
government is in the hands of the rich, be they few or be they more, it is an oligarchy; when it is in the hands of the poor, it is a
democracy: but, as we have already said, the one will be always few, the other numerous, but both will enjoy liberty; and from the
claims of wealth and liberty will arise continual disputes with each other for the lead in public affairs.

CHAPTER IX

Let us first determine what are the proper limits of an oligarchy and a democracy, and what is just in each of these states; for all
men have some natural inclination to justice; but they proceed therein only to a certain degree; nor can they universally point out
what is absolutely just; as, for instance, what is equal appears just, and is so; but not to all; only among those who are equals: and
what is unequal appears just, and is so; but not to all, only amongst those who are unequals; which circumstance some people
neglect, and therefore judge ill; the reason for which is, they judge for themselves, and every one almost is the worst judge in his
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own cause. Since then justice has reference to persons, the same distinctions must be made with respect to persons which are made
with respect to things, in the manner that I have already described in my Ethics.

As to the equality of the things, these they agree in; but their dispute is concerning the equality of the persons, and chiefly for the
reason above assigned; because they judge ill in their own cause; and also because each party thinks, that if they admit what is right
in some particulars, they have done justice on the whole: thus, for instance, if some persons are unequal in riches, they suppose
them unequal in the whole; or, on the contrary, if they are equal in liberty, they suppose them equal in the whole: but what is
absolutely just they omit; for if civil society was founded for the sake of preserving and increasing property, every one’s right in the
city would be equal to his fortune; and then the reasoning of those who insist upon an oligarchy would be valid; for it would not be
right that he who contributed one mina should have an equal share in the hundred along with him who brought in all the rest, either
of the original money or what was afterwards acquired.

Nor was civil society founded merely to preserve the lives of its members; but that they might live well: for otherwise a state might
be composed of slaves, or the animal creation: but this is not so; for these have no share in the happiness of it; nor do they live after
their own choice; nor is it an alliance mutually to defend each other from injuries, or for a commercial intercourse: for then the
Tyrrhenians and Carthaginians, and all other nations between whom treaties of commerce subsist, would be citizens of one city; for
they have articles to regulate their exports and imports, and engagements for mutual protection, and alliances for mutual defence;
but [1280b] yet they have not all the same magistrates established among them, but they are different among the different people;
nor does the one take any care, that the morals of the other should be as they ought, or that none of those who have entered into the
common agreements should be unjust, or in any degree vicious, only that they do not injure any member of the confederacy. But
whosoever endeavours to establish wholesome laws in a state, attends to the virtues and the vices of each individual who composes
it; from whence it is evident, that the first care of him who would found a city, truly deserving that name, and not nominally so,
must be to have his citizens virtuous; for otherwise it is merely an alliance for self-defence; differing from those of the same cast
which are made between different people only in place: for law is an agreement and a pledge, as the sophist Lycophron says,
between the citizens of their intending to do justice to each other, though not sufficient to make all the citizens just and good: and
that this is faact is evident, for could any one bring different places together, as, for instance, enclose Megara and Corinth in a wall,
yet they would not be one city, not even if the inhabitants intermarried with each other, though this inter-community contributes
much to make a place one city. Besides, could we suppose a set of people to live separate from each other, but within such a
distance as would admit of an intercourse, and that there were laws subsisting between each party, to prevent their injuring one
another in their mutual dealings, supposing one a carpenter, another a husbandman, shoemaker, and the like, and that their numbers
were ten thousand, still all that they would have together in common would be a tariff for trade, or an alliance for mutual defence,
but not the same city. And why? not because their mutual intercourse is not near enough, for even if persons so situated should
come to one place, and every one should live in his own house as in his native city, and there should be alliances subsisting
between each party to mutually assist and prevent any injury being done to the other, still they would not be admitted to be a city
by those who think correctly, if they preserved the same customs when they were together as when they were separate.

It is evident, then, that a city is not a community of place; nor established for the sake of mutual safety or traffic with each other;
but that these things are the necessary consequences of a city, although they may all exist where there is no city: but a city is a
society of people joining together with their families and their children to live agreeably for the sake of having their lives as happy
and as independent as possible: and for this purpose it is necessary that they should live in one place and intermarry with each
other: hence in all cities there are family-meetings, clubs, sacrifices, and public entertainments to promote friendship; for a love of
sociability is friendship itself; so that the end then for which a city is established is, that the inhabitants of it may live happy, and
these things are conducive to that end: for it is a community of families and villages for the sake of a perfect independent life; that
is, as we have already said, for the sake of living well and happily. It is not therefore founded for the purpose of men’s merely
[1281a] living together, but for their living as men ought; for which reason those who contribute most to this end deserve to have
greater power in the city than those who are their equals in family and freedom, but their inferiors in civil virtue, or those who excel
them in wealth but are below them in worth. It is evident from what has been said, that in all disputes upon government each party
says something that is just.

CHAPTER X

It may also be a doubt where the supreme power ought to be lodged. Shall it be with the majority, or the wealthy, with a number of
proper persons, or one better than the rest, or with a tyrant? But whichever of these we prefer some difficulty will arise. For what?
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shall the poor have it because they are the majority? they may then divide among themselves, what belongs to the rich: nor is this
unjust; because truly it has been so judged by the supreme power. But what avails it to point out what is the height of injustice if
this is not? Again, if the many seize into their own hands everything which belongs to the few, it is evident that the city will be at
an end. But virtue will never destroy what is virtuous; nor can what is right be the ruin of the state: therefore such a law can never
be right, nor can the acts of a tyrant ever be wrong, for of necessity they must all be just; for he, from his unlimited power, compels
every one to obey his command, as the multitude oppress the rich. Is it right then that the rich, the few, should have the supreme
power? and what if they be guilty of the same rapine and plunder the possessions of the majority, that will be as right as the other:
but that all things of this sort are wrong and unjust is evident. Well then, these of the better sort shall have it: but must not then all
the other citizens live unhonoured, without sharing the offices of the city; for the offices of a city are its honours, and if one set of
men are always in power, it is evident that the rest must be without honour. Well then, let it be with one person of all others the
fittest for it: but by this means the power will be still more contracted, and a greater number than before continue unhonoured. But
some one may say, that it is wrong to let man have the supreme power and not the law, as his soul is subject to so many passions.
But if this law appoints an aristocracy, or a democracy, how will it help us in our present doubts? for those things will happen
which we have already mentioned.

CHAPTER XI

Other particulars we will consider separately; but it seems proper to prove, that the supreme power ought to be lodged with the
many, rather than with those of the better sort, who are few; and also to explain what doubts (and probably just ones) may arise:
now, though not one individual of the many may himself be fit for the supreme power, yet when these many are joined together, it
does not follow but they may be better qualified for it than those; and this not separately, but as a collective body; as the public
suppers exceed those which are given at one person’s private expense: for, as they are many, each person brings in his share of
virtue and wisdom; and thus, coming together, they are like one man made up of a multitude, with many feet, many hands, and
many intelligences: thus is it with respect to the manners and understandings of the multitude taken together; for which reason the
public are the best judges of music and poetry; for some understand one part, some another, and all collectively the whole; and in
this particular men of consequence differ from each of the many; as they say those who are beautiful do from those who are not so,
and as fine pictures excel any natural objects, by collecting the several beautiful parts which were dispersed among different
originals into one, although the separate parts, as the eye or any other, might be handsomer than in the picture.

But if this distinction is to be made between every people and every general assembly, and some few men of consequence, it may
be doubtful whether it is true; nay, it is clear enough that, with respect to a few, it is not; since the same conclusion might be
applied even to brutes: and indeed wherein do some men differ from brutes? Not but that nothing prevents what I have said being
true of the people in some states. The doubt then which we have lately proposed, with all its consequences, may be settled in this
manner; it is necessary that the freemen who compose the bulk of the people should have absolute power in some things; but as
they are neither men of property, nor act uniformly upon principles of virtue, it is not safe to trust them with the first offices in the
state, both on account of their iniquity and their ignorance; from the one of which they will do what is wrong, from the other they
will mistake: and yet it is dangerous to allow them no power or share in the government; for when there are many poor people who
are incapable of acquiring the honours of their country, the state must necessarily have many enemies in it; let them then be
permitted to vote in the public assemblies and to determine causes; for which reason Socrates, and some other legislators, gave
them the power of electing the officers of the state, and also of inquiring into their conduct when they came out of office, and only
prevented their being magistrates by themselves; for the multitude when they are collected together have all of them sufficient
understanding for these purposes, and, mixing among those of higher rank, are serviceable to the city, as some things, which alone
are improper for food, when mixed with others make the whole more wholesome than a few of them would be.

But there is a difficulty attending this form of government, for it seems, that the person who himself was capable of curing any one
who was then sick, must be the best judge whom to employ as a physician; but such a one must be himself a physician; and the
same holds true in every other practice and art: and as a physician ought [1282a] to give an account of his practice to a physician,
so ought it to be in other arts: those whose business is physic may be divided into three sorts, the first of these is he who makes up
the medicines; the second prescribes, and is to the other as the architect is to the mason; the third is he who understands the science,
but never practises it: now these three distinctions may be found in those who understand all other arts; nor have we less opinion of
their judgment who are only instructed in the principles of the art than of those who practise it: and with respect to elections the
same method of proceeding seems right; for to elect a proper person in any science is the business of those who are skilful therein;
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as in geometry, of geometricians; in steering, of steersmen: but if some individuals should know something of particular arts and
works, they do not know more than the professors of them: so that even upon this principle neither the election of magistrates, nor
the censure of their conduct, should be entrusted to the many.

But probably all that has been here said may not be right; for, to resume the argument I lately used, if the people are not very brutal
indeed, although we allow that each individual knows less of these affairs than those who have given particular attention to them,
yet when they come together they will know them better, or at least not worse; besides, in some particular arts it is not the workman
only who is the best judge; namely, in those the works of which are understood by those who do not profess them: thus he who
builds a house is not the only judge of it, for the master of the family who inhabits it is a better; thus also a steersman is a better
judge of a tiller than he who made it; and he who gives an entertainment than the cook. What has been said seems a sufficient
solution of this difficulty; but there is another that follows: for it seems absurd that the power of the state should be lodged with
those who are but of indifferent morals, instead of those who are of excellent characters. Now the power of election and censure are
of the utmost consequence, and this, as has been said, in some states they entrust to the people; for the general assembly is the
supreme court of all, and they have a voice in this, and deliberate in all public affairs, and try all causes, without any objection to
the meanness of their circumstances, and at any age: but their treasurers, generals, and other great officers of state are taken from
men of great fortune and worth. This difficulty also may be solved upon the same principle; and here too they may be right, for the
power is not in the man who is member of the assembly, or council, but the assembly itself, and the council, and the people, of
which each individual of the whole community are the parts, I mean as senator, adviser, or judge; for which reason it is very right,
that the many should have the greatest powers in their own hands; for the people, the council, and the judges are composed of them,
and the property of all these collectively is more than the property of any person or a few who fill the great offices of the state: and
thus I determine these points.

The first question that we stated shows plainly, that the supreme power should be lodged in laws duly made and that the magistrate
or magistrates, either one or more, should be authorised to determine those cases which the laws cannot particularly speak to, as it
is impossible for them, in general language, to explain themselves upon everything that may arise: but what these laws are which
are established upon the best foundations has not been yet explained, but still remains a matter of some question: but the laws of
every state will necessarily be like every state, either trifling or excellent, just or unjust; for it is evident, that the laws must be
framed correspondent to the constitution of the government; and, if so, it is plain, that a well-formed government will have good
laws, a bad one, bad ones.
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1.4: Alexis de Tocqueville — Selections from Democracy in America, 1831

Figure 4.1 “Alexis de Tocqueville” by Theodore Chasseriau.

Alexis de Tocqueville was born in the early 19th century in Paris, France. Historian, diplomat, and jurist, de Tocqueville born into
an aristocratic family and lost many members of his family in the Reign of Terror, the period of turmoil following the French
Revolution. In his early twenties, he travelled to America with his friend and colleague, Gustave Beaumont. Drawing on his
firsthand experience, he wrote “Democracy in America”, 4 vol. (1835-40), an analysis of democracy’s possibilities and limitations
and a detailed account of the political and social system of the United States in the early 19th century.

...CHAPTER III: SOCIAL CONDITION OF THE ANGLO-AMERICANS

Social condition is commonly the result of circumstances, sometimes of laws, oftener still of these two causes united; but when
once established, it may justly be considered as itself the source of almost all the laws, the usages, and the ideas which regulate the
conduct of nations: whatever it does not produce, it modifies. If we would become acquainted with the legislation and the manners
of a nation, therefore, we must begin by the study of its social condition.

THE STRIKING CHARACTERISTIC OF THE SOCIAL CONDITION OF THE ANGLO-AMERICANS IS ITS ESSENTIAL
DEMOCRACY.

Many important observations suggest themselves upon the social condition of the Anglo-Americans; but there is one which takes
precedence of all the rest. The social condition of the Americans is eminently democratic; this was its character at the foundation of
the colonies, and is still more strongly marked at the present day.

I have stated in the preceding chapter that great equality existed among the emigrants who settled on the shores of New England.
The germ of aristocracy was never planted in that part of the Union. The only influence which obtained there was that of intellect;
the people were used to reverence certain names as the emblems of knowledge and virtue. Some of their fellow-citizens acquired a
power over the rest which might truly have been called aristocratic, if it had been capable of invariable transmission from father to
SOn.

...the law of descent was the last step to equality. I am surprised that ancient and modern jurists have not attributed to this law a
greater influence on human affairs.[57] It is true that these laws belong to civil affairs: but they ought nevertheless to be placed at
the head of all political institutions; for, while political laws are only the symbol of a nation’s condition, they exercise an incredible
influence upon its social state. They have, moreover, a sure and uniform manner of operating upon society, affecting, as it were,
generations yet unknown.

Through their means man acquires a kind of preternatural power over the future lot of his fellow-creatures. When the legislator has
once regulated the law of inheritance, he may rest from his labor. The machine once put in motion will go on for ages, and advance,
as if self-guided, toward a given point. When framed in a particular manner, this law unites, draws together, and vests property and
power in a few hands: its tendency is clearly aristocratic. On opposite principles its action is still more rapid; it divides, distributes,
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and disperses both property and power. Alarmed by the rapidity of its progress, those who despair of arresting its motion endeavor
to obstruct by difficulties and impediments; they vainly seek to counteract its effect by contrary efforts: but it gradually reduces or
destroys every obstacle, until by its incessant activity the bulwarks of the influence of wealth are ground down to the fine and
shifting sand which is the basis of democracy. When the law of inheritance permits, still more when it decrees, the equal division of
a father’s property among all his children, its effects are of two kinds: it is important to distinguish them from each other, although
they tend to the same end.

In virtue of the law of partible inheritance, the death of every proprietor brings about a kind of revolution in property: not only do
his possessions change hands, but their very nature is altered; since they are parceled into shares, which become smaller and
smaller at each division. This is the direct, and, as it were, the physical effect of the law. It follows, then, that in countries where
equality of inheritance is established by law, property, and especially landed property, must have a tendency to perpetual
diminution. The effects, however, of such legislation would only be perceptible after a lapse of time, if the law was abandoned to
its own working; for supposing a family to consist of two children (and in a country peopled as France is, the average number is not
above three), these children, sharing among them the fortune of both parents, would not be poorer than their father or mother.

But the law of equal division exercises its influence not merely upon the property itself, but it affects the minds of the heirs, and
brings their passions into play. These indirect consequences tend powerfully to the destruction of large fortunes, and especially of
large domains.

...Most certainly is it not for us, Frenchmen of the nineteenth century, who daily behold the political and social changes which the
law of partition is bringing to pass, to question its influence. It is perpetually conspicuous in our country, overthrowing the walls of
our dwellings and removing the landmarks of our fields. But although it has produced great effects in France, much still remains
for it to do. Our recollections, opinions, and habits, present powerful obstacles to its progress.

In the United States it has nearly completed its work of destruction, and there we can best study its results...In the state of New
York, which formerly contained many of these, there are but two who still keep their heads above the stream; and they must shortly
disappear. The sons of these opulent citizens have become merchants, lawyers, or physicians. Most of them have lapsed into
obscurity. The last trace of hereditary ranks and distinctions is destroyed—the law of partition has reduced all to one level.

I do not mean that there is any deficiency of wealthy individuals in the United States; I know of no country, indeed, where the love
of money has taken stronger hold on the affections of men, and where a profounder contempt is expressed for the theory of the
permanent equality of property. But wealth circulates with inconceivable rapidity, and experience shows that it is rare to find two
succeeding generations in the full enjoyment of it.

This picture, which may perhaps be thought overcharged, still gives a very imperfect idea of what is taking place in the new states
of the west and southwest. At the end of the last century a few bold adventurers began to penetrate into the valleys of the
Mississippi, and the mass of the population very soon began to move in that direction: communities unheard of till then were seen
to emerge from their wilds: states, whose names were not in existence a few years before, claimed their place in the American
Union; and in the western settlements we may behold democracy arrived at its utmost extreme. In these states, founded off hand,
and as it were by chance, the inhabitants are but of yesterday. Scarcely known to one another, the nearest neighbors are ignorant of
each other’s history. In this part of the American continent, therefore, the population has not experienced the influence of great
names and great wealth, nor even that of the natural aristocracy of knowledge and virtue. None are there to wield that respectable
power which men willingly grant to the remembrance of a life spent in doing good before their eyes. The new states of the west are
already inhabited; but society has no existence among them.

It is not only the fortunes of men which are equal in America; even their acquirements partake in some degree of the same
uniformity. I do not believe there is a country in the world where, in proportion to the population, there are so few uninstructed, and
at the same time so few learned individuals. Primary instruction is within the reach of everybody; superior instruction is scarcely to
be obtained by any. This is not surprising; it is in fact the necessary consequence of what we have advanced above. Almost all the
Americans are in easy circumstances, and can therefore obtain the elements of human knowledge.

In America there are comparatively few who are rich enough to live without a profession. Every profession requires an
apprenticeship, which limits the time of instruction to the early years of life. At fifteen they enter upon their calling, and thus their

education ends at the age when ours begins. Whatever is done afterward, is with a view to some special and lucrative object; a
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science is taken up as a matter of business, and the only branch of it which is attended to is such as admits of an immediate
practical application.

In America most of the rich men were formerly poor; most of those who now enjoy leisure were absorbed in business during their
youth; the consequence of which is, that when they might have had a taste for study they had no time for it, and when the time is at
their disposal they have no longer the inclination.

There is no class, then, in America in which the taste for intellectual pleasures is transmitted with hereditary fortune and leisure,
and by which the labors of the intellect are held in honor. Accordingly there is an equal want of the desire and the power of
application to these objects.

A middling standard is fixed in America for human knowledge. All approach as near to it as they can; some as they rise, others as
they descend. Of course, an immense multitude of persons are to be found who entertain the same number of ideas on religion,
history, science, political economy, legislation, and government. The gifts of intellect proceed directly from God, and man cannot
prevent their unequal distribution. But in consequence of the state of things which we have here represented, it happens, that
although the capacities of men are widely different, as the Creator has doubtless intended they should be, they are submitted to the
same method of treatment.

In America the aristocratic element has always been feeble from its birth; and if at the present day it is not actually destroyed, it is
at any rate so completely disabled that we can scarcely assign to it any degree of influence in the course of affairs.

The democratic principle, on the contrary, has gained so much strength by time, by events, and by legislation, as to have become
not only predominant but all-powerful. There is no family or corporate authority, and it is rare to find even the influence of
individual character enjoy any durability.

America, then, exhibits in her social state a most extraordinary phenomenon. Men are there seen on a greater equality in point of
fortune and intellect, or in other words, more equal in their strength, than in any other country of the world, or, in any age of which
history has preserved the remembrance.

POLITICAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE SOCIAL CONDITION OF THE ANGLO-AMERICANS.
The political consequences of such a social condition as this are easily deducible.

It is impossible to believe that equality will not eventually find its way into the political world as it does everywhere else. To
conceive of men remaining forever unequal upon one single point, yet equal on all others, is impossible; they must come in the end
to be equal upon all.

Now I know of only two methods of establishing equality in the political world: every citizen must be put in possession of his
rights, or rights must be granted to no one. For nations which have arrived at the same stage of social existence as the Anglo-
Americans, it is therefore very difficult to discover a medium between the sovereignty of all and the absolute power of one man:
and it would be vain to deny that the social condition which I have been describing is equally liable to each of these consequences.

There is, in fact, a manly and lawful passion for equality, which excites men to wish all to be powerful and honored. This passion
tends to elevate the humble to the rank of the great; but there exists also in the human heart a depraved taste for equality, which
impels the weak to attempt to lower the powerful to their own level, and reduces men to prefer equality in slavery to inequality with
freedom. Not that those nations whose social condition is democratic naturally despise liberty; on the contrary, they have an
instinctive love of it. But liberty is not the chief and constant object of their desires; equality is their idol: they make rapid and
sudden efforts to obtain liberty, and if they miss their aim, resign themselves to their disappointment; but nothing can satisfy them
except equality, and rather than lose it they resolve to perish.

On the other hand, in a state where the citizens are nearly on an equality, it becomes difficult for them to preserve their
independence against the aggression of power. No one among them being strong enough to engage singly in the struggle with
advantage, nothing but a general combination can protect their liberty: and such a union is not always to be found. From the same
social position, then, nations may derive one or the other of two great political results; these results are extremely different from
each other, but they may both proceed from the same cause.

The Anglo-Americans are the first who, having been exposed to this formidable alternative, have been happy enough to escape the
dominion of absolute power. They have been allowed by their circumstances, their origin, their intelligence, and especially by their
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moral feeling, to establish and maintain the sovereignty of the people.
Footnotes:

[1] T understand by the law of descent all those laws whose principal object it is to regulate the distribution of property after the
death of its owner. The law of entail is of this number: it certainly prevents the owner from disposing of his possessions before his
death; but this is solely with a view of preserving them entire for the heir. The principal object, therefore, of the law of entail is to
regulate the descent of property after the death of its owner: its other provisions are merely means to this end.

[2] T do not mean to say that the small proprietor cultivates his land better, but he cultivates it with more ardor and care; so that he
makes up by his labor for his want of skill.

[3] Land being the most stable kind of property, we find, from time to time, rich individuals who are disposed to make great
sacrifices in order to obtain it, and who willingly forfeit a considerable part of their income to make sure of the rest. But these are
accidental cases. The preference for landed property is no longer found habitually in any class but among the poor. The small land-
owner, who has less information, less imagination, and fewer passions, than the great one, is generally occupied with the desire of
increasing his estate; and it often happens that by inheritance, by marriage, or by the chances of trade, he is gradually furnished
with the means. Thus, to balance the tendency which leads men to divide their estates, there exists another, which incites them to
add to them. This tendency, which is sufficient to prevent estates from being divided ad infinitum, is not strong enough to create
great territorial possessions, certainly not to keep them up in the same family.

...CHAPTER IX: WHY THE PEOPLE MAY STRICTLY BE SAID TO GOVERN IN THE UNITED STATES.

I have hitherto examined the institutions of the United States; I have passed their legislation in review, and I have depicted the
present characteristics of political society in that country. But a sovereign power exists above these institutions and beyond these
characteristic features, which may destroy or modify them at its pleasure; I mean that of the people. It remains to be shown in what
manner this power, which regulates the laws, acts: its propensities and its passions remain to be pointed out, as well as the secret
springs which retard, accelerate, or direct its irresistible course; and the effects of its unbounded authority, with the destiny which is
probably reserved for it. In America the people appoints the legislative and the executive power, and furnishes the jurors who
punish all offences against the laws. The American institutions are democratic, not only in their principle but in all their
consequences; and the people elects its representatives directly, and for the most part annually, in order to ensure their dependence.
The people is therefore the real directing power; and although the form of government is representative, it is evident that the
opinions, the prejudices, the interests, and even the passions of the community are hindered by no durable obstacles from
exercising a perpetual influence on society. In the United States the majority governs in the name of the people, as is the case in all
the countries in which the people is supreme. This majority is principally composed of peaceable citizens, who, either by
inclination or by interest, are sincerely desirous of the welfare of their country. But they are surrounded by the incessant agitation
of parties, which attempt to gain their co-operation and to avail themselves of their support.

...CHAPTER XIV: WHAT THE REAL ADVANTAGES ARE WHICH AMERICAN SOCIETY DERIVES FROM THE
GOVERNMENT OF THE DEMOCRACY.

...The defects and the weaknesses of a democratic government may very readily be discovered; they are demonstrated by the most
flagrant instances, while its beneficial influence is less perceptibly exercised. A single glance suffices to detect its evil
consequences, but its good qualities can only be discerned by long observation. The laws of the American democracy are
frequently defective or incomplete; they sometimes attack vested rights, or give a sanction to others which are dangerous to the
community; but even if they were good, the frequent changes which they undergo would be an evil. How comes it, then, that the
American republics prosper, and maintain their position?

In the consideration of laws, a distinction must be carefully observed between the end at which they aim, and the means by which
they are directed to that end; between their absolute and their relative excellence. If it be the intention of the legislator to favor the
interests of the minority at the expense of the majority, and if the measures he takes are so combined as to accomplish the object he
has in view with the least possible expense of time and exertion, the law may be well drawn up, although its purpose be bad; and
the more efficacious it is, the greater is the mischief which it causes.

Democratic laws generally tend to promote the welfare of the greatest possible number; for they emanate from a majority of the

citizens, who are subject to error, but who cannot have an interest opposed to their own advantage. The laws of an aristocracy tend,
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on the contrary, to concentrate wealth and power in the hands of the minority, because an aristocracy, by its very nature, constitutes
a minority. It may therefore be asserted, as a general proposition, that the purpose of a democracy, in the conduct of its legislation,
is useful to a greater number of citizens than that of an aristocracy. This is, however, the sum total of its advantages.

Aristocracies are infinitely more expert in the science of legislation than democracies ever can be. They are possessed of a self-
control which protects them from the errors of a temporary excitement; and they form lasting designs which they mature with the
assistance of favorable opportunities. Aristocratic government proceeds with the dexterity of art; it understands how to make the
collective force of all its laws converge at the same time to a given point. Such is not the case with democracies, whose laws are
almost always ineffective, or inopportune. The means of democracy are therefore more imperfect than those of aristocracy, and the
measures which it unwittingly adopts are frequently opposed to its own cause; but the object it has in view is more useful.

Let us now imagine a community so organized by nature, or by its constitution, that it can support the transitory action of bad laws,
and it can await, without destruction, the general tendency of the legislation: we shall then be able to conceive that a democratic
government, notwithstanding its defects, will be most fitted to conduce to the prosperity of this community. This is precisely what
has occurred in the United States; and I repeat, what I have before remarked, that the great advantage of the Americans consists in
their being able to commit faults which they may afterward repair.

An analogous observation may be made respecting officers. It is easy to perceive that the American democracy frequently errs in
the choice of the individuals to whom it entrusts the power of the administration; but it is more difficult to say why the state
prospers under their rule. In the first place it is to be remarked, that if in a democratic state the governors have less honesty and less
capacity than elsewhere, the governed on the other hand are more enlightened and more attentive to their interests. As the people in
democracies is more incessantly vigilant in its affairs, and more jealous of its rights, it prevents its representatives from abandoning
that general line of conduct which its own interest prescribes. In the second place, it must be remembered that if the democratic
magistrate is more apt to misuse his power, he possesses it for a shorter period of time. But there is yet another reason which is still
more general and conclusive. It is no doubt of importance to the welfare of nations that they should be governed by men of talents
and virtue; but it is perhaps still more important that the interests of those men should not differ from the interests of the
community at large; for if such were the case, virtues of a high order might become useless, and talents might be turned to a bad
account. I say that it is important that the interests of the persons in authority should not conflict with or oppose the interests of the
community at large; but I do not insist upon their having the same interests as the whole population, because I am not aware that
such a state of things ever existed in any country.

... The English aristocracy is perhaps the most liberal which ever existed, and no body of men has ever, uninterruptedly, furnished
so many honorable and enlightened individuals to the government of a country. It cannot, however, escape observation, that in the
legislation of England the good of the poor has been sacrificed to the advantage of the rich, and the rights of the majority to the
privileges of the few. The consequence is that England, at the present day, combines the extremes of fortune in the bosom of her
society; and her perils and calamities are almost equal to her power and her renown.

In the United States, where the public officers have no interests to promote connected with their caste, the general and constant
influence of the government is beneficial, although the individuals who conduct it are frequently unskillful and sometimes
contemptible. There is, indeed, a secret tendency in democratic institutions to render the exertions of the citizens subservient to the
prosperity of the community, notwithstanding their private vices and mistakes; while in aristocratic institutions there is a secret
propensity, which, notwithstanding the talents and the virtues of those who conduct the government, leads them to contribute to the
evils which oppress their fellow creatures. In aristocratic governments public men may frequently do injuries which they do not
intend; and in democratic states they produce advantages which they never thought of.

PUBLIC SPIRIT IN THE UNITED STATES.

There is one sort of patriotic attachment which principally arises from that instinctive, disinterested, and undefinable feeling which
connects the affections of man with his birthplace. This natural fondness is united to a taste for ancient customs, and to a reverence
for ancestral traditions of the past; those who cherish it love their country as they love the mansion of their fathers. They enjoy the
tranquility which it affords them; they cling to the peaceful habits which they have contracted within its bosom; they are attached to
the reminiscences which it awakens, and they are even pleased by the state of obedience in which they are placed. This patriotism

is sometimes stimulated by religious enthusiasm, and then it is capable of making the most prodigious efforts. It is in itself a kind
of religion; it does not reason, but it acts from the impulse of faith and of sentiment. By some nations the monarch has been
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regarded as a personification of the country; and the fervor of patriotism being converted into the fervor of loyalty, they took a
sympathetic pride in his conquests, and gloried in his power. At one time, under the ancient monarchy, the French felt a sort of
satisfaction in the sense of their dependence upon the arbitrary pleasure of their king, and they were wont to say with pride: “We
are the subjects of the most powerful king in the world.”

But, like all instinctive passions, this kind of patriotism is more apt to prompt transient exertion than to supply the motives of
continuous endeavor. It may save the state in critical circumstances, but it will not infrequently allow the nation to decline in the
midst of peace. While the manners of a people are simple, and its faith unshaken, while society is steadily based upon traditional
institutions, whose legitimacy has never been contested, this instinctive patriotism is wont to endure.

But there is another species of attachment to a country which is more rational than the one we have been describing. It is perhaps
less generous and less ardent, but it is more fruitful and more lasting; it is coeval with the spread of knowledge, it is nurtured by the
laws, it grows by the exercise of civil rights, and in the end, it is confounded with the personal interest of the citizen. A man
comprehends the influence which the prosperity of his country has upon his own welfare; he is aware that the laws authorize him to
contribute his assistance to that prosperity, and he labors to promote it as a portion of his interest in the first place, and as a portion
of his right in the second.

But epochs sometimes occur, in the course of the existence of a nation, at which the ancient customs of a people are changed,
public morality destroyed, religious belief disturbed, and the spell of tradition broken, while the diffusion of knowledge is yet
imperfect, and the civil rights of the community are ill secured, or confined within very narrow limits. The country then assumes a
dim and dubious shape in the eyes of the citizens; they no longer behold it in the soil which they inhabit, for that soil is to them a
dull inanimate clod; nor in the usages of their forefathers, which they have been taught to look upon as a debasing yoke; nor in
religion, for of that they doubt; nor in the laws, which do not originate in their own authority; nor in the legislator, whom they fear
and despise. The country is lost to their senses, they can neither discover it under its own, nor under borrowed features, and they
entrench themselves within the dull precincts of a narrow egotism. They are emancipated from prejudice, without having
acknowledged the empire of reason; they are animated neither by the instinctive patriotism of monarchical subjects, nor by the
thinking patriotism of republican citizens; but they have stopped half-way between the two, in the midst of confusion and of
distress.

In this predicament, to retreat is impossible; for a people cannot restore the vivacity of its earlier times, any more than a man can
return to the innocence and the bloom of childhood; such things may be regretted, but they cannot be renewed. The only thing,
then, which remains to be done, is to proceed, and to accelerate the union of private with public interests, since the period of
disinterested patriotism is gone by for ever.

I am certainly very far from averring, that, in order to obtain this result, the exercise of political rights should be immediately
granted to all the members of the community. But I maintain that the most powerful, and perhaps the only means of interesting men
in the welfare of their country, which we still possess, is to make them partakers in the government. At the present time civic zeal
seems to me to be inseparable from the exercise of political rights; and I hold that the number of citizens will be found to augment
or decrease in Europe in proportion as those rights are extended.

In the United States, the inhabitants were thrown but as yesterday upon the soil which they now occupy, and they brought neither
customs nor traditions with them there; they meet each other for the first time with no previous acquaintance; in short, the
instinctive love of their country can scarcely exist in their minds; but every one takes as zealous an interest in the affairs of his
township, his country, and of the whole state, as if they were his own, because every one, in his sphere, takes an active part in the
government of society.

The lower orders in the United States are alive to the perception of the influence exercised by the general prosperity upon their own
welfare; and simple as this observation is, it is one which is but too rarely made by the people. But in America the people regard
this prosperity as the result of its own exertions; the citizen looks upon the fortune of the public as his private interest, and he co-
operates in its success, not so much from a sense of pride or of duty, as from what I shall venture to term cupidity.

It is unnecessary to study the institutions and the history of the Americans in order to discover the truth of this remark, for their
manners render it sufficiently evident. As the American participates in all that is done in his country, he thinks himself obliged to
defend whatever may be censured; for it is not only his country which is attacked upon these occasions, but it is himself. The

consequence is that his national pride resorts to a thousand artifices, and to all the petty tricks of individual vanity.
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Nothing is more embarrassing in the ordinary intercourse of life than this irritable patriotism of the Americans. A stranger may be
well inclined to praise many of the institutions of their country, but he begs permission to blame some of the peculiarities which he
observes—a permission which is however inexorably refused. America is therefore a free country, in which, lest anybody should be
hurt by your remarks, you are not allowed to speak freely of private individuals or of the state; of the citizens or of the authorities;
of public or of private undertakings; or, in short, of anything at all, except it be of the climate and the soil; and even then Americans
will be found ready to defend either the one or the other, as if they had been contrived by the inhabitants of the country.

In our times, option must be made between the patriotism of all and the government of a few; for the force and activity which the
first confers, are irreconcilable with the guarantees of tranquility which the second furnishes.

NOTION OF RIGHTS IN THE UNITED STATES

After the idea of virtue, I am acquainted with no higher principle than that of right; or, to speak more accurately, these two ideas are
commingled in one. The idea of right is simply that of virtue introduced into the political world. It is the idea of right which
enabled men to define anarchy and tyranny; and which taught them to remain independent without arrogance, as well as to obey
without servility. The man who submits to violence is debased by his compliance; but when he obeys the mandate of one who
possesses that right of authority which he acknowledges in a fellow creature, he rises in some measure above the person who
delivers the command. There are no great men without virtue, and there are no great nations—it may also be added that there would
be no society—without the notion of rights; for what is the condition of a mass of rational and intelligent beings who are only united
together by the bond of force?

I am persuaded that the only means which we possess at the present time of inculcating the notion of rights, and of rendering it, as
it were, palpable to the senses, is to invest all the members of the community with the peaceful exercise of certain rights: this is
very clearly seen in children, who are men without the strength and the experience of manhood. When a child begins to move in the
midst of the objects which surround him, he is instinctively led to turn everything which he can lay his hands upon to his own
purpose; he has no notion of the property of others; but as he gradually learns the value of things, and begins to perceive that he
may in his turn be deprived of his possessions, he becomes more circumspect, and he observes those rights in others which he
wishes to have respected in himself. The principle which the child derives from the possession of his toys, is taught to the man by
the objects which he may call his own. In America those complaints against property in general, which are so frequent in Europe,
are never heard, because in America there are no paupers; and as every one has property of his own to defend, every one recognizes
the principle upon which he holds it.

The same thing occurs in the political world. In America the lowest classes have conceived a very high notion of political rights,
because they exercise those rights; and they refrain from attacking those of other people, in order to ensure their own from attack.
While in Europe the same classes sometimes resist even against the supreme power, the American submits without a murmur to the
authority of the pettiest magistrate.

This truth is exemplified by the most trivial details of national peculiarities. In France very few pleasures are exclusively reserved
for the higher classes; the poor are admitted wherever the rich are received; and they consequently behave with propriety, and
respect whatever contributes to the enjoyments in which they themselves participate. In England, where wealth has a monopoly of
amusement as well as of power, complaints are made that whenever the poor happen to steal into the enclosures which are reserved
for the pleasures of the rich, they commit acts of wanton mischief: can this be wondered at, since care has been taken that they
should have nothing to lose?

The government of the democracy brings the notion of political rights to the level of the humblest citizens, just as the dissemination
of wealth brings the notion of property within the reach of all the members of the community; and I confess that, to my mind, this
is one of its greatest advantages. I do not assert that it is easy to teach men to exercise political rights; but I maintain that when it is
possible, the effects which result from it are highly important: and I add that if there ever was a time at which such an attempt
ought to be made, that time is our own. It is clear that the influence of religious belief is shaken, and that the notion of divine rights
is declining; it is evident that public morality is vitiated, and the notion of moral rights is also disappearing: these are general
symptoms of the substitution of argument for faith, and of calculation for the impulses of sentiment. If, in the midst of this general
disruption, you do not succeed in connecting the notion of rights with that of personal interest, which is the only immutable point in
the human heart, what means will you have of governing the world except by fear? When I am told that since the laws are weak

and the populace is wild, since passions are excited and the authority of virtue is paralyzed, no measures must be taken to increase
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the rights of the democracy; I reply that it is for these very reasons that some measures of the kind must be taken; and I am
persuaded that governments are still more interested in taking them than society at large, because governments are liable to be
destroyed, and society cannot perish.

I am not, however, inclined to exaggerate the example which America furnishes. In those states the people was invested with
political rights at a time when they could scarcely be abused, for the citizens were few in number and simple in their manners. As
they have increased, the Americans have not augmented the power of the democracy, but they have, if I may use the expression,
extended its dominions.

RESPECT FOR THE LAW IN THE UNITED STATES.

...It is not always feasible to consult the whole people, either directly or indirectly, in the formation of the law; but it cannot be
denied that when such a measure is possible, the authority of the law is very much augmented. This popular origin, which impairs
the excellence and the wisdom of legislation, contributes prodigiously to increase its power. There is an amazing strength in the
expression of the determination of a whole people; and when it declares itself, the imagination of those who are most inclined to
contest it, is overawed by its authority. The truth of this fact is very well known by parties; and they consequently strive to make
out a majority whenever they can. If they have not the greater number of voters on their side, they assert that the true majority
abstained from voting; and if they are foiled even there, they have recourse to the body of those persons who had no votes to give.

In the United States, except slaves, servants, and paupers in the receipt of relief from the townships, there is no class of persons
who do not exercise the elective franchise, and who do not contribute indirectly to make the laws. Those who design to attack the
laws must consequently either modify the opinion of the nation or trample upon its decision.

A second reason, which is still more weighty, may be farther adduced: in the United States every one is personally interested in
enforcing the obedience of the whole community to the law; for as the minority may shortly rally the majority to its principles, it is
interested in professing that respect for the decrees of the legislator, which it may soon have occasion to claim for its own.
However irksome an enactment may be, the citizen of the United States complies with it, not only because it is the work of the
majority, but because it originates in his own authority; and he regards it as a contract to which he is himself a party.

In the United States, then, that numerous and turbulent multitude does not exist, which always looks upon the law as its natural
enemy, and accordingly surveys it with fear and with distrust. It is impossible, on the other hand, not to perceive that all classes
display the utmost reliance upon the legislation of their country, and that they are attached to it by a kind of parental affection.

I am wrong, however, in saying all classes; for as in America the European scale of authority is inverted, the wealthy are there
placed in a position analogous to that of the poor in the Old World, and it is the opulent classes which frequently look upon the law
with suspicion. I have already observed that the advantage of democracy is not, as has been sometimes asserted, that it protects the
interests of the whole community, but simply that it protects those of the majority. In the United States, where the poor rule, the
rich have always some reason to dread the abuses of their power. This natural anxiety of the rich may produce a sullen
dissatisfaction, but society is not disturbed by it; for the same reason which induces the rich to withhold their confidence in the
legislative authority, makes them obey its mandates; their wealth, which prevents them from making the law, prevents them from
withstanding it. Among civilized nations revolts are rarely excited except by such persons as have nothing to lose by them; and if
the laws of a democracy are not always worthy of respect, at least they always obtain it; for those who usually infringe the laws
have no excuse for not complying with the enactments they have themselves made, and by which they are themselves benefited,
while the citizens whose interests might be promoted by the infraction of them, are induced, by their character and their station, to
submit to the decisions of the legislature, whatever they may be. Beside which, the people in America obeys the law not only
because it emanates from the popular authority, but because that authority may modify it in any points which may prove vexatory; a
law is observed because it is a self-imposed evil in the first place, and an evil of transient duration in the second.

ACTIVITY WHICH PERVADES ALL THE BRANCHES OF THE BODY POLITIC IN THE UNITED STATES; INFLUENCE
WHICH IT EXERCISES UPON SOCIETY.

On passing from a country in which free institutions are established to one where they do not exist, the traveller is struck by the
change; in the former all is bustle and activity, in the latter everything is calm and motionless. In the one, melioration and progress
are the general topics of inquiry; in the other, it seems as if the community only aspired to repose in the enjoyment of the

advantages which it has acquired. Nevertheless, the country which exerts itself so strenuously to promote its welfare is generally
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more wealthy and more prosperous than that which appears to be so contented with its lot; and when we compare them together, we
can scarcely conceive how so many new wants are daily felt in the former, while so few seem to occur in the latter.

If this remark is applicable to those free countries in which monarchical and aristocratic institutions subsist, it is still more striking
with regard to democratic republics. In these states it is not only a portion of the people which is busied with the melioration of its
social condition, but the whole community is engaged in the task; and it is not the exigencies and the convenience of a single class
for which a provision is to be made, but the exigencies and the convenience of all ranks of life.

It is not impossible to conceive the surpassing liberty which the Americans enjoy; some idea may likewise be formed of the
extreme equality which subsists among them; but the political activity which pervades the United States must be seen in order to be
understood. No sooner do you set foot upon the American soil than you are stunned by a kind of tumult; a confused clamor is heard
on every side; and a thousand simultaneous voices demand the immediate satisfaction of their social wants. Everything is in motion
around you; here, the people of one quarter of a town are met to decide upon the building of a church; there, the election of a
representative is going on; a little further, the delegates of a district are posting to the town in order to consult upon some local
improvements; or, in another place, the laborers of a village quit their ploughs to deliberate upon the project of a road or a public
school. Meetings are called for the sole purpose of declaring their disapprobation of the line of conduct pursued by the government;
while in other assemblies the citizens salute the authorities of the day as the fathers of their country. Societies are formed, which
regard drunkenness as the principal cause of the evils under which the state labors, and which solemnly bind themselves to give a
constant example of temperance. [1]

The great political agitation of the American legislative bodies, which is the only kind of excitement that attracts the attention of
foreign countries, is a mere episode or a sort of continuation of that universal movement which originates in the lowest classes of
the people and extends successively to all the ranks of society. It is impossible to spend more efforts in the pursuit of enjoyment.

The cares of political life engross a most prominent place in the occupation of a citizen in the United States; and almost the only
pleasure of which an American has any idea, is to take a part in the government, and to discuss the part he has taken. This feeling
pervades the most trifling habits of life; even the women frequently attend public meetings, and listen to political harangues as a
recreation after their household labors. Debating clubs are to a certain extent a substitute for theatrical entertainments: an American
cannot converse, but he can discuss; and when he attempts to talk he falls into a dissertation. He speaks to you as if he were
addressing a meeting; and if he should warm in the course of the discussion, he will infallibly say “gentlemen,” to the person with
whom he is conversing.

In some countries the inhabitants display a certain repugnance to avail themselves of the political privileges with which the law
invests them; it would seem that they set too high a value upon their time to spend it on the interests of the community; and they
prefer to withdraw within the exact limits of a wholesome egotism, marked out by four sunk fences and a quickset hedge. But if an
American were condemned to confine his activity to his own affairs, he would be robbed of one half of his existence; he would feel
an immense void in the life which he is accustomed to lead, and his wretchedness would be unbearable. [2] T am persuaded that if
ever a despotic government is established in America, it will find it more difficult to surmount the habits which free institutions
have engendered, than to conquer the attachment of the citizens to freedom.

This ceaseless agitation which democratic government has introduced into the political world, influences all social intercourse. I
am not sure that upon the whole this is not the greatest advantage of democracy; and I am much less inclined to applaud it for what
it does, than for what it causes to be done.

It is incontestable that the people frequently conducts public business very ill; but it is impossible that the lower orders should take
a part in public business without extending the circle of their ideas, and without quitting the ordinary routine of their mental
acquirements. The humblest individual who is called upon to co-operate in the government of society, acquires a certain degree of
self-respect; and as he possesses authority, he can command the services of minds much more enlightened than his own. He is
canvassed by a multitude of applicants, who seek to deceive him in a thousand different ways, but who instruct him by their deceit.
He takes a part in political undertakings which did not originate in his own conception, but which give him a taste for undertakings
of the kind. New meliorations are daily pointed out in the property which he holds in common with others, and this gives him the
desire of improving that property which is more peculiarly his own. He is perhaps neither happier nor better than those who came

before him, but he is better informed and more active. I have no doubt that the democratic institutions of the United States, joined
to the physical constitution of the country, are the cause (not the direct, as is so often asserted, but the indirect cause) of the
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prodigious commercial activity of the inhabitants. It is not engendered by the laws, but the people learns how to promote it by the
experience derived from legislation.

When the opponents of democracy assert that a single individual performs the duties which he undertakes much better than the
government of the community, it appears to me that they are perfectly right. The government of an individual, supposing an
equality of instruction on either side, is more consistent, more persevering, and more accurate than that of a multitude, and it is
much better qualified judiciously to discriminate the characters of the men it employs. If any deny what I advance, they have
certainly never seen a democratic government, or have formed their opinion upon very partial evidence. It is true that even when
local circumstances and the disposition of the people allow democratic institutions to subsist, they never display a regular and
methodical system of government. Democratic liberty is far from accomplishing all the projects it undertakes, with the skill of an
adroit despotism. It frequently abandons them before they have borne their fruits, or risks them when the consequences may prove
dangerous; but in the end it produces more than any absolute government, and if it do fewer things well, it does a great number of
things. Under its sway, the transactions of the public administration are not nearly so important as what is done by private exertion.
Democracy does not confer the most skillful kind of government upon the people, but it produces that which the most skillful
governments are frequently unable to awaken, namely, an all-pervading and restless activity, a superabundant force, and an energy
which is inseparable from it, and which may, under favorable circumstances, beget the most amazing benefits. These are the true
advantages of democracy.

...If it be your intention to confer a certain elevation upon the human mind, and to teach it to regard the things of this world with
generous feelings; to inspire men with a scorn of mere temporal advantage; to give birth to living convictions, and to keep alive the
spirit of honorable devotedness; if you hold it to be a good thing to refine the habits, to embellish the manners, to cultivate the arts
of a nation, and to promote the love of poetry, of beauty, and of renown; if you would constitute a people not unfitted to act with
power upon all other nations; nor unprepared for those high enterprises, which, whatever be the result of its efforts, will leave a
name for ever famous in time—if you believe such to be the principal object of society, you must avoid the government of
democracy, which would be a very uncertain guide to the end you have in view.

But if you hold it to be expedient to divert the moral and intellectual activity of man to the production of comfort, and to the
acquirement of the necessaries of life; if a clear understanding be more profitable to men than genius; if your object be not to
stimulate the virtues of heroism, but to create habits of peace; if you had rather behold vices than crimes, and are content to meet
with fewer noble deeds, provided offences be diminished in the same proportion; if, instead of living in the midst of a brilliant state
of society, you are contented to have prosperity around you; if, in short, you are of opinion that the principal object of a government
is not to confer the greatest possible share of power and of glory upon the body of the nation, but to ensure the greatest degree of
enjoyment, and the least degree of misery, to each of the individuals who compose it—if such be your desires, you can have no surer
means of satisfying them than by equalizing the condition of men, and establishing democratic institutions.

But if the time be past at which such a choice was possible, and if some superhuman power impel us toward one or the other of
these two governments without consulting our wishes, let us at least endeavor to make the best of that which is allotted to us: and
let us so inquire into its good and its evil propensities as to be able to foster the former, and repress the latter to the utmost.

Footnotes:

[1] At the time of my stay in the United States the temperance societies already consisted of more than 270,000 members; and their
effect had been to diminish the consumption of fermented liquors by 500,000 gallons per annum in the state of Pennsylvania alone.

[2] The same remark was made at Rome under the first Caesars. Montesquieu somewhere alludes to the excessive despondency of
certain Roman citizens who, after the excitement of political life, were all at once flung back into the stagnation of private life.
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1.5: John Stuart Mill — Selections from Considerations on Representative
Government, 1861

Figure 5.1 John Stuart Mill.

John Stuart Mill (1806-1873) was a leading figure in nineteenth-century intellectual life. He made significant contributions to the
fields of logic, economics, ethics, and social and political philosophy.

...CHAPTER III: THAT THE IDEALLY BEST FORM OF GOVERNMENT IS REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNMENT.

It has long (perhaps throughout the entire duration of British freedom) been a common form of speech, that if a good despot could
be insured, despotic monarchy would be the best form of government. I look upon this as a radical and most pernicious
misconception of what good government is, which, until it can be got rid of, will fatally vitiate all our speculations on government.

The supposition is, that absolute power, in the hands of an eminent individual, would insure a virtuous and intelligent performance
of all the duties of government. Good laws would be established and enforced, bad laws would be reformed; the best men would be
placed in all situations of trust; justice would be as well administered, the public burdens would be as light and as judiciously
imposed, every branch of administration would be as purely and as intelligently conducted as the circumstances of the country and
its degree of intellectual and moral cultivation would admit. I am willing, for the sake of the argument, to concede all this, but I
must point out how great the concession is, how much more is needed to produce even an approximation to these results than is
conveyed in the simple expression, a good despot. Their realization would in fact imply, not merely a good monarch, but an all-
seeing one. He must be at all times informed correctly, in considerable detail, of the conduct and working of every branch of
administration, in every district of the country, and must be able, in the twenty-four hours per day, which are all that is granted to a
king as to the humblest laborer, to give an effective share of attention and superintendence to all parts of this vast field; or he must
at least be capable of discerning and choosing out, from among the mass of his subjects, not only a large abundance of honest and
able men, fit to conduct every branch of public administration under supervision and control, but also the small number of men of
eminent virtues and talents who can be trusted not only to do without that supervision, but to exercise it themselves over others. So
extraordinary are the faculties and energies required for performing this task in any supportable manner, that the good despot whom
we are supposing can hardly be imagined as consenting to undertake it unless as a refuge from intolerable evils, and a transitional
preparation for something beyond. But the argument can do without even this immense item in the account. Suppose the difficulty
vanquished. What should we then have? One man of superhuman mental activity managing the entire affairs of a mentally passive
people. Their passivity is implied in the very idea of absolute power. The nation as a whole, and every individual composing it, are

without any potential voice in their own destiny. They exercise no will in respect to their collective interests. All is decided for
them by a will not their own, which it is legally a crime for them to disobey. What sort of human beings can be formed under such a
regimen? What development can either their thinking or their active faculties attain under it? On matters of pure theory they might
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perhaps be allowed to speculate, so long as their speculations either did not approach politics, or had not the remotest connection
with its practice. On practical affairs they could at most be only suffered to suggest; and even under the most moderate of despots,
none but persons of already admitted or reputed superiority could hope that their suggestions would be known to, much less
regarded by, those who had the management of affairs. A person must have a very unusual taste for intellectual exercise in and for
itself who will put himself to the trouble of thought when it is to have no outward effect, or qualify himself for functions which he
has no chance of being allowed to exercise. The only sufficient incitement to mental exertion, in any but a few minds in a
generation, is the prospect of some practical use to be made of its results. It does not follow that the nation will be wholly destitute
of intellectual power. The common business of life, which must necessarily be performed by each individual or family for
themselves, will call forth some amount of intelligence and practical ability, within a certain narrow range of ideas. There may be a
select class of savants who cultivate science with a view to its physical uses or for the pleasure of the pursuit. There will be a
bureaucracy, and persons in training for the bureaucracy, who will be taught at least some empirical maxims of government and
public administration. There may be, and often has been, a systematic organization of the best mental power in the country in some
special direction (commonly military) to promote the grandeur of the despot. But the public at large remain without information
and without interest on all greater matters of practice; or, if they have any knowledge of them, it is but a dilettante knowledge, like
that which people have of the mechanical arts who have never handled a tool. Nor is it only in their intelligence that they suffer.
Their moral capacities are equally stunted. Wherever the sphere of action of human beings is artificially circumscribed, their
sentiments are narrowed and dwarfed in the same proportion. The food of feeling is action; even domestic affection lives upon
voluntary good offices. Let a person have nothing to do for his country, and he will not care for it. It has been said of old that in a
despotism there is at most but one patriot, the despot himself; and the saying rests on a just appreciation of the effects of absolute
subjection even to a good and wise master. Religion remains; and here, at least, it may be thought, is an agency that may be relied
on for lifting men’s eyes and minds above the dust at their feet. But religion, even supposing it to escape perversion for the
purposes of despotism, ceases in these circumstances to be a social concern, and narrows into a personal affair between an
individual and his Maker, in which the issue at stake is but his private salvation. Religion in this shape is quite consistent with the
most selfish and contracted egoism, and identifies the votary as little in feeling with the rest of his kind as sensuality itself.

A good despotism means a government in which, so far as depends on the despot, there is no positive oppression by officers of
state, but in which all the collective interests of the people are managed for them, all the thinking that has relation to collective
interests done for them, and in which their minds are formed by, and consenting to, this abdication of their own energies. Leaving
things to the government, like leaving them to Providence, is synonymous with caring nothing about them, and accepting their
results, when disagreeable, as visitations of Nature. With the exception, therefore, of a few studious men who take an intellectual
interest in speculation for its own sake, the intelligence and sentiments of the whole people are given up to the material interests,
and when these are provided for, to the amusement and ornamentation of private life. But to say this is to say, if the whole
testimony of history is worth any thing, that the era of national decline has arrived; that is, if the nation had ever attained any thing
to decline from. If it has never risen above the condition of an Oriental people, in that condition it continues to stagnate; but if, like
Greece or Rome, it had realized any thing higher, through the energy, patriotism, and enlargement of mind, which, as national
qualities, are the fruits solely of freedom, it relapses in a few generations into the Oriental state. And that state does not mean stupid
tranquility, with security against change for the worse; it often means being overrun, conquered, and reduced to domestic slavery
either by a stronger despot, or by the nearest barbarous people who retain along with their savage rudeness the energies of freedom.

Such are not merely the natural tendencies, but the inherent necessities of despotic government; from which there is no outlet,
unless in so far as the despotism consents not to be despotism; in so far as the supposed good despot abstains from exercising his
power, and, though holding it in reserve, allows the general business of government to go on as if the people really governed
themselves. However little probable it may be, we may imagine a despot observing many of the rules and restraints of
constitutional government. He might allow such freedom of the press and of discussion as would enable a public opinion to form
and express itself on national affairs. He might suffer local interests to be managed, without the interference of authority, by the
people themselves. He might even surround himself with a council or councils of government, freely chosen by the whole or some
portion of the nation, retaining in his own hands the power of taxation, and the supreme legislative as well as executive authority.
Were he to act thus, and so far abdicate as a despot, he would do away with a considerable part of the evils characteristic of
despotism. Political activity and capacity for public affairs would no longer be prevented from growing up in the body of the
nation, and a public opinion would form itself, not the mere echo of the government. But such improvement would be the
beginning of new difficulties. This public opinion, independent of the monarch’s dictation, must be either with him or against him;
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if not the one, it will be the other. All governments must displease many persons, and these having now regular organs, and being
able to express their sentiments, opinions adverse to the measures of government would often be expressed. What is the monarch to
do when these unfavorable opinions happen to be in the majority? Is he to alter his course? Is he to defer to the nation? If so, he is
no longer a despot, but a constitutional king; an organ or first minister of the people, distinguished only by being irremovable. If
not, he must either put down opposition by his despotic power, or there will arise a permanent antagonism between the people and
one man, which can have but one possible ending. Not even a religious principle of passive obedience and “right divine” would
long ward off the natural consequences of such a position. The monarch would have to succumb, and conform to the conditions of
constitutional royalty, or give place to some one who would. The despotism, being thus chiefly nominal, would possess few of the
advantages supposed to belong to absolute monarchy, while it would realize in a very imperfect degree those of a free government,
since, however great an amount of liberty the citizens might practically enjoy, they could never forget that they held it on
sufferance, and by a concession which, under the existing constitution of the state might at any moment be resumed; that they were
legally slaves, though of a prudent or indulgent master.

It is not much to be wondered at if impatient or disappointed reformers, groaning under the impediments opposed to the most
salutary public improvements by the ignorance, the indifference, the intractableness, the perverse obstinacy of a people, and the
corrupt combinations of selfish private interests, armed with the powerful weapons afforded by free institutions, should at times
sigh for a strong hand to bear down all these obstacles, and compel a recalcitrant people to be better governed. But (setting aside
the fact that for one despot who now and then reforms an abuse, there are ninety-nine who do nothing but create them) those who
look in any such direction for the realization of their hopes leave out of the idea of good government its principal element, the
improvement of the people themselves. One of the benefits of freedom is that under it the ruler cannot pass by the people’s minds,
and amend their affairs for them without amending them. If it were possible for the people to be well governed in spite of
themselves, their good government would last no longer than the freedom of a people usually lasts who have been liberated by
foreign arms without their own co-operation. It is true, a despot may educate the people, and to do so really would be the best
apology for his despotism. But any education which aims at making human beings other than machines, in the long run makes them
claim to have the control of their own actions. The leaders of French philosophy in the eighteenth century had been educated by the
Jesuits. Even Jesuit education, it seems, was sufficiently real to call forth the appetite for freedom. Whatever invigorates the
faculties, in however small a measure, creates an increased desire for their more unimpeded exercise; and a popular education is a
failure if it educates the people for any state but that which it will certainly induce them to desire, and most probably to demand.

I am far from condemning, in cases of extreme exigency, the assumption of absolute power in the form of a temporary dictatorship.
Free nations have, in times of old, conferred such power by their own choice, as a necessary medicine for diseases of the body
politic which could not be got rid of by less violent means. But its acceptance, even for a time strictly limited, can only be excused,
if, like Solon or Pittacus, the dictator employs the whole power he assumes in removing the obstacles which debar the nation from
the enjoyment of freedom. A good despotism is an altogether false ideal, which practically (except as a means to some temporary
purpose) becomes the most senseless and dangerous of chimeras...

There is no difficulty in showing that the ideally best form of government is that in which the sovereignty, or supreme controlling
power in the last resort, is vested in the entire aggregate of the community, every citizen not only having a voice in the exercise of
that ultimate sovereignty, but being, at least occasionally, called on to take an actual part in the government by the personal
discharge of some public function, local or general.

...The ideally best form of government, it is scarcely necessary to say, does not mean one which is practicable or eligible in all
states of civilization, but the one which, in the circumstances in which it is practicable and eligible, is attended with the greatest
amount of beneficial consequences, immediate and prospective. A completely popular government is the only polity which can
make out any claim to this character. It is pre-eminent in both the departments between which the excellence of a political
Constitution is divided. It is both more favorable to present good government, and promotes a better and higher form of national
character than any other polity whatsoever.

Its superiority in reference to present well-being rests upon two principles, of as universal truth and applicability as any general
propositions which can be laid down respecting human affairs. The first is, that the rights and interests of every or any person are
only secure from being disregarded when the person interested is himself able, and habitually disposed to stand up for them. The
second is, that the general prosperity attains a greater height, and is more widely diffused, in proportion to the amount and variety
of the personal energies enlisted in promoting it.
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Putting these two propositions into a shape more special to their present application—human beings are only secure from evil at the
hands of others in proportion as they have the power of being, and are, self-protecting; and they only achieve a high degree of
success in their struggle with Nature in proportion as they are self-dependent, relying on what they themselves can do, either
separately or in concert, rather than on what others do for them.

...It must be acknowledged that the benefits of freedom, so far as they have hitherto been enjoyed, were obtained by the extension
of its privileges to a part only of the community; and that a government in which they are extended impartially to all is a
desideratum still unrealized. But, though every approach to this has an independent value, and in many cases more than an
approach could not, in the existing state of general improvement, be made, the participation of all in these benefits is the ideally
perfect conception of free government. In proportion as any, no matter who, are excluded from it, the interests of the excluded are
left without the guaranty accorded to the rest, and they themselves have less scope and encouragement than they might otherwise
have to that exertion of their energies for the good of themselves and of the community, to which the general prosperity is always
proportioned.

Thus stands the case as regards present well-being—the good management of the affairs of the existing generation. If we now pass
to the influence of the form of government upon character, we shall find the superiority of popular government over every other to
be, if possible, still more decided and indisputable.

This question really depends upon a still more fundamental one, viz., which of two common types of character, for the general
good of humanity, it is most desirable should predominate—the active or the passive type; that which struggles against evils, or that
which endures them; that which bends to circumstances, or that which endeavours to make circumstances bend to itself.

The commonplaces of moralists and the general sympathies of mankind are in favor of the passive type. Energetic characters may
be admired, but the acquiescent and submissive are those which most men personally prefer. The passiveness of our neighbors
increases our sense of security, and plays into the hands of our wilfulness. Passive characters, if we do not happen to need their
activity, seem an obstruction the less in our own path. A contented character is not a dangerous rival. Yet nothing is more certain
than that improvement in human affairs is wholly the work of the uncontented characters; and, moreover, that it is much easier for
an active mind to acquire the virtues of patience, than for a passive one to assume those of energy.

... There are, no doubt, in all countries, really contented characters, who not merely do not seek, but do not desire, what they do not
already possess, and these naturally bear no ill-will towards such as have apparently a more favored lot. But the great mass of
seeming contentment is real discontent, combined with indolence or self-indulgence, which, while taking no legitimate means of
raising itself, delights in bringing others down to its own level. And if we look narrowly even at the cases of innocent contentment,
we perceive that they only win our admiration when the indifference is solely to improvement in outward circumstances, and there
is a striving for perpetual advancement in spiritual worth, or at least a disinterested zeal to benefit others. The contented man, or the
contented family, who have no ambition to make any one else happier, to promote the good of their country or their neighborhood,
or to improve themselves in moral excellence, excite in us neither admiration nor approval. We rightly ascribe this sort of
contentment to mere unmanliness and want of spirit. The content which we approve is an ability to do cheerfully without what can
not be had, a just appreciation of the comparative value of different objects of desire, and a willing renunciation of the less when
incompatible with the greater. These, however, are excellences more natural to the character, in proportion as it is actively engaged
in the attempt to improve its own or some other lot. He who is continually measuring his energy against difficulties, learns what are
the difficulties insuperable to him, and what are those which, though he might overcome, the success is not worth the cost. He
whose thoughts and activities are all needed for, and habitually employed in, practicable and useful enterprises, is the person of all
others least likely to let his mind dwell with brooding discontent upon things either not worth attaining, or which are not so to him.
Thus the active, self-helping character is not only intrinsically the best, but is the likeliest to acquire all that is really excellent or
desirable in the opposite type.

...Now there can be no kind of doubt that the passive type of character is favored by the government of one or a few, and the active
self-helping type by that of the many. Irresponsible rulers need the quiescence of the ruled more than they need any activity but that
which they can compel. Submissiveness to the prescriptions of men as necessities of nature is the lesson inculcated by all
governments upon those who are wholly without participation in them. The will of superiors, and the law as the will of superiors,
must be passively yielded to. But no men are mere instruments or materials in the hands of their rulers who have will, or spirit, or a
spring of internal activity in the rest of their proceedings, and any manifestation of these qualities, instead of receiving
encouragement from despots, has to get itself forgiven by them. Even when irresponsible rulers are not sufficiently conscious of
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danger from the mental activity of their subjects to be desirous of repressing it, the position itself is a repression. Endeavour is even
more effectually restrained by the certainty of its impotence than by any positive discouragement. Between subjection to the will of
others and the virtues of self-help and self-government there is a natural incompatibility. This is more or less complete according as
the bondage is strained or relaxed. Rulers differ very much in the length to which they carry the control of the free agency of their
subjects, or the supersession of it by managing their business for them. But the difference is in degree, not in principle; and the best
despots often go the greatest lengths in chaining up the free agency of their subjects. A bad despot, when his own personal
indulgences have been provided for, may sometimes be willing to let the people alone; but a good despot insists on doing them
good by making them do their own business in a better way than they themselves know of. The regulations which restricted to
fixed processes all the leading branches of French manufactures were the work of the great Colbert.

Very different is the state of the human faculties where a human being feels himself under no other external restraint than the
necessities of nature, or mandates of society which he has his share in imposing, and which it is open to him, if he thinks them
wrong, publicly to dissent from, and exert himself actively to get altered. No doubt, under a government partially popular, this
freedom may be exercised even by those who are not partakers in the full privileges of citizenship; but it is a great additional
stimulus to any one’s self-help and self-reliance when he starts from even ground, and has not to feel that his success depends on
the impression he can make upon the sentiments and dispositions of a body of whom he is not one. It is a great discouragement to
an individual, and a still greater one to a class, to be left out of the constitution; to be reduced to plead from outside the door to the
arbiters of their destiny, not taken into consultation within. The maximum of the invigorating effect of freedom upon the character
is only obtained when the person acted on either is, or is looking forward to becoming, a citizen as fully privileged as any other.
What is still more important than even this matter of feeling is the practical discipline which the character obtains from the
occasional demand made upon the citizens to exercise, for a time and in their turn, some social function. It is not sufficiently
considered how little there is in most men’s ordinary life to give any largeness either to their conceptions or to their sentiments.
Their work is a routine; not a labor of love, but of self-interest in the most elementary form, the satisfaction of daily wants; neither
the thing done, nor the process of doing it, introduces the mind to thoughts or feelings extending beyond individuals; if instructive
books are within their reach, there is no stimulus to read them; and, in most cases, the individual has no access to any person of
cultivation much superior to his own. Giving him something to do for the public supplies, in a measure, all these deficiencies. If
circumstances allow the amount of public duty assigned him to be considerable, it makes him an educated man. Notwithstanding
the defects of the social system and moral ideas of antiquity, the practice of the dicastery and the ecclesia raised the intellectual
standard of an average Athenian citizen far beyond any thing of which there is yet an example in any other mass of men, ancient or
modern. The proofs of this are apparent in every page of our great historian of Greece; but we need scarcely look further than to the
high quality of the addresses which their great orators deemed best calculated to act with effect on their understanding and will. A
benefit of the same kind, though far less in degree, is produced on Englishmen of the lower middle class by their liability to be
placed on juries and to serve parish offices, which, though it does not occur to so many, nor is so continuous, nor introduces them
to so great a variety of elevated considerations as to admit of comparison with the public education which every citizen of Athens
obtained from her democratic institutions, makes them nevertheless very different beings, in range of ideas and development of
faculties, from those who have done nothing in their lives but drive a quill, or sell goods over a counter. Still more salutary is the
moral part of the instruction afforded by the participation of the private citizen, if even rarely, in public functions. He is called
upon, while so engaged, to weigh interests not his own; to be guided, in case of conflicting claims, by another rule than his private
partialities; to apply, at every turn, principles and maxims which have for their reason of existence the general good; and he usually
finds associated with him in the same work minds more familiarized than his own with these ideas and operations, whose study it
will be to supply reasons to his understanding, and stimulation to his feeling for the general interest. He is made to feel himself one
of the public, and whatever is their interest to be his interest. Where this school of public spirit does not exist, scarcely any sense is
entertained that private persons, in no eminent social situation, owe any duties to society except to obey the laws and submit to the
government. There is no unselfish sentiment of identification with the public. Every thought or feeling, either of interest or of duty,
is absorbed in the individual and in the family. The man never thinks of any collective interest, of any objects to be pursued jointly
with others, but only in competition with them, and in some measure at their expense. A neighbor, not being an ally or an associate,
since he is never engaged in any common undertaking for joint benefit, is therefore only a rival. Thus even private morality suffers,
while public is actually extinct. Were this the universal and only possible state of things, the utmost aspirations of the lawgiver or
the moralist could only stretch to make the bulk of the community a flock of sheep innocently nibbling the grass side by side.
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From these accumulated considerations, it is evident that the only government which can fully satisfy all the exigencies of the
social state is one in which the whole people participate; that any participation, even in the smallest public function, is useful; that
the participation should every where be as great as the general degree of improvement of the community will allow; and that
nothing less can be ultimately desirable than the admission of all to a share in the sovereign power of the state. But since all cannot,
in a community exceeding a single small town, participate personally in any but some very minor portions of the public business, it
follows that the ideal type of a perfect government must be representative.

Image Attribution:“John Stuart Mill”, Wikimedia Commons is in the Public Domain

This page titled 1.5: John Stuart Mill — Selections from Considerations on Representative Government, 1861 is shared under a Public Domain

license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Vicki Hsueh and Shirin Deylami.

https://socialsci.libretexts.org/@go/page/156370


https://libretexts.org/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_domain
https://socialsci.libretexts.org/@go/page/156370?pdf
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:John_Stuart_Mill_by_London_Stereoscopic_Company,_c1870.jpg
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Main_Page
https://wiki.creativecommons.org/Public_domain
https://socialsci.libretexts.org/Courses/Western_Washington_University/Introduction_to_Political_Theory_I/01%3A_Readings/1.05%3A_John_Stuart_Mill__Selections_from_Considerations_on_Representative_Government_1861
https://socialsci.libretexts.org/Courses/Western_Washington_University/Introduction_to_Political_Theory_I/01%3A_Readings/1.05%3A_John_Stuart_Mill__Selections_from_Considerations_on_Representative_Government_1861?no-cache
https://socialsci.libretexts.org/Courses/Western_Washington_University/Introduction_to_Political_Theory_I/01%3A_Readings/1.05%3A_John_Stuart_Mill__Selections_from_Considerations_on_Representative_Government_1861?no-cache

LibreTexts"

1.6: Thomas Hobbes — Excerpts from Leviathan, 1651
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Figure 6.1 Engraving of “Leviathan” book cover.

Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) was an English philosopher whose political philosophy dominated the 17th century and continues to
have a major influence today. In addition to philosophy, he had a wide range of interests including physics, mathematics,
linguistics, classics, and history.

...CHAPTER 13: OF THE NATURAL CONDITION OF MANKIND AS CONCERNING THEIR FELICITY, AND
MISERY

Nature hath made men so equall, in the faculties of body, and mind; as that though there bee found one man sometimes manifestly
stronger in body, or of quicker mind then another; yet when all is reckoned together, the difference between man, and man, is not so
considerable, as that one man can thereupon claim to himselfe any benefit, to which another may not pretend, as well as he. For as
to the strength of body, the weakest has strength enough to kill the strongest, either by secret machination, or by confederacy with
others, that are in the same danger with himselfe.

And as to the faculties of the mind, (setting aside the arts grounded upon words, and especially that skill of proceeding upon
generall, and infallible rules, called Science; which very few have, and but in few things; as being not a native faculty, born with
us; nor attained, (as Prudence,) while we look after somewhat els,) I find yet a greater equality amongst men, than that of strength.
For Prudence, is but Experience; which equall time, equally bestowes on all men, in those things they equally apply themselves
unto. That which may perhaps make such equality incredible, is but a vain conceipt of ones owne wisdome, which almost all men
think they have in a greater degree, than the Vulgar; that is, than all men but themselves, and a few others, whom by Fame, or for
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concurring with themselves, they approve. For such is the nature of men, that howsoever they may acknowledge many others to be
more witty, or more eloquent, or more learned; Yet they will hardly believe there be many so wise as themselves: For they see their
own wit at hand, and other mens at a distance. But this proveth rather that men are in that point equall, than unequall. For there is
not ordinarily a greater signe of the equall distribution of any thing, than that every man is contented with his share.

FROM EQUALITY PROCEEDS DIFFIDENCE

From this equality of ability, ariseth equality of hope in the attaining of our Ends. And therefore if any two men desire the same
thing, which neverthelesse they cannot both enjoy, they become enemies; and in the way to their End, (which is principally their
owne conservation, and sometimes their delectation only,) endeavour to destroy, or subdue one an other. And from hence it comes
to passe, that where an Invader hath no more to feare, than an other mans single power; if one plant, sow, build, or possesse a
convenient Seat, others may probably be expected to come prepared with forces united, to dispossesse, and deprive him, not only of
the fruit of his labour, but also of his life, or liberty. And the Invader again is in the like danger of another.

FROM DIFFIDENCE WARRE

And from this diffidence of one another, there is no way for any man to secure himselfe, so reasonable, as Anticipation; that is, by
force, or wiles, to master the persons of all men he can, so long, till he see no other power great enough to endanger him: And this
is no more than his own conservation requireth, and is generally allowed. Also because there be some, that taking pleasure in
contemplating their own power in the acts of conquest, which they pursue farther than their security requires; if others, that
otherwise would be glad to be at ease within modest bounds, should not by invasion increase their power, they would not be able,
long time, by standing only on their defence, to subsist. And by consequence, such augmentation of dominion over men, being
necessary to a mans conservation, it ought to be allowed him.

Againe, men have no pleasure, (but on the contrary a great deale of griefe) in keeping company, where there is no power able to
over-awe them all. For every man looketh that his companion should value him, at the same rate he sets upon himselfe: And upon
all signes of contempt, or undervaluing, naturally endeavours, as far as he dares (which amongst them that have no common power,
to keep them in quiet, is far enough to make them destroy each other,) to extort a greater value from his contemners, by dommage;
and from others, by the example.

So that in the nature of man, we find three principall causes of quarrel. First, Competition; Secondly, Diffidence; Thirdly, Glory.

The first, maketh men invade for Gain; the second, for Safety; and the third, for Reputation. The first use Violence, to make
themselves Masters of other mens persons, wives, children, and cattell; the second, to defend them; the third, for trifles, as a word,
a smile, a different opinion, and any other signe of undervalue, either direct in their Persons, or by reflexion in their Kindred, their
Friends, their Nation, their Profession, or their Name.

OUT OF CIVIL STATES,

There Is Alwayes Warre Of Every One Against Every One Hereby it is manifest, that during the time men live without a common
Power to keep them all in awe, they are in that condition which is called Warre; and such a warre, as is of every man, against every
man. For WARRE, consisteth not in Battell onely, or the act of fighting; but in a tract of time, wherein the Will to contend by
Battell is sufficiently known: and therefore the notion of Time, is to be considered in the nature of Warre; as it is in the nature of
Weather. For as the nature of Foule weather, lyeth not in a showre or two of rain; but in an inclination thereto of many dayes
together: So the nature of War, consisteth not in actuall fighting; but in the known disposition thereto, during all the time there is no
assurance to the contrary. All other time is PEACE.

THE INCOMMODITES OF SUCH A WAR

Whatsoever therefore is consequent to a time of Warre, where every man is Enemy to every man; the same is consequent to the
time, wherein men live without other security, than what their own strength, and their own invention shall furnish them withall. In
such condition, there is no place for Industry; because the fruit thereof is uncertain; and consequently no Culture of the Earth; no
Navigation, nor use of the commodities that may be imported by Sea; no commodious Building; no Instruments of moving, and
removing such things as require much force; no Knowledge of the face of the Earth; no account of Time; no Arts; no Letters; no
Society; and which is worst of all, continuall feare, and danger of violent death; And the life of man, solitary, poore, nasty, brutish,
and short.
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It may seem strange to some man, that has not well weighed these things; that Nature should thus dissociate, and render men apt to
invade, and destroy one another: and he may therefore, not trusting to this Inference, made from the Passions, desire perhaps to
have the same confirmed by Experience. Let him therefore consider with himselfe, when taking a journey, he armes himselfe, and
seeks to go well accompanied; when going to sleep, he locks his dores; when even in his house he locks his chests; and this when
he knows there bee Lawes, and publike Officers, armed, to revenge all injuries shall bee done him; what opinion he has of his
fellow subjects, when he rides armed; of his fellow Citizens, when he locks his dores; and of his children, and servants, when he
locks his chests. Does he not there as much accuse mankind by his actions, as I do by my words? But neither of us accuse mans
nature in it. The Desires, and other Passions of man, are in themselves no Sin. No more are the Actions, that proceed from those
Passions, till they know a Law that forbids them; which till Lawes be made they cannot know: nor can any Law be made, till they
have agreed upon the Person that shall make it.

It may peradventure be thought, there was never such a time, nor condition of warre as this; and I believe it was never generally so,
over all the world: but there are many places, where they live so now. For the savage people in many places of America, except the
government of small Families, the concord whereof dependeth on naturall lust, have no government at all; and live at this day in
that brutish manner, as I said before. Howsoever, it may be perceived what manner of life there would be, where there were no
common Power to feare; by the manner of life, which men that have formerly lived under a peacefull government, use to
degenerate into, in a civill Warre.

But though there had never been any time, wherein particular men were in a condition of warre one against another; yet in all
times, Kings, and persons of Soveraigne authority, because of their Independency, are in continuall jealousies, and in the state and
posture of Gladiators; having their weapons pointing, and their eyes fixed on one another; that is, their Forts, Garrisons, and Guns
upon the Frontiers of their Kingdomes; and continuall Spyes upon their neighbours; which is a posture of War. But because they
uphold thereby, the Industry of their Subjects; there does not follow from it, that misery, which accompanies the Liberty of
particular men.

IN SUCH A WARRE, NOTHING IS UNJUST

To this warre of every man against every man, this also is consequent; that nothing can be Unjust. The notions of Right and Wrong,
Justice and Injustice have there no place. Where there is no common Power, there is no Law: where no Law, no Injustice. Force,
and Fraud, are in warre the two Cardinall vertues. Justice, and Injustice are none of the Faculties neither of the Body, nor Mind. If
they were, they might be in a man that were alone in the world, as well as his Senses, and Passions. They are Qualities, that relate
to men in Society, not in Solitude. It is consequent also to the same condition, that there be no Propriety, no Dominion, no Mine
and Thine distinct; but onely that to be every mans that he can get; and for so long, as he can keep it. And thus much for the ill
condition, which man by meer Nature is actually placed in; though with a possibility to come out of it, consisting partly in the
Passions, partly in his Reason.

THE PASSIONS THAT INCLINE MEN TO PEACE

The Passions that encline men to Peace, are Feare of Death; Desire of such things as are necessary to commodious living; and a
Hope by their Industry to obtain them. And Reason suggesteth convenient Articles of Peace, upon which men may be drawn to
agreement. These Articles, are they, which otherwise are called the Lawes of Nature: whereof I shall speak more particularly, in
the...following Chapters.

...CHAPTER 14: OF THE FIRST AND SECOND NATURAL LAWS, AND OF CONTRACTS

The RIGHT OF NATURE, which Writers commonly call Jus Naturale, is the Liberty each man hath, to use his own power, as he
will himselfe, for the preservation of his own Nature; that is to say, of his own Life; and consequently, of doing any thing, which in
his own Judgement, and Reason, hee shall conceive to be the aptest means thereunto.

By LIBERTY, is understood, according to the proper signification of the word, the absence of externall Impediments: which
Impediments, may oft take away part of a mans power to do what hee would; but cannot hinder him from using the power left him,
according as his judgement, and reason shall dictate to him.

A LAW OF NATURE, (Lex Naturalis,) is a Precept, or generall Rule, found out by Reason, by which a man is forbidden to do, that,
which is destructive of his life, or taketh away the means of preserving the same; and to omit, that, by which he thinketh it may be
best preserved. For though they that speak of this subject, use to confound Jus, and Lex, Right and Law; yet they ought to be
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distinguished; because RIGHT, consisteth in liberty to do, or to forbeare; Whereas LAW, determineth, and bindeth to one of them:
so that Law, and Right, differ as much, as Obligation, and Liberty; which in one and the same matter are inconsistent.

And because the condition of Man, (as hath been declared in the precedent Chapter) is a condition of Warre of every one against
every one; in which case every one is governed by his own Reason; and there is nothing he can make use of, that may not be a help
unto him, in preserving his life against his enemyes; It followeth, that in such a condition, every man has a Right to every thing;
even to one anothers body. And therefore, as long as this naturall Right of every man to every thing endureth, there can be no
security to any man, (how strong or wise soever he be,) of living out the time, which Nature ordinarily alloweth men to live.

And consequently it is a precept, or generall rule of Reason, “That every man, ought to endeavour Peace, as farre as he has hope of
obtaining it; and when he cannot obtain it, that he may seek, and use, all helps, and advantages of Warre.” The first branch, of
which Rule, containeth the first, and Fundamentall Law of Nature; which is, “To seek Peace, and follow it.” The Second, the
summe of the Right of Nature; which is, “By all means we can, to defend our selves.”

From this Fundamentall Law of Nature, by which men are commanded to endeavour Peace, is derived this second Law; “That a
man be willing, when others are so too, as farre-forth, as for Peace, and defence of himselfe he shall think it necessary, to lay down
this right to all things; and be contented with so much liberty against other men, as he would allow other men against himselfe.”
For as long as every man holdeth this Right, of doing any thing he liketh; so long are all men in the condition of Warre. But if other
men will not lay down their Right, as well as he; then there is no Reason for any one, to devest himselfe of his: For that were to
expose himselfe to Prey, (which no man is bound to) rather than to dispose himselfe to Peace. This is that Law of the Gospell;
“Whatsoever you require that others should do to you, that do ye to them.” And that Law of all men, “Quod tibi feiri non vis, alteri
ne feceris.”

To Lay Downe a mans Right to any thing, is to Devest himselfe of the Liberty, of hindring another of the benefit of his own Right
to the same. For he that renounceth, or passeth away his Right, giveth not to any other man a Right which he had not before;
because there is nothing to which every man had not Right by Nature: but onely standeth out of his way, that he may enjoy his own
originall Right, without hindrance from him; not without hindrance from another. So that the effect which redoundeth to one man,
by another mans defect of Right, is but so much diminution of impediments to the use of his own Right originall.

Right is layd aside, either by simply Renouncing it; or by Transferring it to another. By Simply RENOUNCING; when he cares not
to whom the benefit thereof redoundeth. By TRANSFERRING; when he intendeth the benefit thereof to some certain person, or
persons. And when a man hath in either manner abandoned, or granted away his Right; then is he said to be OBLIGED, or
BOUND, not to hinder those, to whom such Right is granted, or abandoned, from the benefit of it: and that he Ought, and it his
DUTY, not to make voyd that voluntary act of his own: and that such hindrance is INJUSTICE, and INJURY, as being Sine Jure;
the Right being before renounced, or transferred. So that Injury, or Injustice, in the controversies of the world, is somewhat like to
that, which in the disputations of Scholers is called Absurdity. For as it is there called an Absurdity, to contradict what one
maintained in the Beginning: so in the world, it is called Injustice, and Injury, voluntarily to undo that, which from the beginning he
had voluntarily done. The way by which a man either simply Renounceth, or Transferreth his Right, is a Declaration, or
Signification, by some voluntary and sufficient signe, or signes, that he doth so Renounce, or Transferre; or hath so Renounced, or
Transferred the same, to him that accepteth it. And these Signes are either Words onely, or Actions onely; or (as it happeneth most
often) both Words and Actions. And the same are the BONDS, by which men are bound, and obliged: Bonds, that have their
strength, not from their own Nature, (for nothing is more easily broken then a mans word,) but from Feare of some evill
consequence upon the rupture.

Whensoever a man Transferreth his Right, or Renounceth it; it is either in consideration of some Right reciprocally transferred to
himselfe; or for some other good he hopeth for thereby. For it is a voluntary act: and of the voluntary acts of every man, the object
is some Good To Himselfe. And therefore there be some Rights, which no man can be understood by any words, or other signes, to
have abandoned, or transferred. As first a man cannot lay down the right of resisting them, that assault him by force, to take away
his life; because he cannot be understood to ayme thereby, at any Good to himselfe. The same may be sayd of Wounds, and
Chayns, and Imprisonment; both because there is no benefit consequent to such patience; as there is to the patience of suffering
another to be wounded, or imprisoned: as also because a man cannot tell, when he seeth men proceed against him by violence,
whether they intend his death or not. And lastly the motive, and end for which this renouncing, and transferring or Right is
introduced, is nothing else but the security of a mans person, in his life, and in the means of so preserving life, as not to be weary of
it. And therefore if a man by words, or other signes, seem to despoyle himselfe of the End, for which those signes were intended; he
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is not to be understood as if he meant it, or that it was his will; but that he was ignorant of how such words and actions were to be
interpreted.

There is difference, between transferring of Right to the Thing; and transferring, or tradition, that is, delivery of the Thing it selfe.
For the Thing may be delivered together with the Translation of the Right; as in buying and selling with ready mony; or exchange
of goods, or lands: and it may be delivered some time after.

Again, one of the Contractors, may deliver the Thing contracted for on his part, and leave the other to perform his part at some
determinate time after, and in the mean time be trusted; and then the Contract on his part, is called PACT, or COVENANT: Or both
parts may contract now, to performe hereafter: in which cases, he that is to performe in time to come, being trusted, his
performance is called Keeping Of Promise, or Faith; and the fayling of performance (if it be voluntary) Violation Of Faith.

When the transferring of Right, is not mutuall; but one of the parties transferreth, in hope to gain thereby friendship, or service
from another, or from his friends; or in hope to gain the reputation of Charity, or Magnanimity; or to deliver his mind from the pain
of compassion; or in hope of reward in heaven; This is not Contract, but GIFT, FREEGIFT, GRACE: which words signifie one and
the same thing.

Signes of Contract, are either Expresse, or By Inference. Expresse, are words spoken with understanding of what they signifie; And
such words are either of the time Present, or Past; as, I Give, I Grant, I Have Given, I Have Granted, I Will That This Be Yours: Or
of the future; as, I Will Give, I Will Grant; which words of the future, are called Promise.

Signes by Inference, are sometimes the consequence of Words; sometimes the consequence of Silence; sometimes the consequence
of Actions; sometimes the consequence of Forbearing an Action: and generally a signe by Inference, of any Contract, is whatsoever
sufficiently argues the will of the Contractor...

In Contracts, the right passeth, not onely where the words are of the time Present, or Past; but also where they are of the Future;
because all Contract is mutuall translation, or change of Right; and therefore he that promiseth onely, because he hath already
received the benefit for which he promiseth, is to be understood as if he intended the Right should passe: for unlesse he had been
content to have his words so understood, the other would not have performed his part first. And for that cause, in buying, and
selling, and other acts of Contract, A Promise is equivalent to a Covenant; and therefore obligatory...

If a Covenant be made, wherein neither of the parties performe presently, but trust one another; in the condition of meer Nature,
(which is a condition of Warre of every man against every man,) upon any reasonable suspition, it is Voyd; But if there be a
common Power set over them bothe, with right and force sufficient to compell performance; it is not Voyd. For he that performeth
first, has no assurance the other will performe after; because the bonds of words are too weak to bridle mens ambition, avarice,
anger, and other Passions, without the feare of some coerceive Power; which in the condition of meer Nature, where all men are
equall, and judges of the justnesse of their own fears cannot possibly be supposed. And therefore he which performeth first, does
but betray himselfe to his enemy; contrary to the Right (he can never abandon) of defending his life, and means of living.

But in a civill estate, where there is a Power set up to constrain those that would otherwise violate their faith, that feare is no more
reasonable; and for that cause, he which by the Covenant is to perform first, is obliged so to do.

Covenants entred into by fear, in the condition of meer Nature, are obligatory. For example, if I Covenant to pay a ransome, or
service for my life, to an enemy; I am bound by it. For it is a Contract, wherein one receiveth the benefit of life; the other is to
receive mony, or service for it; and consequently, where no other Law (as in the condition, of meer Nature) forbiddeth the
performance, the Covenant is valid. Therefore Prisoners of warre, if trusted with the payment of their Ransome, are obliged to pay
it; And if a weaker Prince, make a disadvantageous peace with a stronger, for feare; he is bound to keep it; unlesse (as hath been
sayd before) there ariseth some new, and just cause of feare, to renew the war. And even in Common-wealths, if T be forced to
redeem my selfe from a Theefe by promising him mony, I am bound to pay it, till the Civill Law discharge me. For whatsoever I
may lawfully do without Obligation, the same I may lawfully Covenant to do through feare: and what I lawfully Covenant, I cannot
lawfully break.

A former Covenant, makes voyd a later. For a man that hath passed away his Right to one man to day, hath it not to passe to
morrow to another: and therefore the later promise passeth no Right, but is null.

A Covenant not to defend my selfe from force, by force, is alwayes voyd. For (as I have shewed before) no man can transferre, or
lay down his Right to save himselfe from Death, Wounds, and Imprisonment, (the avoyding whereof is the onely End of laying
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down any Right,) and therefore the promise of not resisting force, in no Covenant transferreth any right; nor is obliging. For though
a man may Covenant thus, “Unlesse I do so, or so, kill me;” he cannot Covenant thus “Unless I do so, or so, I will not resist you,
when you come to kill me.” For man by nature chooseth the lesser evill, which is danger of death in resisting; rather than the
greater, which is certain and present death in not resisting. And this is granted to be true by all men, in that they lead Criminals to
Execution, and Prison, with armed men, notwithstanding that such Criminals have consented to the Law, by which they are
condemned.

A Covenant to accuse ones Selfe, without assurance of pardon, is likewise invalide. For in the condition of Nature, where every
man is Judge, there is no place for Accusation: and in the Civill State, the Accusation is followed with Punishment; which being
Force, a man is not obliged not to resist. The same is also true, of the Accusation of those, by whose Condemnation a man falls into
misery; as of a Father, Wife, or Benefactor. For the Testimony of such an Accuser, if it be not willingly given, is praesumed to be
corrupted by Nature; and therefore not to be received: and where a mans Testimony is not to be credited, his not bound to give it.
Also Accusations upon Torture, are not to be reputed as Testimonies. For Torture is to be used but as means of conjecture, and light,
in the further examination, and search of truth; and what is in that case confessed, tendeth to the ease of him that is Tortured; not to
the informing of the Torturers: and therefore ought not to have the credit of a sufficient Testimony: for whether he deliver himselfe
by true, or false Accusation, he does it by the Right of preserving his own life.

Image Attribution:“Leviathan by Thomas Hobbes” by Abraham Bosse, Wikimedia Commons is in the Public Domain
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1.7: John Locke — Excerpts from A Letter on Toleration, 1989

Figure 7.1 John Locke.

John Locke (1632-1704) was an English philosopher and political theorist. During his lifetime, he was involved in colonial
ventures, politics, commerce, and medicine. A Letter Concerning Toleration and the Two Treatises of Government offered ideas and
concepts that became central to political liberalism and were referenced by many involved in the revolution of the North American
colonies from England.

...The commonwealth seems to me to be a society of men constituted only for the procuring, preserving, and advancing their own
civil interests.

Civil interests I call life, liberty, health, and indolency of body; and the possession of outward things, such as money, lands, houses,
furniture, and the like.

It is the duty of the civil magistrate, by the impartial execution of equal laws, to secure unto all the people in general and to every
one of his subjects in particular the just possession of these things belonging to this life. If anyone presume to violate the laws of
public justice and equity, established for the preservation of those things, his presumption is to be checked by the fear of
punishment, consisting of the deprivation or diminution of those civil interests, or goods, which otherwise he might and ought to
enjoy. But seeing no man does willingly suffer himself to be punished by the deprivation of any part of his goods, and much less of
his liberty or life, therefore, is the magistrate armed with the force and strength of all his subjects, in order to the punishment of
those that violate any other man’s rights.

Now that the whole jurisdiction of the magistrate reaches only to these civil concernments, and that all civil power, right and
dominion, is bounded and confined to the only care of promoting these things; and that it neither can nor ought in any manner to be
extended to the salvation of souls, these following considerations seem unto me abundantly to demonstrate.

First, because the care of souls is not committed to the civil magistrate, any more than to other men. It is not committed unto him, I
say, by God; because it appears not that God has ever given any such authority to one man over another as to compel anyone to his
religion. Nor can any such power be vested in the magistrate by the consent of the people, because no man can so far abandon the

care of his own salvation as blindly to leave to the choice of any other, whether prince or subject, to prescribe to him what faith or
worship he shall embrace. For no man can, if he would, conform his faith to the dictates of another. All the life and power of true
religion consist in the inward and full persuasion of the mind; and faith is not faith without believing. Whatever profession we
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make, to whatever outward worship we conform, if we are not fully satisfied in our own mind that the one is true and the other well
pleasing unto God, such profession and such practice, far from being any furtherance, are indeed great obstacles to our salvation.
For in this manner, instead of expiating other sins by the exercise of religion, I say, in offering thus unto God Almighty such a
worship as we esteem to be displeasing unto Him, we add unto the number of our other sins those also of hypocrisy and contempt
of His Divine Majesty.

In the second place, the care of souls cannot belong to the civil magistrate, because his power consists only in outward force; but
true and saving religion consists in the inward persuasion of the mind, without which nothing can be acceptable to God. And such
is the nature of the understanding, that it cannot be compelled to the belief of anything by outward force. Confiscation of estate,
imprisonment, torments, nothing of that nature can have any such efficacy as to make men change the inward judgement that they
have framed of things.

It may indeed be alleged that the magistrate may make use of arguments, and, thereby; draw the heterodox into the way of truth,
and procure their salvation. I grant it; but this is common to him with other men. In teaching, instructing, and redressing the
erroneous by reason, he may certainly do what becomes any good man to do. Magistracy does not oblige him to put off either
humanity or Christianity; but it is one thing to persuade, another to command; one thing to press with arguments, another with
penalties. This civil power alone has a right to do; to the other, goodwill is authority enough. Every man has commission to
admonish, exhort, convince another of error, and, by reasoning, to draw him into truth; but to give laws, receive obedience, and
compel with the sword, belongs to none but the magistrate. And, upon this ground, I affirm that the magistrate’s power extends not
to the establishing of any articles of faith, or forms of worship, by the force of his laws. For laws are of no force at all without
penalties, and penalties in this case are absolutely impertinent, because they are not proper to convince the mind. Neither the
profession of any articles of faith, nor the conformity to any outward form of worship (as has been already said), can be available to
the salvation of souls, unless the truth of the one and the acceptableness of the other unto God be thoroughly believed by those that
so profess and practise. But penalties are no way capable to produce such belief. It is only light and evidence that can work a
change in men’s opinions; which light can in no manner proceed from corporal sufferings, or any other outward penalties.

In the third place, the care of the salvation of men’s souls cannot belong to the magistrate; because, though the rigour of laws and
the force of penalties were capable to convince and change men’s minds, yet would not that help at all to the salvation of their
souls. For there being but one truth, one way to heaven, what hope is there that more men would be led into it if they had no rule
but the religion of the court and were put under the necessity to quit the light of their own reason, and oppose the dictates of their
own consciences, and blindly to resign themselves up to the will of their governors and to the religion which either ignorance,
ambition, or superstition had chanced to establish in the countries where they were born? In the variety and contradiction of
opinions in religion, wherein the princes of the world are as much divided as in their secular interests, the narrow way would be
much straitened; one country alone would be in the right, and all the rest of the world put under an obligation of following their
princes in the ways that lead to destruction; and that which heightens the absurdity, and very ill suits the notion of a Deity, men
would owe their eternal happiness or misery to the places of their nativity.

These considerations, to omit many others that might have been urged to the same purpose, seem unto me sufficient to conclude
that all the power of civil government relates only to men’s civil interests, is confined to the care of the things of this world, and
hath nothing to do with the world to come.

Let us now consider what a church is. A church, then, I take to be a voluntary society of men, joining themselves together of their
own accord in order to the public worshipping of God in such manner as they judge acceptable to Him, and effectual to the
salvation of their souls.

I say it is a free and voluntary society. Nobody is born a member of any church; otherwise the religion of parents would descend
unto children by the same right of inheritance as their temporal estates, and everyone would hold his faith by the same tenure he
does his lands, than which nothing can be imagined more absurd. Thus, therefore, that matter stands. No man by nature is bound
unto any particular church or sect, but everyone joins himself voluntarily to that society in which he believes he has found that
profession and worship which is truly acceptable to God. The hope of salvation, as it was the only cause of his entrance into that
communion, so it can be the only reason of his stay there. For if afterwards he discover anything either erroneous in the doctrine or
incongruous in the worship of that society to which he has joined himself, why should it not be as free for him to go out as it was to
enter? No member of a religious society can be tied with any other bonds but what proceed from the certain expectation of eternal

life. A church, then, is a society of members voluntarily uniting to that end.

https://socialsci.libretexts.org/@go/page/156374


https://libretexts.org/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_domain
https://socialsci.libretexts.org/@go/page/156374?pdf

LibreTexts"

It follows now that we consider what is the power of this church and unto what laws it is subject.

Forasmuch as no society, how free soever, or upon whatsoever slight occasion instituted, whether of philosophers for learning, of
merchants for commerce, or of men of leisure for mutual conversation and discourse, no church or company, I say, can in the least
subsist and hold together, but will presently dissolve and break in pieces, unless it be regulated by some laws, and the members all
consent to observe some order. Place and time of meeting must be agreed on; rules for admitting and excluding members must be
established; distinction of officers, and putting things into a regular course, and suchlike, cannot be omitted. But since the joining
together of several members into this church-society, as has already been demonstrated, is absolutely free and spontaneous, it
necessarily follows that the right of making its laws can belong to none but the society itself; or, at least (which is the same thing),
to those whom the society by common consent has authorised thereunto.

Some, perhaps, may object that no such society can be said to be a true church unless it have in it a bishop or presbyter, with ruling
authority derived from the very apostles, and continued down to the present times by an uninterrupted succession.

To these I answer: In the first place, let them show me the edict by which Christ has imposed that law upon His Church. And let not
any man think me impertinent, if in a thing of this consequence I require that the terms of that edict be very express and positive;
for the promise He has made us,[6] that “wheresoever two or three are gathered together” in His name, He will be in the midst of
them, seems to imply the contrary. Whether such an assembly want anything necessary to a true church, pray do you consider.
Certain I am that nothing can be there wanting unto the salvation of souls, which is sufficient to our purpose.

Next, pray observe how great have always been the divisions amongst even those who lay so much stress upon the Divine
institution and continued succession of a certain order of rulers in the Church. Now, their very dissension unavoidably puts us upon
a necessity of deliberating and, consequently, allows a liberty of choosing that which upon consideration we prefer.

And, in the last place, I consent that these men have a ruler in their church, established by such a long series of succession as they
judge necessary, provided I may have liberty at the same time to join myself to that society in which I am persuaded those things
are to be found which are necessary to the salvation of my soul. In this manner ecclesiastical liberty will be preserved on all sides,
and no man will have a legislator imposed upon him but whom himself has chosen.

But since men are so solicitous about the true church, I would only ask them here, by the way, if it be not more agreeable to the
Church of Christ to make the conditions of her communion consist in such things, and such things only, as the Holy Spirit has in
the Holy Scriptures declared, in express words, to be necessary to salvation; I ask, I say, whether this be not more agreeable to the
Church of Christ than for men to impose their own inventions and interpretations upon others as if they were of Divine authority,
and to establish by ecclesiastical laws, as absolutely necessary to the profession of Christianity, such things as the Holy Scriptures
do either not mention, or at least not expressly command? Whosoever requires those things in order to ecclesiastical communion,
which Christ does not require in order to life eternal, he may, perhaps, indeed constitute a society accommodated to his own
opinion and his own advantage; but how that can be called the Church of Christ which is established upon laws that are not His,
and which excludes such persons from its communion as He will one day receive into the Kingdom of Heaven, I understand not.
But this being not a proper place to inquire into the marks of the true church, I will only mind those that contend so earnestly for
the decrees of their own society, and that cry out continually, “The Church! the Church!” with as much noise, and perhaps upon the
same principle, as the Ephesian silversmiths did for their Diana; this, I say, I desire to mind them of, that the Gospel frequently
declares that the true disciples of Christ must suffer persecution; but that the Church of Christ should persecute others, and force
others by fire and sword to embrace her faith and doctrine, I could never yet find in any of the books of the New Testament.

The end of a religious society (as has already been said) is the public worship of God and, by means thereof, the acquisition of
eternal life. All discipline ought, therefore, to tend to that end, and all ecclesiastical laws to be thereunto confined. Nothing ought
nor can be transacted in this society relating to the possession of civil and worldly goods. No force is here to be made use of upon
any occasion whatsoever. For force belongs wholly to the civil magistrate, and the possession of all outward goods is subject to his
jurisdiction.

But, it may be asked, by what means then shall ecclesiastical laws be established, if they must be thus destitute of all compulsive
power? I answer: They must be established by means suitable to the nature of such things, whereof the external profession and
observation — if not proceeding from a thorough conviction and approbation of the mind — is altogether useless and unprofitable.
The arms by which the members of this society are to be kept within their duty are exhortations, admonitions, and advices. If by

these means the offenders will not be reclaimed, and the erroneous convinced, there remains nothing further to be done but that
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such stubborn and obstinate persons, who give no ground to hope for their reformation, should be cast out and separated from the
society. This is the last and utmost force of ecclesiastical authority. No other punishment can thereby be inflicted than that, the
relation ceasing between the body and the member which is cut off.

The person so condemned ceases to be a part of that church.

These things being thus determined, let us inquire, in the next place: How far the duty of toleration extends, and what is required
from everyone by it?

And, first, T hold that no church is bound, by the duty of toleration, to retain any such person in her bosom as, after admonition,
continues obstinately to offend against the laws of the society. For, these being the condition of communion and the bond of the
society, if the breach of them were permitted without any animadversion the society would immediately be thereby dissolved. But,
nevertheless, in all such cases care is to be taken that the sentence of excommunication, and the execution thereof, carry with it no
rough usage of word or action whereby the ejected person may any wise be damnified in body or estate. For all force (as has often
been said) belongs only to the magistrate, nor ought any private persons at any time to use force, unless it be in self-defence against
unjust violence. Excommunication neither does, nor can, deprive the excommunicated person of any of those civil goods that he
formerly possessed. All those things belong to the civil government and are under the magistrate’s protection. The whole force of
excommunication consists only in this: that, the resolution of the society in that respect being declared, the union that was between
the body and some member comes thereby to be dissolved; and, that relation ceasing, the participation of some certain things which
the society communicated to its members, and unto which no man has any civil right, comes also to cease. For there is no civil
injury done unto the excommunicated person by the church minister’s refusing him that bread and wine, in the celebration of the
Lord’s Supper, which was not bought with his but other men’s money.

Secondly, no private person has any right in any manner to prejudice another person in his civil enjoyments because he is of
another church or religion. All the rights and franchises that belong to him as a man, or as a denizen, are inviolably to be preserved
to him. These are not the business of religion. No violence nor injury is to be offered him, whether he be Christian or Pagan. Nay,
we must not content ourselves with the narrow measures of bare justice; charity, bounty, and liberality must be added to it. This the
Gospel enjoins, this reason directs, and this that natural fellowship we are born into requires of us. If any man err from the right
way, it is his own misfortune, no injury to thee; nor therefore art thou to punish him in the things of this life because thou supposest
he will be miserable in that which is to come.

What I say concerning the mutual toleration of private persons differing from one another in religion, I understand also of
particular churches which stand, as it were, in the same relation to each other as private persons among themselves: nor has any one
of them any manner of jurisdiction over any other; no, not even when the civil magistrate (as it sometimes happens) comes to be of
this or the other communion. For the civil government can give no new right to the church, nor the church to the civil government.
So that, whether the magistrate join himself to any church, or separate from it, the church remains always as it was before — a free
and voluntary society. It neither requires the power of the sword by the magistrate’s coming to it, nor does it lose the right of
instruction and excommunication by his going from it. This is the fundamental and immutable right of a spontaneous society —
that it has power to remove any of its members who transgress the rules of its institution; but it cannot, by the accession of any new
members, acquire any right of jurisdiction over those that are not joined with it. And therefore peace, equity, and friendship are
always mutually to be observed by particular churches, in the same manner as by private persons, without any pretence of
superiority or jurisdiction over one another.

...Nobody, therefore, in fine, neither single persons nor churches, nay, nor even commonwealths, have any just title to invade the
civil rights and worldly goods of each other upon pretence of religion. Those that are of another opinion would do well to consider
with themselves how pernicious a seed of discord and war, how powerful a provocation to endless hatreds, rapines, and slaughters
they thereby furnish unto mankind. No peace and security, no, not so much as common friendship, can ever be established or
preserved amongst men so long as this opinion prevails, that dominion is founded in grace and that religion is to be propagated by
force of arms.

In the third place, let us see what the duty of toleration requires from those who are distinguished from the rest of mankind (from
the laity, as they please to call us) by some ecclesiastical character and office; whether they be bishops, priests, presbyters,

ministers, or however else dignified or distinguished. It is not my business to inquire here into the original of the power or dignity
of the clergy. This only I say, that, whencesoever their authority be sprung, since it is ecclesiastical, it ought to be confined within
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the bounds of the Church, nor can it in any manner be extended to civil affairs, because the Church itself is a thing absolutely
separate and distinct from the commonwealth. The boundaries on both sides are fixed and immovable. He jumbles heaven and
earth together, the things most remote and opposite, who mixes these two societies, which are in their original, end, business, and in
everything perfectly distinct and infinitely different from each other. No man, therefore, with whatsoever ecclesiastical office he be
dignified, can deprive another man that is not of his church and faith either of liberty or of any part of his worldly goods upon the
account of that difference between them in religion. For whatsoever is not lawful to the whole Church cannot by any ecclesiastical
right become lawful to any of its members.

Image Attribution:“John Locke”, Wikimedia Commons is in the Public Domain
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1.8: John Locke — Excerpts from Second Treatise of Government, 1690

CHAPTER. Il. Second Treatise on Government
OF THE STATE OF NATURE.

Sect. 4. To understand political power right, and derive it from its original, we must consider, what state all men are naturally in,
and that is, a state of perfect freedom to order their actions, and dispose of their possessions and persons, as they think fit, within
the bounds of the law of nature, without asking leave, or depending upon the will of any other man.

A state also of equality, wherein all the power and jurisdiction is reciprocal, no one having more than another; there being nothing
more evident, than that creatures of the same species and rank, promiscuously born to all the same advantages of nature, and the
use of the same faculties, should also be equal one amongst another without subordination or subjection, unless the lord and master
of them all should, by any manifest declaration of his will, set one above another, and confer on him, by an evident and clear
appointment, an undoubted right to dominion and sovereignty.

Sect. 6. But though this be a state of liberty, yet it is not a state of licence: though man in that state have an uncontroulable liberty to
dispose of his person or possessions, yet he has not liberty to destroy himself, or so much as any creature in his possession, but
where some nobler use than its bare preservation calls for it. The state of nature has a law of nature to govern it, which obliges
every one: and reason, which is that law, teaches all mankind, who will but consult it, that being all equal and independent, no one
ought to harm another in his life, health, liberty, or possessions: for men being all the workmanship of one omnipotent, and
infinitely wise maker; all the servants of one sovereign master, sent into the world by his order, and about his business; they are his
property, whose workmanship they are, made to last during his, not one another’s pleasure: and being furnished with like faculties,
sharing all in one community of nature, there cannot be supposed any such subordination among us, that may authorize us to
destroy one another, as if we were made for one another’s uses, as the inferior ranks of creatures are for our’s. Every one, as he is
bound to preserve himself, and not to quit his station wilfully, so by the like reason, when his own preservation comes not in
competition, ought he, as much as he can, to preserve the rest of mankind, and may not, unless it be to do justice on an offender,
take away, or impair the life, or what tends to the preservation of the life, the liberty, health, limb, or goods of another.

Sect. 7. And that all men may be restrained from invading others rights, and from doing hurt to one another, and the law of nature
be observed, which willeth the peace and preservation of all mankind, the execution of the law of nature is, in that state, put into
every man’s hands, whereby every one has a right to punish the transgressors of that law to such a degree, as may hinder its
violation: for the law of nature would, as all other laws that concern men in this world be in vain, if there were no body that in the
state of nature had a power to execute that law, and thereby preserve the innocent and restrain offenders. And if any one in the state
of nature may punish another for any evil he has done, every one may do so: for in that state of perfect equality, where naturally
there is no superiority or jurisdiction of one over another, what any may do in prosecution of that law, every one must needs have a
right to do.

Sect. 8. And thus, in the state of nature, one man comes by a power over another; but yet no absolute or arbitrary power, to use a
criminal, when he has got him in his hands, according to the passionate heats, or boundless extravagancy of his own will; but only
to retribute to him, so far as calm reason and conscience dictate, what is proportionate to his transgression, which is so much as
may serve for reparation and restraint: for these two are the only reasons, why one man may lawfully do harm to another, which is
that we call punishment. In transgressing the law of nature, the offender declares himself to live by another rule than that of reason
and common equity, which is that measure God has set to the actions of men, for their mutual security; and so he becomes
dangerous to mankind, the tye, which is to secure them from injury and violence, being slighted and broken by him. Which being a
trespass against the whole species, and the peace and safety of it, provided for by the law of nature, every man upon this score, by
the right he hath to preserve mankind in general, may restrain, or where it is necessary, destroy things noxious to them, and so may
bring such evil on any one, who hath transgressed that law, as may make him repent the doing of it, and thereby deter him, and by
his example others, from doing the like mischief. And in the case, and upon this ground, EVERY MAN HATH A RIGHT TO
PUNISH THE OFFENDER, AND BE EXECUTIONER OF THE LAW OF NATURE.

Sect. 9. I doubt not but this will seem a very strange doctrine to some men: but before they condemn it, I desire them to resolve me,
by what right any prince or state can put to death, or punish an alien, for any crime he commits in their country. It is certain their
laws, by virtue of any sanction they receive from the promulgated will of the legislative, reach not a stranger: they speak not to
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him, nor, if they did, is he bound to hearken to them. The legislative authority, by which they are in force over the subjects of that
commonwealth, hath no power over him. Those who have the supreme power of making laws in England, France or Holland, are to
an Indian, but like the rest of the world, men without authority: and therefore, if by the law of nature every man hath not a power to
punish offences against it, as he soberly judges the case to require, I see not how the magistrates of any community can punish an
alien of another country; since, in reference to him, they can have no more power than what every man naturally may have over
another.

Sect, 10. Besides the crime which consists in violating the law, and varying from the right rule of reason, whereby a man so far
becomes degenerate, and declares himself to quit the principles of human nature, and to be a noxious creature, there is commonly
injury done to some person or other, and some other man receives damage by his transgression: in which case he who hath received
any damage, has, besides the right of punishment common to him with other men, a particular right to seek reparation from him
that has done it: and any other person, who finds it just, may also join with him that is injured, and assist him in recovering from
the offender so much as may make satisfaction for the harm he has suffered.

Sect. 11. From these two distinct rights, the one of punishing the crime for restraint, and preventing the like offence, which right of
punishing is in every body; the other of taking reparation, which belongs only to the injured party, comes it to pass that the
magistrate, who by being magistrate hath the common right of punishing put into his hands, can often, where the public good
demands not the execution of the law, remit the punishment of criminal offences by his own authority, but yet cannot remit the
satisfaction due to any private man for the damage he has received. That, he who has suffered the damage has a right to demand in
his own name, and he alone can remit: the damnified person has this power of appropriating to himself the goods or service of the
offender, by right of self-preservation, as every man has a power to punish the crime, to prevent its being committed again, by the
right he has of preserving all mankind, and doing all reasonable things he can in order to that end: and thus it is, that every man, in
the state of nature, has a power to kill a murderer, both to deter others from doing the like injury, which no reparation can
compensate, by the example of the punishment that attends it from every body, and also to secure men from the attempts of a
criminal, who having renounced reason, the common rule and measure God hath given to mankind, hath, by the unjust violence and
slaughter he hath committed upon one, declared war against all mankind, and therefore may be destroyed as a lion or a tyger, one
of those wild savage beasts, with whom men can have no society nor security: and upon this is grounded that great law of nature,
Whoso sheddeth man’s blood, by man shall his blood be shed. And Cain was so fully convinced, that every one had a right to
destroy such a criminal, that after the murder of his brother, he cries out, Every one that findeth me, shall slay me; so plain was it
writ in the hearts of all mankind.

Sect. 12. By the same reason may a man in the state of nature punish the lesser breaches of that law. It will perhaps be demanded,
with death? I answer, each transgression may be punished to that degree, and with so much severity, as will suffice to make it an ill
bargain to the offender, give him cause to repent, and terrify others from doing the like. Every offence, that can be committed in the
state of nature, may in the state of nature be also punished equally, and as far forth as it may, in a commonwealth: for though it
would be besides my present purpose, to enter here into the particulars of the law of nature, or its measures of punishment; yet, it is
certain there is such a law, and that too, as intelligible and plain to a rational creature, and a studier of that law, as the positive laws
of commonwealths; nay, possibly plainer; as much as reason is easier to be understood, than the fancies and intricate contrivances
of men, following contrary and hidden interests put into words; for so truly are a great part of the municipal laws of countries,
which are only so far right, as they are founded on the law of nature, by which they are to be regulated and interpreted.

Sect. 13. To this strange doctrine, viz. That in the state of nature every one has the executive power of the law of nature, I doubt not
but it will be objected, that it is unreasonable for men to be judges in their own cases, that self-love will make men partial to
themselves and their friends: and on the other side, that ill nature, passion and revenge will carry them too far in punishing others;
and hence nothing but confusion and disorder will follow, and that therefore God hath certainly appointed government to restrain
the partiality and violence of men. I easily grant, that civil government is the proper remedy for the inconveniencies of the state of
nature, which must certainly be great, where men may be judges in their own case, since it is easy to be imagined, that he who was
so unjust as to do his brother an injury, will scarce be so just as to condemn himself for it: but I shall desire those who make this
objection, to remember, that absolute monarchs are but men; and if government is to be the remedy of those evils, which
necessarily follow from men’s being judges in their own cases, and the state of nature is therefore not to be endured, I desire to
know what kind of government that is, and how much better it is than the state of nature, where one man, commanding a multitude,

has the liberty to be judge in his own case, and may do to all his subjects whatever he pleases, without the least liberty to any one to
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question or controul those who execute his pleasure? and in whatsoever he doth, whether led by reason, mistake or passion, must be
submitted to? much better it is in the state of nature, wherein men are not bound to submit to the unjust will of another: and if he
that judges, judges amiss in his own, or any other case, he is answerable for it to the rest of mankind.

Sect. 14. It is often asked as a mighty objection, where are, or ever were there any men in such a state of nature? To which it may
suffice as an answer at present, that since all princes and rulers of independent governments all through the world, are in a state of
nature, it is plain the world never was, nor ever will be, without numbers of men in that state. I have named all governors of
independent communities, whether they are, or are not, in league with others: for it is not every compact that puts an end to the
state of nature between men, but only this one of agreeing together mutually to enter into one community, and make one body
politic; other promises, and compacts, men may make one with another, and yet still be in the state of nature. The promises and
bargains for truck, &c. between the two men in the desert island, mentioned by Garcilasso de la Vega, in his history of Peru; or
between a Swiss and an Indian, in the woods of America, are binding to them, though they are perfectly in a state of nature, in
reference to one another: for truth and keeping of faith belongs to men, as men, and not as members of society.

Sect. 15. To those that say, there were never any men in the state of nature, I ...affirm, that all men are naturally in that state, and
remain so, till by their own consents they make themselves members of some politic society; and I doubt not in the sequel of this
discourse, to make it very clear.

CHAPTER. V. OF PROPERTY.

...Sect. 26. God, who hath given the world to men in common, hath also given them reason to make use of it to the best advantage
of life, and convenience. The earth, and all that is therein, is given to men for the support and comfort of their being. And tho’ all
the fruits it naturally produces, and beasts it feeds, belong to mankind in common, as they are produced by the spontaneous hand of
nature; and no body has originally a private dominion, exclusive of the rest of mankind, in any of them, as they are thus in their
natural state: yet being given for the use of men, there must of necessity be a means to appropriate them some way or other, before
they can be of any use, or at all beneficial to any particular man. The fruit, or venison, which nourishes the wild Indian, who knows
no enclosure, and is still a tenant in common, must be his, and so his, i.e. a part of him, that another can no longer have any right to
it, before it can do him any good for the support of his life.

Sect. 27. Though the earth, and all inferior creatures, be common to all men, yet every man has a property in his own person: this
no body has any right to but himself. The labour of his body, and the work of his hands, we may say, are properly his. Whatsoever
then he removes out of the state that nature hath provided, and left it in, he hath mixed his labour with, and joined to it something
that is his own, and thereby makes it his property. It being by him removed from the common state nature hath placed it in, it hath
by this labour something annexed to it, that excludes the common right of other men: for this labour being the unquestionable
property of the labourer, no man but he can have a right to what that is once joined to, at least where there is enough, and as good,
left in common for others.

Sect. 28. He that is nourished by the acorns he picked up under an oak, or the apples he gathered from the trees in the wood, has
certainly appropriated them to himself. No body can deny but the nourishment is his. I ask then, when did they begin to be his?
when he digested? or when he eat? or when he boiled? or when he brought them home? or when he picked them up? and it is plain,
if the first gathering made them not his, nothing else could. That labour put a distinction between them and common: that added
something to them more than nature, the common mother of all, had done; and so they became his private right. And will any one
say, he had no right to those acorns or apples, he thus appropriated, because he had not the consent of all mankind to make them
his? Was it a robbery thus to assume to himself what belonged to all in common? If such a consent as that was necessary, man had
starved, notwithstanding the plenty God had given him. We see in commons, which remain so by compact, that it is the taking any
part of what is common, and removing it out of the state nature leaves it in, which begins the property; without which the common
is of no use. And the taking of this or that part, does not depend on the express consent of all the commoners. Thus the grass my
horse has bit; the turfs my servant has cut; and the ore I have digged in any place, where I have a right to them in common with
others, become my property, without the assignation or consent of any body. The labour that was mine, removing them out of that
common state they were in, hath fixed my property in them.

Sect. 29. By making an explicit consent of every commoner, necessary to any one’s appropriating to himself any part of what is

given in common, children or servants could not cut the meat, which their father or master had provided for them in common,
without assigning to every one his peculiar part. Though the water running in the fountain be every one’s, yet who can doubt, but
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that in the pitcher is his only who drew it out? His labour hath taken it out of the hands of nature, where it was common, and
belonged equally to all her children, and hath thereby appropriated it to himself.

Sect. 30. Thus this law of reason makes the deer that Indian’s who hath killed it; it is allowed to be his goods, who hath bestowed
his labour upon it, though before it was the common right of every one. And amongst those who are counted the civilized part of
mankind, who have made and multiplied positive laws to determine property, this original law of nature, for the beginning of
property, in what was before common, still takes place; and by virtue thereof, what fish any one catches in the ocean, that great and
still remaining common of mankind; or what ambergrise any one takes up here, is by the labour that removes it out of that common
state nature left it in, made his property, who takes that pains about it. And even amongst us, the hare that any one is hunting, is
thought his who pursues her during the chase: for being a beast that is still looked upon as common, and no man’s private
possession; whoever has employed so much labour about any of that kind, as to find and pursue her, has thereby removed her from
the state of nature, wherein she was common, and hath begun a property.

Sect. 31. It will perhaps be objected to this, that if gathering the acorns, or other fruits of the earth, &c. makes a right to them, then
any one may ingross as much as he will. To which I answer, Not so. The same law of nature, that does by this means give us
property, does also bound that property too. God has given us all things richly, 1 Tim. vi. 12. is the voice of reason confirmed by
inspiration. But how far has he given it us? To enjoy. As much as any one can make use of to any advantage of life before it spoils,
so much he may by his labour fix a property in: whatever is beyond this, is more than his share, and belongs to others. Nothing was
made by God for man to spoil or destroy. And thus, considering the plenty of natural provisions there was a long time in the world,
and the few spenders; and to how small a part of that provision the industry of one man could extend itself, and ingross it to the
prejudice of others; especially keeping within the bounds, set by reason, of what might serve for his use; there could be then little
room for quarrels or contentions about property so established.

Sect. 32. But the chief matter of property being now not the fruits of the earth, and the beasts that subsist on it, but the earth itself;
as that which takes in and carries with it all the rest; I think it is plain, that property in that too is acquired as the former. As much
land as a man tills, plants, improves, cultivates, and can use the product of, so much is his property. He by his labour does, as it
were, inclose it from the common. Nor will it invalidate his right, to say every body else has an equal title to it; and therefore he
cannot appropriate, he cannot inclose, without the consent of all his fellow-commoners, all mankind. God, when he gave the world
in common to all mankind, commanded man also to labour, and the penury of his condition required it of him. God and his reason
commanded him to subdue the earth, i.e. improve it for the benefit of life, and therein lay out something upon it that was his own,
his labour. He that in obedience to this command of God, subdued, tilled and sowed any part of it, thereby annexed to it something
that was his property, which another had no title to, nor could without injury take from him.

Sect. 33. Nor was this appropriation of any parcel of land, by improving it, any prejudice to any other man, since there was still
enough, and as good left; and more than the yet unprovided could use. So that, in effect, there was never the less left for others
because of his enclosure for himself: for he that leaves as much as another can make use of, does as good as take nothing at all. No
body could think himself injured by the drinking of another man, though he took a good draught, who had a whole river of the
same water left him to quench his thirst: and the case of land and water, where there is enough of both, is perfectly the same.

Sect. 34. God gave the world to men in common; but since he gave it them for their benefit, and the greatest conveniencies of life
they were capable to draw from it, it cannot be supposed he meant it should always remain common and uncultivated. He gave it to
the use of the industrious and rational, (and labour was to be his title to it;) not to the fancy or covetousness of the quarrelsome and
contentious. He that had as good left for his improvement, as was already taken up, needed not complain, ought not to meddle with
what was already improved by another’s labour: if he did, it is plain he desired the benefit of another’s pains, which he had no right
to, and not the ground which God had given him in common with others to labour on, and whereof there was as good left, as that
already possessed, and more than he knew what to do with, or his industry could reach to.

Sect. 35. It is true, in land that is common in England, or any other country, where there is plenty of people under government, who
have money and commerce, no one can inclose or appropriate any part, without the consent of all his fellow-commoners; because
this is left common by compact, i.e. by the law of the land, which is not to be violated. And though it be common, in respect of
some men, it is not so to all mankind; but is the joint property of this country, or this parish. Besides, the remainder, after such
enclosure, would not be as good to the rest of the commoners, as the whole was when they could all make use of the whole;
whereas in the beginning and first peopling of the great common of the world, it was quite otherwise. The law man was under, was

rather for appropriating. God commanded, and his wants forced him to labour. That was his property which could not be taken from
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him where-ever he had fixed it. And hence subduing or cultivating the earth, and having dominion, we see are joined together. The
one gave title to the other. So that God, by commanding to subdue, gave authority so far to appropriate: and the condition of human
life, which requires labour and materials to work on, necessarily introduces private possessions.

Sect. 36. The measure of property nature has well set by the extent of men’s labour and the conveniencies of life: no man’s labour
could subdue, or appropriate all; nor could his enjoyment consume more than a small part; so that it was impossible for any man,
this way, to intrench upon the right of another, or acquire to himself a property, to the prejudice of his neighbour, who would still
have room for as good, and as large a possession (after the other had taken out his) as before it was appropriated. This measure did
confine every man’s possession to a very moderate proportion, and such as he might appropriate to himself, without injury to any
body, in the first ages of the world, when men were more in danger to be lost, by wandering from their company, in the then vast
wilderness of the earth, than to be straitened for want of room to plant in. And the same measure may be allowed still without
prejudice to any body, as full as the world seems: for supposing a man, or family, in the state they were at first peopling of the
world by the children of Adam, or Noah; let him plant in some inland, vacant places of America, we shall find that the possessions
he could make himself, upon the measures we have given, would not be very large, nor, even to this day, prejudice the rest of
mankind, or give them reason to complain, or think themselves injured by this man’s incroachment, though the race of men have
now spread themselves to all the corners of the world, and do infinitely exceed the small number was at the beginning. Nay, the
extent of ground is of so little value, without labour, that I have heard it affirmed, that in Spain itself a man may be permitted to
plough, sow and reap, without being disturbed, upon land he has no other title to, but only his making use of it. But, on the
contrary, the inhabitants think themselves beholden to him, who, by his industry on neglected, and consequently waste land, has
increased the stock of corn, which they wanted. But be this as it will, which I lay no stress on; this I dare boldly affirm, that the
same rule of propriety, (viz.) that every man should have as much as he could make use of, would hold still in the world, without
straitening any body; since there is land enough in the world to suffice double the inhabitants, had not the invention of money, and
the tacit agreement of men to put a value on it, introduced (by consent) larger possessions, and a right to them; which, how it has
done, I shall by and by shew more at large.

Sect. 37. This is certain, that in the beginning, before the desire of having more than man needed had altered the intrinsic value of
things, which depends only on their usefulness to the life of man; or had agreed, that a little piece of yellow metal, which would
keep without wasting or decay, should be worth a great piece of flesh, or a whole heap of corn; though men had a right to
appropriate, by their labour, each one of himself, as much of the things of nature, as he could use: yet this could not be much, nor to
the prejudice of others, where the same plenty was still left to those who would use the same industry. To which let me add, that he
who appropriates land to himself by his labour, does not lessen, but increase the common stock of mankind: for the provisions
serving to the support of human life, produced by one acre of inclosed and cultivated land, are (to speak much within compass) ten
times more than those which are yielded by an acre of land of an equal richness lying waste in common. And therefore he that
incloses land, and has a greater plenty of the conveniencies of life from ten acres, than he could have from an hundred left to
nature, may truly be said to give ninety acres to mankind: for his labour now supplies him with provisions out of ten acres, which
were but the product of an hundred lying in common. I have here rated the improved land very low, in making its product but as ten
to one, when it is much nearer an hundred to one: for I ask, whether in the wild woods and uncultivated waste of America, left to
nature, without any improvement, tillage or husbandry, a thousand acres yield the needy and wretched inhabitants as many
conveniencies of life, as ten acres of equally fertile land do in Devonshire, where they are well cultivated?

Before the appropriation of land, he who gathered as much of the wild fruit, killed, caught, or tamed, as many of the beasts, as he
could; he that so imployed his pains about any of the spontaneous products of nature, as any way to alter them from the state which
nature put them in, by placing any of his labour on them, did thereby acquire a propriety in them: but if they perished, in his
possession, without their due use; if the fruits rotted, or the venison putrified, before he could spend it, he offended against the
common law of nature, and was liable to be punished; he invaded his neighbour’s share, for he had no right, farther than his use
called for any of them, and they might serve to afford him conveniencies of life...

Sect. 40...it is labour indeed that puts the difference of value on every thing; and let any one consider what the difference is
between an acre of land planted with tobacco or sugar, sown with wheat or barley, and an acre of the same land lying in common,
without any husbandry upon it, and he will find, that the improvement of labour makes the far greater part of the value. I think it
will be but a very modest computation to say, that of the products of the earth useful to the life of man nine tenths are the effects of

labour: nay, if we will rightly estimate things as they come to our use, and cast up the several expences about them, what in them is
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purely owing to nature, and what to labour, we shall find, that in most of them ninety-nine hundredths are wholly to be put on the
account of labour.

Sect. 41. There cannot be a clearer demonstration of any thing, than several nations of the Americans are of this, who are rich in
land, and poor in all the comforts of life; whom nature having furnished as liberally as any other people, with the materials of
plenty, i.e. a fruitful soil, apt to produce in abundance, what might serve for food, raiment, and delight; yet for want of improving it
by labour, have not one hundredth part of the conveniencies we enjoy: and a king of a large and fruitful territory there, feeds,
lodges, and is clad worse than a day-labourer in England.

Sect. 42. To make this a little clearer, let us but trace some of the ordinary provisions of life, through their several progresses,
before they come to our use, and see how much they receive of their value from human industry. Bread, wine and cloth, are things
of daily use, and great plenty; yet notwithstanding, acorns, water and leaves, or skins, must be our bread, drink and cloathing, did
not labour furnish us with these more useful commodities: for whatever bread is more worth than acorns, wine than water, and
cloth or silk, than leaves, skins or moss, that is wholly owing to labour and industry; the one of these being the food and raiment
which unassisted nature furnishes us with; the other, provisions which our industry and pains prepare for us, which how much they
exceed the other in value, when any one hath computed, he will then see how much labour makes the far greatest part of the value
of things we enjoy in this world: and the ground which produces the materials, is scarce to be reckoned in, as any, or at most, but a
very small part of it; so little, that even amongst us, land that is left wholly to nature, that hath no improvement of pasturage,
tillage, or planting, is called, as indeed it is, waste; and we shall find the benefit of it amount to little more than nothing.

This shews how much numbers of men are to be preferred to largeness of dominions; and that the increase of lands, and the right
employing of them, is the great art of government: and that prince, who shall be so wise and godlike, as by established laws of
liberty to secure protection and encouragement to the honest industry of mankind, against the oppression of power and narrowness
of party, will quickly be too hard for his neighbours: but this by the by.

To return to the argument in hand.

Sect. 43. An acre of land, that bears here twenty bushels of wheat, and another in America, which, with the same husbandry, would
do the like, are, without doubt, of the same natural intrinsic value: but yet the benefit mankind receives from the one in a year, is
worth 51. and from the other possibly not worth a penny, if all the profit an Indian received from it were to be valued, and sold here;
at least, I may truly say, not one thousandth. It is labour then which puts the greatest part of value upon land, without which it
would scarcely be worth any thing: it is to that we owe the greatest part of all its useful products; for all that the straw, bran, bread,
of that acre of wheat, is more worth than the product of an acre of as good land, which lies waste, is all the effect of labour: for it is
not barely the plough-man’s pains, the reaper’s and thresher’s toil, and the baker’s sweat, is to be counted into the bread we eat; the
labour of those who broke the oxen, who digged and wrought the iron and stones, who felled and framed the timber employed
about the plough, mill, oven, or any other utensils, which are a vast number, requisite to this corn, from its being feed to be sown to
its being made bread, must all be charged on the account of labour, and received as an effect of that: nature and the earth furnished
only the almost worthless materials, as in themselves. It would be a strange catalogue of things, that industry provided and made
use of, about every loaf of bread, before it came to our use, if we could trace them; iron, wood, leather, bark, timber, stone, bricks,
coals, lime, cloth, dying drugs, pitch, tar, masts, ropes, and all the materials made use of in the ship, that brought any of the
commodities made use of by any of the workmen, to any part of the work; all which it would be almost impossible, at least too
long, to reckon up.

Sect. 44. From all which it is evident, that though the things of nature are given in common, yet man, by being master of himself,
and proprietor of his own person, and the actions or labour of it, had still in himself the great foundation of property; and that,
which made up the great part of what he applied to the support or comfort of his being, when invention and arts had improved the
conveniencies of life, was perfectly his own, and did not belong in common to others.

Sect. 45. Thus labour, in the beginning, gave a right of property, wherever any one was pleased to employ it upon what was
common, which remained a long while the far greater part, and is yet more than mankind makes use of. Men, at first, for the most
part, contented themselves with what unassisted nature offered to their necessities: and though afterwards, in some parts of the
world, (where the increase of people and stock, with the use of money, had made land scarce, and so of some value) the several

communities settled the bounds of their distinct territories, and by laws within themselves regulated the properties of the private
men of their society, and so, by compact and agreement, settled the property which labour and industry began; and the leagues that
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have been made between several states and kingdoms, either expresly or tacitly disowning all claim and right to the land in the
others possession, have, by common consent, given up their pretences to their natural common right, which originally they had to
those countries, and so have, by positive agreement, settled a property amongst themselves, in distinct parts and parcels of the
earth; yet there are still great tracts of ground to be found, which (the inhabitants thereof not having joined with the rest of
mankind, in the consent of the use of their common money) lie waste, and are more than the people who dwell on it do, or can
make use of, and so still lie in common; tho’ this can scarce happen amongst that part of mankind that have consented to the use of
money.

Sect. 46. The greatest part of things really useful to the life of man, and such as the necessity of subsisting made the first
commoners of the world look after, as it doth the Americans now, are generally things of short duration; such as, if they are not
consumed by use, will decay and perish of themselves: gold, silver and diamonds, are things that fancy or agreement hath put the
value on, more than real use, and the necessary support of life. Now of those good things which nature hath provided in common,
every one had a right (as hath been said) to as much as he could use, and property in all that he could effect with his labour; all that
his industry could extend to, to alter from the state nature had put it in, was his. He that gathered a hundred bushels of acorns or
apples, had thereby a property in them, they were his goods as soon as gathered. He was only to look, that he used them before they
spoiled, else he took more than his share, and robbed others. And indeed it was a foolish thing, as well as dishonest, to hoard up
more than he could make use of. If he gave away a part to any body else, so that it perished not uselessly in his possession, these he
also made use of. And if he also bartered away plums, that would have rotted in a week, for nuts that would last good for his eating
a whole year, he did no injury; he wasted not the common stock; destroyed no part of the portion of goods that belonged to others,
so long as nothing perished uselessly in his hands. Again, if he would give his nuts for a piece of metal, pleased with its colour; or
exchange his sheep for shells, or wool for a sparkling pebble or a diamond, and keep those by him all his life he invaded not the
right of others, he might heap up as much of these durable things as he pleased; the exceeding of the bounds of his just property not
lying in the largeness of his possession, but the perishing of any thing uselessly in it.

Sect. 47. And thus came in the use of money, some lasting thing that men might keep without spoiling, and that by mutual consent
men would take in exchange for the truly useful, but perishable supports of life.

Sect. 48. And as different degrees of industry were apt to give men possessions in different proportions, so this invention of money
gave them the opportunity to continue and enlarge them: for supposing an island, separate from all possible commerce with the rest
of the world, wherein there were but an hundred families, but there were sheep, horses and cows, with other useful animals,
wholsome fruits, and land enough for corn for a hundred thousand times as many, but nothing in the island, either because of its
commonness, or perishableness, fit to supply the place of money; what reason could any one have there to enlarge his possessions
beyond the use of his family, and a plentiful supply to its consumption, either in what their own industry produced, or they could
barter for like perishable, useful commodities, with others? Where there is not some thing, both lasting and scarce, and so valuable
to be hoarded up, there men will not be apt to enlarge their possessions of land, were it never so rich, never so free for them to take:
for I ask, what would a man value ten thousand, or an hundred thousand acres of excellent land, ready cultivated, and well stocked
too with cattle, in the middle of the inland parts of America, where he had no hopes of commerce with other parts of the world, to
draw money to him by the sale of the product? It would not be worth the enclosing, and we should see him give up again to the
wild common of nature, whatever was more than would supply the conveniencies of life to be had there for him and his family.

Sect. 49. Thus in the beginning all the world was America, and more so than that is now; for no such thing as money was any
where known. Find out something that hath the use and value of money amongst his neighbours, you shall see the same man will
begin presently to enlarge his possessions.

Sect. 50. But since gold and silver, being little useful to the life of man in proportion to food, raiment, and carriage, has its value
only from the consent of men, whereof labour yet makes, in great part, the measure, it is plain, that men have agreed to a
disproportionate and unequal possession of the earth, they having, by a tacit and voluntary consent, found out, a way how a man
may fairly possess more land than he himself can use the product of, by receiving in exchange for the overplus gold and silver,
which may be hoarded up without injury to any one; these metals not spoiling or decaying in the hands of the possessor. This
partage of things in an inequality of private possessions, men have made practicable out of the bounds of society, and without
compact, only by putting a value on gold and silver, and tacitly agreeing in the use of money: for in governments, the laws regulate

the right of property, and the possession of land is determined by positive constitutions.
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Sect. 51. And thus, I think, it is very easy to conceive, without any difficulty, how labour could at first begin a title of property in
the common things of nature, and how the spending it upon our uses bounded it. So that there could then be no reason of
quarrelling about title, nor any doubt about the largeness of possession it gave. Right and conveniency went together; for as a man
had a right to all he could employ his labour upon, so he had no temptation to labour for more than he could make use of. This left
no room for controversy about the title, nor for encroachment on the right of others; what portion a man carved to himself, was
easily seen; and it was useless, as well as dishonest, to carve himself too much, or take more than he needed.

CHAPTER. XIX. OF THE DISSolution OF GOVERNMENT.

Sect. 222. The reason why men enter into society, is the preservation of their property; and the end why they chuse and authorize a
legislative, is, that there may be laws made, and rules set, as guards and fences to the properties of all the members of the society, to
limit the power, and moderate the dominion, of every part and member of the society: for since it can never be supposed to be the
will of the society, that the legislative should have a power to destroy that which every one designs to secure, by entering into
society, and for which the people submitted themselves to legislators of their own making; whenever the legislators endeavour to
take away, and destroy the property of the people, or to reduce them to slavery under arbitrary power, they put themselves into a
state of war with the people, who are thereupon absolved from any farther obedience, and are left to the common refuge, which
God hath provided for all men, against force and violence. Whensoever therefore the legislative shall transgress this fundamental
rule of society; and either by ambition, fear, folly or corruption, endeavour to grasp themselves, or put into the hands of any other,
an absolute power over the lives, liberties, and estates of the people; by this breach of trust they forfeit the power the people had put
into their hands for quite contrary ends, and it devolves to the people, who have a right to resume their original liberty, and, by the
establishment of a new legislative, (such as they shall think fit) provide for their own safety and security, which is the end for
which they are in society. What I have said here, concerning the legislative in general, holds true also concerning the supreme
executor, who having a double trust put in him, both to have a part in the legislative, and the supreme execution of the law, acts
against both, when he goes about to set up his own arbitrary will as the law of the society. He acts also contrary to his trust, when
he either employs the force, treasure, and offices of the society, to corrupt the representatives, and gain them to his purposes; or
openly preengages the electors, and prescribes to their choice, such, whom he has, by sollicitations, threats, promises, or otherwise,
won to his designs; and employs them to bring in such, who have promised before-hand what to vote, and what to enact. Thus to
regulate candidates and electors, and new-model the ways of election, what is it but to cut up the government by the roots, and
poison the very fountain of public security? for the people having reserved to themselves the choice of their representatives, as the
fence to their properties, could do it for no other end, but that they might always be freely chosen, and so chosen, freely act, and
advise, as the necessity of the commonwealth, and the public good should, upon examination, and mature debate, be judged to
require. This, those who give their votes before they hear the debate, and have weighed the reasons on all sides, are not capable of
doing. To prepare such an assembly as this, and endeavour to set up the declared abettors of his own will, for the true
representatives of the people, and the law-makers of the society, is certainly as great a breach of trust, and as perfect a declaration
of a design to subvert the government, as is possible to be met with. To which, if one shall add rewards and punishments visibly
employed to the same end, and all the arts of perverted law made use of, to take off and destroy all that stand in the way of such a
design, and will not comply and consent to betray the liberties of their country, it will be past doubt what is doing. What power they
ought to have in the society, who thus employ it contrary to the trust went along with it in its first institution, is easy to determine;
and one cannot but see, that he, who has once attempted any such thing as this, cannot any longer be trusted.

...Sect. 224. But it will be said, this hypothesis lays a ferment for frequent rebellion. To which I answer,

First, No more than any other hypothesis: for when the people are made miserable, and find themselves exposed to the ill usage of
arbitrary power, cry up their governors, as much as you will, for sons of Jupiter; let them be sacred and divine, descended, or
authorized from heaven; give them out for whom or what you please, the same will happen. The people generally ill treated, and
contrary to right, will be ready upon any occasion to ease themselves of a burden that sits heavy upon them. They will wish, and
seek for the opportunity, which in the change, weakness and accidents of human affairs, seldom delays long to offer itself. He must
have lived but a little while in the world, who has not seen examples of this in his time; and he must have read very little, who
cannot produce examples of it in all sorts of governments in the world.

Sect. 225. Secondly, I answer, such revolutions happen not upon every little mismanagement in public affairs. Great mistakes in the
ruling part, many wrong and inconvenient laws, and all the slips of human frailty, will be born by the people without mutiny or

murmur. But if a long train of abuses, prevarications and artifices, all tending the same way, make the design visible to the people,
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and they cannot but feel what they lie under, and see whither they are going; it is not to be wondered, that they should then rouze
themselves, and endeavour to put the rule into such hands which may secure to them the ends for which government was at first
erected; and without which, ancient names, and specious forms, are so far from being better, that they are much worse, than the
state of nature, or pure anarchy; the inconveniencies being all as great and as near, but the remedy farther off and more difficult.
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1.9: Adam Smith — Excerpts from The Wealth of Nations, 1776

AP S P T A

Figure 8.1 “Adam Smith” by John Kay.

Adam Smith (1723-1790) was a Scottish economist, philosopher and author as well as a moral philosopher, a pioneer of political
economy and a key figure during the Scottish Enlightenment.

BOOK 1, CHAPTER 1. OF THE DIVISION OF LABOUR.

The greatest improvements in the productive powers of labour, and the greater part of the skill, dexterity, and judgment, with which
it is anywhere directed, or applied, seem to have been the effects of the division of labour. The effects of the division of labour, in
the general business of society, will be more easily understood, by considering in what manner it operates in some particular
manufactures. It is commonly supposed to be carried furthest in some very trifling ones; not perhaps that it really is carried further
in them than in others of more importance: but in those trifling manufactures which are destined to supply the small wants of but a
small number of people, the whole number of workmen must necessarily be small; and those employed in every different branch of
the work can often be collected into the same workhouse, and placed at once under the view of the spectator.

In those great manufactures, on the contrary, which are destined to supply the great wants of the great body of the people, every
different branch of the work employs so great a number of workmen, that it is impossible to collect them all into the same
workhouse. We can seldom see more, at one time, than those employed in one single branch. Though in such manufactures,
therefore, the work may really be divided into a much greater number of parts, than in those of a more trifling nature, the division is
not near so obvious, and has accordingly been much less observed.

To take an example, therefore, from a very trifling manufacture, but one in which the division of labour has been very often taken
notice of, the trade of a pin-maker: a workman not educated to this business (which the division of labour has rendered a distinct
trade), nor acquainted with the use of the machinery employed in it (to the invention of which the same division of labour has
probably given occasion), could scarce, perhaps, with his utmost industry, make one pin in a day, and certainly could not make
twenty. But in the way in which this business is now carried on, not only the whole work is a peculiar trade, but it is divided into a
number of branches, of which the greater part are likewise peculiar trades. One man draws out the wire; another straights it; a third
cuts it; a fourth points it; a fifth grinds it at the top for receiving the head; to make the head requires two or three distinct
operations; to put it on is a peculiar business; to whiten the pins is another; it is even a trade by itself to put them into the paper; and
the important business of making a pin is, in this manner, divided into about eighteen distinct operations, which, in some
manufactories, are all performed by distinct hands, though in others the same man will sometimes perform two or three of them. I
have seen a small manufactory of this kind, where ten men only were employed, and where some of them consequently performed
two or three distinct operations. But though they were very poor, and therefore but indifferently accommodated with the necessary
machinery, they could, when they exerted themselves, make among them about twelve pounds of pins in a day. There are in a
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pound upwards of four thousand pins of a middling size. Those ten persons, therefore, could make among them upwards of forty-
eight thousand pins in a day. Each person, therefore, making a tenth part of forty-eight thousand pins, might be considered as
making four thousand eight hundred pins in a day. But if they had all wrought separately and independently, and without any of
them having been educated to this peculiar business, they certainly could not each of them have made twenty, perhaps not one pin
in a day; that is, certainly, not the two hundred and fortieth, perhaps not the four thousand eight hundredth, part of what they are at
present capable of performing, in consequence of a proper division and combination of their different operations.

In every other art and manufacture, the effects of the division of labour are similar to what they are in this very trifling one, though,
in many of them, the labour can neither be so much subdivided, nor reduced to so great a simplicity of operation. The division of
labour, however, so far as it can be introduced, occasions, in every art, a proportionable increase of the productive powers of labour.
The separation of different trades and employments from one another, seems to have taken place in consequence of this advantage.
This separation, too, is generally carried furthest in those countries which enjoy the highest degree of industry and improvement;
what is the work of one man, in a rude state of society, being generally that of several in an improved one. In every improved
society, the farmer is generally nothing but a farmer; the manufacturer, nothing but a manufacturer. The labour, too, which is
necessary to produce any one complete manufacture, is almost always divided among a great number of hands. How many
different trades are employed in each branch of the linen and woollen manufactures, from the growers of the flax and the wool, to
the bleachers and smoothers of the linen, or to the dyers and dressers of the cloth! The nature of agriculture, indeed, does not admit
of so many subdivisions of labour, nor of so complete a separation of one business from another, as manufactures. It is impossible
to separate so entirely the business of the grazier from that of the corn-farmer, as the trade of the carpenter is commonly separated
from that of the smith. The spinner is almost always a distinct person from the weaver; but the ploughman, the harrower, the sower
of the seed, and the reaper of the corn, are often the same. The occasions for those different sorts of labour returning with the
different seasons of the year, it is impossible that one man should be constantly employed in any one of them. This impossibility of
making so complete and entire a separation of all the different branches of labour employed in agriculture, is perhaps the reason
why the improvement of the productive powers of labour, in this art, does not always keep pace with their improvement in
manufactures. The most opulent nations, indeed, generally excel all their neighbours in agriculture as well as in manufactures; but
they are commonly more distinguished by their superiority in the latter than in the former. Their lands are in general better
cultivated, and having more labour and expense bestowed upon them, produce more in proportion to the extent and natural fertility
of the ground. But this superiority of produce is seldom much more than in proportion to the superiority of labour and expense. In
agriculture, the labour of the rich country is not always much more productive than that of the poor; or, at least, it is never so much
more productive, as it commonly is in manufactures. The corn of the rich country, therefore, will not always, in the same degree of
goodness, come cheaper to market than that of the poor. The corn of Poland, in the same degree of goodness, is as cheap as that of
France, notwithstanding the superior opulence and improvement of the latter country. The corn of France is, in the corn-provinces,
fully as good, and in most years nearly about the same price with the corn of England, though, in opulence and improvement,
France is perhaps inferior to England.

The corn-lands of England, however, are better cultivated than those of France, and the corn-lands of France are said to be much
better cultivated than those of Poland. But though the poor country, notwithstanding the inferiority of its cultivation, can, in some
measure, rival the rich in the cheapness and goodness of its corn, it can pretend to no such competition in its manufactures, at least
if those manufactures suit the soil, climate, and situation, of the rich country. The silks of France are better and cheaper than those
of England, because the silk manufacture, at least under the present high duties upon the importation of raw silk, does not so well
suit the climate of England as that of France. But the hardware and the coarse woollens of England are beyond all comparison
superior to those of France, and much cheaper, too, in the same degree of goodness. In Poland there are said to be scarce any
manufactures of any kind, a few of those coarser household manufactures excepted, without which no country can well subsist.

This great increase in the quantity of work, which, in consequence of the division of labour, the same number of people are capable
of performing, is owing to three different circumstances; first, to the increase of dexterity in every particular workman; secondly, to
the saving of the time which is commonly lost in passing from one species of work to another; and, lastly, to the invention of a
great number of machines which facilitate and abridge labour, and enable one man to do the work of many.

First, the improvement of the dexterity of the workmen, necessarily increases the quantity of the work he can perform; and the
division of labour, by reducing every man’s business to some one simple operation, and by making this operation the sole

employment of his life, necessarily increases very much the dexterity of the workman. A common smith, who, though accustomed
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to handle the hammer, has never been used to make nails, if, upon some particular occasion, he is obliged to attempt it, will scarce,
I am assured, be able to make above two or three hundred nails in a day, and those, too, very bad ones. A smith who has been
accustomed to make nails, but whose sole or principal business has not been that of a nailer, can seldom, with his utmost diligence,
make more than eight hundred or a thousand nails in a day. I have seen several boys, under twenty years of age, who had never
exercised any other trade but that of making nails, and who, when they exerted themselves, could make, each of them, upwards of
two thousand three hundred nails in a day. The making of a nail, however, is by no means one of the simplest operations. The same
person blows the bellows, stirs or mends the fire as there is occasion, heats the iron, and forges every part of the nail: in forging the
head, too, he is obliged to change his tools. The different operations into which the making of a pin, or of a metal button, is
subdivided, are all of them much more simple, and the dexterity of the person, of whose life it has been the sole business to
perform them, is usually much greater. The rapidity with which some of the operations of those manufactures are performed,
exceeds what the human hand could, by those who had never seen them, be supposed capable of acquiring.

Secondly, the advantage which is gained by saving the time commonly lost in passing from one sort of work to another, is much
greater than we should at first view be apt to imagine it. It is impossible to pass very quickly from one kind of work to another, that
is carried on in a different place, and with quite different tools. A country weaver, who cultivates a small farm, must lose a good
deal of time in passing from his loom to the field, and from the field to his loom. When the two trades can be carried on in the same
workhouse, the loss of time is, no doubt, much less. It is, even in this case, however, very considerable. A man commonly saunters
a little in turning his hand from one sort of employment to another. When he first begins the new work, he is seldom very keen and
hearty; his mind, as they say, does not go to it, and for some time he rather trifles than applies to good purpose. The habit of
sauntering, and of indolent careless application, which is naturally, or rather necessarily, acquired by every country workman who
is obliged to change his work and his tools every half hour, and to apply his hand in twenty different ways almost every day of his
life, renders him almost always slothful and lazy, and incapable of any vigorous application, even on the most pressing occasions.
Independent, therefore, of his deficiency in point of dexterity, this cause alone must always reduce considerably the quantity of
work which he is capable of performing.

Thirdly, and lastly, everybody must be sensible how much labour is facilitated and abridged by the application of proper machinery.
It is unnecessary to give any example. I shall only observe, therefore, that the invention of all those machines by which labour is so
much facilitated and abridged, seems to have been originally owing to the division of labour. Men are much more likely to discover
easier and readier methods of attaining any object, when the whole attention of their minds is directed towards that single object,
than when it is dissipated among a great variety of things. But, in consequence of the division of labour, the whole of every man’s
attention comes naturally to be directed towards some one very simple object. It is naturally to be expected, therefore, that some
one or other of those who are employed in each particular branch of labour should soon find out easier and readier methods of
performing their own particular work, whenever the nature of it admits of such improvement. A great part of the machines made
use of in those manufactures in which labour is most subdivided, were originally the invention of common workmen, who, being
each of them employed in some very simple operation, naturally turned their thoughts towards finding out easier and readier
methods of performing it. Whoever has been much accustomed to visit such manufactures, must frequently have been shewn very
pretty machines, which were the inventions of such workmen, in order to facilitate and quicken their own particular part of the
work. In the first fire engines {this was the current designation for steam engines}, a boy was constantly employed to open and shut
alternately the communication between the boiler and the cylinder, according as the piston either ascended or descended. One of
those boys, who loved to play with his companions, observed that, by tying a string from the handle of the valve which opened this
communication to another part of the machine, the valve would open and shut without his assistance, and leave him at liberty to
divert himself with his play-fellows. One of the greatest improvements that has been made upon this machine, since it was first
invented, was in this manner the discovery of a boy who wanted to save his own labour.

All the improvements in machinery, however, have by no means been the inventions of those who had occasion to use the
machines. Many improvements have been made by the ingenuity of the makers of the machines, when to make them became the
business of a peculiar trade; and some by that of those who are called philosophers, or men of speculation, whose trade it is not to
do any thing, but to observe every thing, and who, upon that account, are often capable of combining together the powers of the
most distant and dissimilar objects in the progress of society, philosophy or speculation becomes, like every other employment, the
principal or sole trade and occupation of a particular class of citizens. Like every other employment, too, it is subdivided into a
great number of different branches, each of which affords occupation to a peculiar tribe or class of philosophers; and this

subdivision of employment in philosophy, as well as in every other business, improves dexterity, and saves time. Each individual
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becomes more expert in his own peculiar branch, more work is done upon the whole, and the quantity of science is considerably
increased by it.

It is the great multiplication of the productions of all the different arts, in consequence of the division of labour, which occasions, in
a well-governed society, that universal opulence which extends itself to the lowest ranks of the people. Every workman has a great
quantity of his own work to dispose of beyond what he himself has occasion for; and every other workman being exactly in the
same situation, he is enabled to exchange a great quantity of his own goods for a great quantity or, what comes to the same thing,
for the price of a great quantity of theirs. He supplies them abundantly with what they have occasion for, and they accommodate
him as amply with what he has occasion for, and a general plenty diffuses itself through all the different ranks of the society.

Observe the accommodation of the most common artificer or daylabourer in a civilized and thriving country, and you will perceive
that the number of people, of whose industry a part, though but a small part, has been employed in procuring him this
accommodation, exceeds all computation. The woollen coat, for example, which covers the day-labourer, as coarse and rough as it
may appear, is the produce of the joint labour of a great multitude of workmen. The shepherd, the sorter of the wool, the wool-
comber or carder, the dyer, the scribbler, the spinner, the weaver, the fuller, the dresser, with many others, must all join their
different arts in order to complete even this homely production. How many merchants and carriers, besides, must have been
employed in transporting the materials from some of those workmen to others who often live in a very distant part of the country?
How much commerce and navigation in particular, how many ship-builders, sailors, sail-makers, rope-makers, must have been
employed in order to bring together the different drugs made use of by the dyer, which often come from the remotest corners of the
world? What a variety of labour, too, is necessary in order to produce the tools of the meanest of those workmen! To say nothing of
such complicated machines as the ship of the sailor, the mill of the fuller, or even the loom of the weaver, let us consider only what
a variety of labour is requisite in order to form that very simple machine, the shears with which the shepherd clips the wool. The
miner, the builder of the furnace for smelting the ore, the feller of the timber, the burner of the charcoal to be made use of in the
smelting-house, the brickmaker, the bricklayer, the workmen who attend the furnace, the millwright, the forger, the smith, must all
of them join their different arts in order to produce them. Were we to examine, in the same manner, all the different parts of his
dress and household furniture, the coarse linen shirt which he wears next his skin, the shoes which cover his feet, the bed which he
lies on, and all the different parts which compose it, the kitchen-grate at which he prepares his victuals, the coals which he makes
use of for that purpose, dug from the bowels of the earth, and brought to him, perhaps, by a long sea and a long land-carriage, all
the other utensils of his kitchen, all the furniture of his table, the knives and forks, the earthen or pewter plates upon which he
serves up and divides his victuals, the different hands employed in preparing his bread and his beer, the glass window which lets in
the heat and the light, and keeps out the wind and the rain, with all the knowledge and art requisite for preparing that beautiful and
happy invention, without which these northern parts of the world could scarce have afforded a very comfortable habitation,
together with the tools of all the different workmen employed in producing those different conveniencies; if we examine, I say, all
these things, and consider what a variety of labour is employed about each of them, we shall be sensible that, without the assistance
and co-operation of many thousands, the very meanest person in a civilized country could not be provided, even according to, what
we very falsely imagine, the easy and simple manner in which he is commonly accommodated. Compared, indeed, with the more
extravagant luxury of the great, his accommodation must no doubt appear extremely simple and easy; and yet it may be true,
perhaps, that the accommodation of an European prince does not always so much exceed that of an industrious and frugal peasant,
as the accommodation of the latter exceeds that of many an African king, the absolute masters of the lives and liberties of ten
thousand naked savages.

BOOK 1, CHAPTER 2. THE PRINCIPLE WHICH GIVES
OCCASION TO THE DIVISION OF LABOR

This division of labour, from which so many advantages are derived, is not originally the effect of any human wisdom, which
foresees and intends that general opulence to which it gives occasion. It is the necessary, though very slow and gradual,
consequence of a certain propensity in human nature, which has in view no such extensive utility; the propensity to truck, barter,
and exchange one thing for another.

Whether this propensity be one of those original principles in human nature, of which no further account can be given, or whether,
as seems more probable, it be the necessary consequence of the faculties of reason and speech, it belongs not to our present subject
to inquire. It is common to all men, and to be found in no other race of animals, which seem to know neither this nor any other

species of contracts. Two greyhounds, in running down the same hare, have sometimes the appearance of acting in some sort of
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concert. Each turns her towards his companion, or endeavours to intercept her when his companion turns her towards himself. This,
however, is not the effect of any contract, but of the accidental concurrence of their passions in the same object at that particular
time. Nobody ever saw a dog make a fair and deliberate exchange of one bone for another with another dog. Nobody ever saw one
animal, by its gestures and natural cries signify to another, this is mine, that yours; I am willing to give this for that. When an
animal wants to obtain something either of a man, or of another animal, it has no other means of persuasion, but to gain the favour
of those whose service it requires. A puppy fawns upon its dam, and a spaniel endeavours, by a thousand attractions, to engage the
attention of its master who is at dinner, when it wants to be fed by him. Man sometimes uses the same arts with his brethren, and
when he has no other means of engaging them to act according to his inclinations, endeavours by every servile and fawning
attention to obtain their good will. He has not time, however, to do this upon every occasion. In civilized society he stands at all
times in need of the cooperation and assistance of great multitudes, while his whole life is scarce sufficient to gain the friendship of
a few persons. In almost every other race of animals, each individual, when it is grown up to maturity, is entirely independent, and
in its natural state has occasion for the assistance of no other living creature. But man has almost constant occasion for the help of
his brethren, and it is in vain for him to expect it from their benevolence only. He will be more likely to prevail if he can interest
their self-love in his favour, and shew them that it is for their own advantage to do for him what he requires of them. Whoever
offers to another a bargain of any kind, proposes to do this. Give me that which I want, and you shall have this which you want, is
the meaning of every such offer; and it is in this manner that we obtain from one another the far greater part of those good offices
which we stand in need of. It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker that we expect our dinner, but
from their regard to their own interest. We address ourselves, not to their humanity, but to their selflove, and never talk to them of
our own necessities, but of their advantages. Nobody but a beggar chooses to depend chiefly upon the benevolence of his fellow-
citizens. Even a beggar does not depend upon it entirely. The charity of well-disposed people, indeed, supplies him with the whole
fund of his subsistence. But though this principle ultimately provides him with all the necessaries of life which he has occasion for,
it neither does nor can provide him with them as he has occasion for them. The greater part of his occasional wants are supplied in
the same manner as those of other people, by treaty, by barter, and by purchase. With the money which one man gives him he
purchases food. The old clothes which another bestows upon him he exchanges for other clothes which suit him better, or for
lodging, or for food, or for money, with which he can buy either food, clothes, or lodging, as he has occasion.

As it is by treaty, by barter, and by purchase, that we obtain from one another the greater part of those mutual good offices which
we stand in need of, so it is this same trucking disposition which originally gives occasion to the division of labour. In a tribe of
hunters or shepherds, a particular person makes bows and arrows, for example, with more readiness and dexterity than any other.
He frequently exchanges them for cattle or for venison, with his companions; and he finds at last that he can, in this manner, get
more cattle and venison, than if he himself went to the field to catch them. From a regard to his own interest, therefore, the making
of bows and arrows grows to be his chief business, and he becomes a sort of armourer. Another excels in making the frames and
covers of their little huts or moveable houses. He is accustomed to be of use in this way to his neighbours, who reward him in the
same manner with cattle and with venison, till at last he finds it his interest to dedicate himself entirely to this employment, and to
become a sort of house-carpenter. In the same manner a third becomes a smith or a brazier; a fourth, a tanner or dresser of hides or
skins, the principal part of the clothing of savages. And thus the certainty of being able to exchange all that surplus part of the
produce of his own labour, which is over and above his own consumption, for such parts of the produce of other men’s labour as he
may have occasion for, encourages every man to apply himself to a particular occupation, and to cultivate and bring to perfection
whatever talent of genius he may possess for that particular species of business.

The difference of natural talents in different men, is, in reality, much less than we are aware of; and the very different genius which
appears to distinguish men of different professions, when grown up to maturity, is not upon many occasions so much the cause, as
the effect of the division of labour. The difference between the most dissimilar characters, between a philosopher and a common
street porter, for example, seems to arise not so much from nature, as from habit, custom, and education. When they came in to the
world, and for the first six or eight years of their existence, they were, perhaps, very much alike, and neither their parents nor play-
fellows could perceive any remarkable difference. About that age, or soon after, they come to be employed in very different
occupations. The difference of talents comes then to be taken notice of, and widens by degrees, till at last the vanity of the
philosopher is willing to acknowledge scarce any resemblance. But without the disposition to truck, barter, and exchange, every
man must have procured to himself every necessary and conveniency of life which he wanted. All must have had the same duties to
perform, and the same work to do, and there could have been no such difference of employment as could alone give occasion to

any great difference of talents.
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As it is this disposition which forms that difference of talents, so remarkable among men of different professions, so it is this same
disposition which renders that difference useful. Many tribes of animals, acknowledged to be all of the same species, derive from
nature a much more remarkable distinction of genius, than what, antecedent to custom and education, appears to take place among
men. By nature a philosopher is not in genius and disposition half so different from a street porter, as a mastiff is from a grey-
hound, or a grey-hound from a spaniel, or this last from a shepherd’s dog. Those different tribes of animals, however, though all of
the same species are of scarce any use to one another. The strength of the mastiff is not in the least supported either by the swiftness
of the greyhound, or by the sagacity of the spaniel, or by the docility of the shepherd’s dog. The effects of those different geniuses
and talents, for want of the power or disposition to barter and exchange, cannot be brought into a common stock, and do not in the
least contribute to the better accommodation and conveniency of the species. Each animal is still obliged to support and defend
itself, separately and independently, and derives no sort of advantage from that variety of talents with which nature has
distinguished its fellows. Among men, on the contrary, the most dissimilar geniuses are of use to one another; the different
produces of their respective talents, by the general disposition to truck, barter, and exchange, being brought, as it were, into a
common stock, where every man may purchase whatever part of the produce of other men’s talents he has occasion for.

Image Attribution: “Adam Smith” by John Kay, Wikimedia Commons is in the Public Domain

This page titled 1.9: Adam Smith — Excerpts from The Wealth of Nations, 1776 is shared under a Public Domain license and was authored,
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1.10: Immanuel Kant — “What is Enlightenment?”/ “Was ist Aufklarung?” 1784

e ——— -

Figure 9..1 “Kant and Friends at a Table” by Emil B;)erstling.
Immanuel Kant
(1724-1804) was a German philosopher, who
influenced Englightenment ideas of rationality, freedom, and rights. His ideas continue to exercise a significant influence today in
metaphysics, epistemology, ethics, political philosophy, aesthetics, and other fields. “What is Enlightenment?” was originally
published in the December 1784 issue of the Berlinische Monatsschrift (Berlin Monthly), edited by Friedrich Gedike and Johann
Erich Biester.

Enlightenment is man’s release from his self-incurred tutelage. Tutelage is man’s inability to make use of his understanding without
direction from another. Self-incurred is this tutelage when its cause lies not in lack of reason but in lack of resolution and courage
to use it without direction from another. Sapere aude! “Have courage to use your own reason!”- that is the motto of enlightenment.

Laziness and cowardice are the reasons why so great a portion of mankind, after nature has long since discharged them from
external direction (naturaliter maiorennes), nevertheless remains under lifelong tutelage, and why it is so easy for others to set
themselves up as their guardians. It is so easy not to be of age. If I have a book which understands for me, a pastor who has a
conscience for me, a physician who decides my diet, and so forth, I need not trouble myself. I need not think, if I can only pay —
others will easily undertake the irksome work for me.

That the step to competence is held to be very dangerous by the far greater portion of mankind (and by the entire fair sex) — quite
apart from it’s being arduous is seen to by those guardians who have so kindly assumed superintendence over them. After the
guardians have first made their domestic cattle dumb and have made sure that these placid creatures will not dare take a single step
without the harness of the cart to which they are tethered, the guardians then show them the danger which threatens if they try to go
alone. Actually, however, this danger is not so great, for by falling a few times they would finally learn to walk alone. But an
example of this failure makes them timid and ordinarily frightens them away from all further trials.

For any single individual to work himself out of the life under tutelage which has become almost his nature is very difficult. He
has come to be fond of his state, and he is for the present really incapable of making use of his reason, for no one has ever let him
try it out. Statutes and formulas, those mechanical tools of the rational employment or rather misemployment of his natural gifts,
are the fetters of an everlasting tutelage. Whoever throws them off makes only an uncertain leap over the narrowest ditch because
he is not accustomed to that kind of free motion. Therefore, there are few who have succeeded by their own exercise of mind both
in freeing themselves from incompetence and in achieving a steady pace.

[

Figure 9.2 Immanuel Kant.

https://socialsci.libretexts.org/@go/page/156380



https://libretexts.org/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_domain
https://socialsci.libretexts.org/@go/page/156380?pdf
https://socialsci.libretexts.org/Courses/Western_Washington_University/Introduction_to_Political_Theory_I/01%3A_Readings/1.10%3A_Immanuel_Kant__What_is_Enlightenment__Was_ist_Aufklarung_1784

LibreTexts"

But that the public should enlighten itself is more possible; indeed, if only freedom is granted enlightenment is almost sure to
follow. For there will always be some independent thinkers, even among the established guardians of the great masses, who, after
throwing off the yoke of tutelage from their own shoulders, will disseminate the spirit of the rational appreciation of both their own
worth and every man’s vocation for thinking for himself. But be it noted that the public, which has first been brought under this
yoke by their guardians, forces the guardians themselves to remain bound when it is incited to do so by some of the guardians who
are themselves capable of some enlightenment — so harmful is it to implant prejudices, for they later take vengeance on their
cultivators or on their descendants. Thus the public can only slowly attain enlightenment. Perhaps a fall of personal despotism or of
avaricious or tyrannical oppression may be accomplished by revolution, but never a true reform in ways of thinking. Farther, new
prejudices will serve as well as old ones to harness the great unthinking masses.

For this enlightenment, however, nothing is required but freedom, and indeed the most harmless among all the things to which this
term can properly be applied. It is the freedom to make public use of one’s reason at every point. But I hear on all sides, “Do not
argue!” The Officer says: “Do not argue but drill!” The tax collector: “Do not argue but pay!” The cleric: “Do not argue but
believe!” ... Everywhere there is restriction on freedom.

Which restriction is an obstacle to enlightenment, and which is not an obstacle but a promoter of it? I answer: The public use of
one’s reason must always be free, and it alone can bring about enlightenment among men. The private use of reason, on the other
hand, may often be very narrowly restricted without particularly hindering the progress of enlightenment. By the public use of
one’s reason I understand the use which a person makes of it as a scholar before the reading public. Private use I call that which one
may make of it in a particular civil post or office which is entrusted to him. Many affairs which are conducted in the interest of the
community require a certain mechanism through which some members of the community must passively conduct themselves with
an artificial unanimity, so that the government may direct them to public ends, or at least prevent them from destroying those ends.
Here argument is certainly not allowed — one must obey. But so far as a part of the mechanism regards himself at the same time as a
member of the whole community or of a society of world citizens, and thus in the role of a scholar who addresses the public (in the
proper sense of the word) through his writings, he certainly can argue without hurting the affairs for which he is in part responsible
as a passive member. Thus it would be ruinous for an officer in service to debate about the suitability or utility of a command given
to him by his superior; he must obey. But the right to make remarks on errors in the military service and to lay them before the
public for judgment cannot equitably be refused him as a scholar. The citizen cannot refuse to pay the taxes imposed on him ... But
the same person nevertheless does not act contrary to his duty as a citizen, when, as a scholar, he publicly expresses his thoughts on
the inappropriateness or even the injustices of these levies, Similarly a clergyman is obligated to make his sermon to his pupils in
catechism and his congregation conform to the symbol of the church which he serves, for he has been accepted on this condition.
But as a scholar he has complete freedom, even the calling, to communicate to the public all his carefully tested and well meaning
thoughts on that which is erroneous in the symbol and to make suggestions for the better organization of the religious body and
church. In doing this there is nothing that could be laid as a burden on his conscience. For what he teaches as a consequence of his
office as a representative of the church, this he considers something about which he has not freedom to teach according to his own
lights; it is something which he is appointed to propound at the dictation of and in the name of another. He will say, “Our church
teaches this or that; those are the proofs which it adduces.” He thus extracts all practical uses for his congregation from statutes to
which he himself would not subscribe with full conviction but to the enunciation of which he can very well pledge himself because
it is not impossible that truth lies hidden in them, and, in any case, there is at least nothing in them contradictory to inner religion.
For if he believed he had found such in them, he could not conscientiously discharge the duties of his office; he would have to give
it up. The use, therefore, which an appointed teacher makes of his reason before his congregation is merely private, because this
congregation is only a domestic one (even if it be a large gathering); with respect to it, as a priest, he is not free, nor can he be free,
because he carries out the orders of another. But as a scholar, whose writings speak to his public, the world, the clergyman in the
public use of his reason enjoys an unlimited freedom to use his own reason to speak in his own person. That the guardian of the
people (in spiritual things) should themselves be incompetent is an absurdity which amounts to the eternalization of absurdities.

But would not a society of clergymen, perhaps a church conference or a venerable classis (as they call themselves among the
Dutch), be justified in obligating itself by oath to a certain unchangeable symbol in order to enjoy an unceasing guardianship over
each of its numbers and thereby over the people as a whole, and even to make it eternal? I answer that this is altogether impossible.
Such contract, made to shut off all further enlightenment from the human race, is absolutely null and void even if confirmed by the
supreme power, by parliaments, and by the most ceremonious of peace treaties. An age cannot bind itself and ordain to put the
succeeding one into such a condition that it cannot extend its (at best very occasional) knowledge, purify itself of errors, and
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progress in general enlightenment. That would be a crime against human nature, the proper destination of which lies precisely in
this progress and the descendants would be fully justified in rejecting those decrees as having been made in an unwarranted and
malicious manner.

...For himself (and only for a short time) a man may postpone enlightenment in what he ought to know, but to renounce it for
posterity is to injure and trample on the rights of mankind.

...If we are asked, “Do we now live in an enlightened age?” the answer is, “No,” but we do live in an age of enlightenment. As
things now stand, much is lacking which prevents men from being, or easily becoming, capable of correctly using their own reason
in religious matters with assurance and free from outside direction. But on the other hand, we have clear indications that the field
has now been opened wherein men may freely deal with these things and that the obstacles to general enlightenment or the release
from self-imposed tutelage are gradually being reduced. In this respect, this is the age of enlightenment...

...I have placed the main point of enlightenment — the escape of men from their self-incurred tutelage — chiefly in matters of
religion because our rulers have no interest in playing guardian with respect to the arts and sciences and also because religious
incompetence is not only the most harmful but also the most degrading of all. But the manner of thinking of the head of a state who
favors religious enlightenment goes further, and he sees that there is no danger to his lawgiving in allowing his subjects to make
public use of their reason and to publish their thoughts on a better formulation of his legislation and even their open-minded
criticisms of the laws already made. Of this we have a shining example wherein no monarch is superior to him we honor. But only
one who is himself enlightened, is not afraid of shadows, and has a numerous and well-disciplined army to assure public peace, can
say: “Argue as much as you will, and about what you will, only obey!” A republic could not dare say such a thing. Here is shown a
strange and unexpected trend in human affairs in which almost everything, looked at in the large, is paradoxical. A greater degree
of civil freedom appears advantageous to the freedom of mind of the people, and yet it places inescapable limitations upon it. A
lower degree of civil freedom, on the contrary, provides the mind with room for each man to extend himself to his full capacity. As
nature has uncovered from under this hard shell the seed for which she most tenderly cares — the propensity and vocation to free
thinking — this gradually works back upon the character of the people, who thereby gradually become capable of managing
freedom; finally, it affects the principles of government, which finds it to its advantage to treat men, who are now more than
machines, in accordance with their dignity.
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1.11: John Stuart Mill — Excerpts from On Liberty, 1859

During his life, Mill (1806—1873) and his partner, Harriet Taylor, were heavily involved in social reform, compulsory education,
land reform, and suffrage movements. Taylor had a very strong influence on his writings, especially in the areas of women’s rights
and liberty. She died in 1858 and the following year he published On Liberty, his most famous work, which they had written
together and which he dedicated to her.

To the beloved and deplored memory of her who was the inspirer, and in part the author, of all that is best in my writings—the friend
and wife whose exalted sense of truth and right was my strongest incitement, and whose approbation was my chief reward-I
dedicate this volume. Like all that T have written for many years, it belongs as much to her as to me; but the work as it stands has
had, in a very insufficient degree, the inestimable advantage of her revision; some of the most important portions having been
reserved for a more careful re-examination, which they are now never destined to receive. Were I but capable of interpreting to the
world one-half the great thoughts and noble feelings which are buried in her grave, I should be the medium of a greater benefit to it
than is ever likely to arise from anything that I can write, unprompted and unassisted by her all but unrivalled wisdom.

The grand, leading principle, towards which every argument unfolded in these pages directly converges, is the absolute and
essential importance of human development in its richest diversity

~WILHELM VON HUMBOLDT: Sphere and Duties of Government.
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTORY

... The object of this Essay is to assert one very simple principle, as entitled to govern absolutely the dealings of society with the
individual in the way of compulsion and control, whether the means used be physical force in the form of legal penalties, or the
moral coercion of public opinion. That principle is, that the sole end for which mankind are warranted, individually or collectively,
in interfering with the liberty of action of any of their number, is self-protection. That the only purpose for which power can be
rightfully exercised over any member of a civilised community, against his will, is to prevent harm to others. His own good, either
physical or moral, is not a sufficient warrant. He cannot rightfully be compelled to do or forbear because it will be better for him to
do so, because it will make him happier, because, in the opinions of others, to do so would be wise, or even right. These are good
reasons for remonstrating with him, or reasoning with him, or persuading him, or entreating him, but not for compelling him, or
visiting him with any evil in case he do otherwise. To justify that, the conduct from which it is desired to deter him must be
calculated to produce evil to some one else. The only part of the conduct of any one, for which he is amenable to society, is that
which concerns others. In the part which merely concerns himself, his independence is, of right, absolute. Over himself, over his
own body and mind, the individual is sovereign.

It is, perhaps, hardly necessary to say that this doctrine is meant to apply only to human beings in the maturity of their faculties. We
are not speaking of children, or of young persons below the age which the law may fix as that of manhood or womanhood. Those
who are still in a state to require being taken care of by others, must be protected against their own actions as well as against
external injury. For the same reason, we may leave out of consideration those backward states of society in which the race itself
may be considered as in its nonage. The early difficulties in the way of spontaneous progress are so great, that there is seldom any
choice of means for overcoming them; and a ruler full of the spirit of improvement is warranted in the use of any expedients that
will attain an end, perhaps otherwise unattainable. Despotism is a legitimate mode of government in dealing with barbarians,
provided the end be their improvement, and the means justified by actually effecting that end. Liberty, as a principle, has no
application to any state of things anterior to the time when mankind have become capable of being improved by free and equal
discussion. Until then, there is nothing for them but implicit obedience to an Akbar or a Charlemagne, if they are so fortunate as to
find one. But as soon as mankind have attained the capacity of being guided to their own improvement by conviction or persuasion
(a period long since reached in all nations with whom we need here concern ourselves), compulsion, either in the direct form or in
that of pains and penalties for non-compliance, is no longer admissible as a means to their own good, and justifiable only for the
security of others.

It is proper to state that I forego any advantage which could be derived to my argument from the idea of abstract right, as a thing
independent of utility. I regard utility as the ultimate appeal on all ethical questions; but it must be utility in the largest sense,
grounded on the permanent interests of man as a progressive being. Those interests, I contend, authorise the subjection of
individual spontaneity to external control, only in respect to those actions of each, which concern the interest of other people. If any
one does an act hurtful to others, there is a prima facie case for punishing him, by law, or, where legal penalties are not safely
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applicable, by general disapprobation. There are also many positive acts for the benefit of others, which he may rightfully be
compelled to perform; such as, to give evidence in a court of justice; to bear his fair share in the common defence, or in any other
joint work necessary to the interest of the society of which he enjoys the protection; and to perform certain acts of individual
beneficence, such as saving a fellow-creature’s life, or interposing to protect the defenceless against ill-usage, things which
whenever it is obviously a man’s duty to do, he may rightfully be made responsible to society for not doing. A person may cause
evil to others not only by his actions but by his inaction, and in either case he is justly accountable to them for the injury. The latter
case, it is true, requires a much more cautious exercise of compulsion than the former. To make any one answerable for doing evil
to others, is the rule; to make him answerable for not preventing evil, is, comparatively speaking, the exception. Yet there are many
cases clear enough and grave enough to justify that exception. In all things which regard the external relations of the individual, he
is de jure amenable to those whose interests are concerned, and if need be, to society as their protector. There are often good
reasons for not holding him to the responsibility; but these reasons must arise from the special expediencies of the case: either
because it is a kind of case in which he is on the whole likely to act better, when left to his own discretion, than when controlled in
any way in which society have it in their power to control him; or because the attempt to exercise control would produce other
evils, greater than those which it would prevent. When such reasons as these preclude the enforcement of responsibility, the
conscience of the agent himself should step into the vacant judgment seat, and protect those interests of others which have no
external protection; judging himself all the more rigidly, because the case does not admit of his being made accountable to the
judgment of his fellow-creatures.

But there is a sphere of action in which society, as distinguished from the individual, has, if any, only an indirect interest;
comprehending all that portion of a person’s life and conduct which affects only himself, or if it also affects others, only with their
free, voluntary, and undeceived consent and participation. When I say only himself, I mean directly, and in the first instance: for
whatever affects himself, may affect others through himself; and the objection which may be grounded on this contingency, will
receive consideration in the sequel. This, then, is the appropriate region of human liberty. It comprises, first, the inward domain of
consciousness; demanding liberty of conscience, in the most comprehensive sense; liberty of thought and feeling; absolute freedom
of opinion and sentiment on all subjects, practical or speculative, scientific, moral, or theological. The liberty of expressing and
publishing opinions may seem to fall under a different principle, since it belongs to that part of the conduct of an individual which
concerns other people; but, being almost of as much importance as the liberty of thought itself, and resting in great part on the same
reasons, is practically inseparable from it. Secondly, the principle requires liberty of tastes and pursuits; of framing the plan of our
life to suit our own character; of doing as we like, subject to such consequences as may follow: without impediment from our
fellow-creatures, so long as what we do does not harm them, even though they should think our conduct foolish, perverse, or
wrong. Thirdly, from this liberty of each individual, follows the liberty, within the same limits, of combination among individuals;
freedom to unite, for any purpose not involving harm to others: the persons combining being supposed to be of full age, and not
forced or deceived.

No society in which these liberties are not, on the whole, respected, is free, whatever may be its form of government; and none is
completely free in which they do not exist absolute and unqualified. The only freedom which deserves the name, is that of pursuing
our own good in our own way, so long as we do not attempt to deprive others of theirs, or impede their efforts to obtain it. Each is
the proper guardian of his own health, whether bodily, or mental and spiritual. Mankind are greater gainers by suffering each other
to live as seems good to themselves, than by compelling each to live as seems good to the rest.

Though this doctrine is anything but new, and, to some persons, may have the air of a truism, there is no doctrine which stands
more directly opposed to the general tendency of existing opinion and practice. Society has expended fully as much effort in the
attempt (according to its lights) to compel people to conform to its notions of personal, as of social excellence. The ancient
commonwealths thought themselves entitled to practise, and the ancient philosophers countenanced, the regulation of every part of
private conduct by public authority, on the ground that the State had a deep interest in the whole bodily and mental discipline of
every one of its citizens; a mode of thinking which may have been admissible in small republics surrounded by powerful enemies,
in constant peril of being subverted by foreign attack or internal commotion, and to which even a short interval of relaxed energy
and self-command might so easily be fatal, that they could not afford to wait for the salutary permanent effects of freedom. In the
modern world, the greater size of political communities, and above all, the separation between spiritual and temporal authority
(which placed the direction of men’s consciences in other hands than those which controlled their worldly affairs), prevented so
great an interference by law in the details of private life; but the engines of moral repression have been wielded more strenuously
against divergence from the reigning opinion in self-regarding, than even in social matters; religion, the most powerful of the
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elements which have entered into the formation of moral feeling, having almost always been governed either by the ambition of a
hierarchy, seeking control over every department of human conduct, or by the spirit of Puritanism. And some of those modern
reformers who have placed themselves in strongest opposition to the religions of the past, have been noway behind either churches
or sects in their assertion of the right of spiritual domination: M. Comte, in particular, whose social system, as unfolded in his
Traité de Politique Positive, aims at establishing (though by moral more than by legal appliances) a despotism of society over the
individual, surpassing anything contemplated in the political ideal of the most rigid disciplinarian among the ancient philosophers.

Apart from the peculiar tenets of individual thinkers, there is also in the world at large an increasing inclination to stretch unduly
the powers of society over the individual, both by the force of opinion and even by that of legislation: and as the tendency of all the
changes taking place in the world is to strengthen society, and diminish the power of the individual, this encroachment is not one of
the evils which tend spontaneously to disappear, but, on the contrary, to grow more and more formidable. The disposition of
mankind, whether as rulers or as fellow-citizens to impose their own opinions and inclinations as a rule of conduct on others, is so
energetically supported by some of the best and by some of the worst feelings incident to human nature, that it is hardly ever kept
under restraint by anything but want of power; and as the power is not declining, but growing, unless a strong barrier of moral
conviction can be raised against the mischief, we must expect, in the present circumstances of the world, to see it increase.

It will be convenient for the argument, if, instead of at once entering upon the general thesis, we confine ourselves in the first
instance to a single branch of it, on which the principle here stated is, if not fully, yet to a certain point, recognised by the current
opinions. This one branch is the Liberty of Thought: from which it is impossible to separate the cognate liberty of speaking and of
writing. Although these liberties, to some considerable amount, form part of the political morality of all countries which profess
religious toleration and free institutions, the grounds, both philosophical and practical, on which they rest, are perhaps not so
familiar to the general mind, nor so thoroughly appreciated by many even of the leaders of opinion, as might have been expected.
Those grounds, when rightly understood, are of much wider application than to only one division of the subject, and a thorough
consideration of this part of the question will be found the best introduction to the remainder. Those to whom nothing which I am
about to say will be new, may therefore, I hope, excuse me, if on a subject which for now three centuries has been so often
discussed, I venture on one discussion more...

CHAPTER II: OF THE LIBERTY OF THOUGHT AND DISCUSSION

...The time, it is to be hoped, is gone by, when any defence would be necessary of the “liberty of the press” as one of the securities
against corrupt or tyrannical government. No argument, we may suppose, can now be needed, against permitting a legislature or an
executive, not identified in interest with the people, to prescribe opinions to them, and determine what doctrines or what arguments
they shall be allowed to hear. This aspect of the question, besides, has been so often and so triumphantly enforced by preceding
writers, that it need not be specially insisted on in this place. Though the law of England, on the subject of the press, is as servile to
this day as it was in the time of the Tudors, there is little danger of its being actually put in force against political discussion, except
during some temporary panic, when fear of insurrection drives ministers and judges from their propriety; and, speaking generally, it
is not, in constitutional countries, to be apprehended that the government, whether completely responsible to the people or not, will
often attempt to control the expression of opinion, except when in doing so it makes itself the organ of the general intolerance of
the public. Let us suppose, therefore, that the government is entirely at one with the people, and never thinks of exerting any power
of coercion unless in agreement with what it conceives to be their voice. But I deny the right of the people to exercise such
coercion, either by themselves or by their government. The power itself is illegitimate. The best government has no more title to it
than the worst. It is as noxious, or more noxious, when exerted in accordance with public opinion, than when in or opposition to it.
If all mankind minus one, were of one opinion, and only one person were of the contrary opinion, mankind would be no more
justified in silencing that one person, than he, if he had the power, would be justified in silencing mankind. Were an opinion a
personal possession of no value except to the owner; if to be obstructed in the enjoyment of it were simply a private injury, it would
make some difference whether the injury was inflicted only on a few persons or on many. But the peculiar evil of silencing the
expression of an opinion is, that it is robbing the human race; posterity as well as the existing generation; those who dissent from
the opinion, still more than those who hold it. If the opinion is right, they are deprived of the opportunity of exchanging error for
truth: if wrong, they lose, what is almost as great a benefit, the clearer perception and livelier impression of truth, produced by its
collision with error. It is necessary to consider separately these two hypotheses, each of which has a distinct branch of the argument
corresponding to it. We can never be sure that the opinion we are endeavouring to stifle is a false opinion; and if we were sure,
stifling it would be an evil still.
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...We have now recognised the necessity to the mental well-being of mankind (on which all their other well-being depends) of
freedom of opinion, and freedom of the expression of opinion, on four distinct grounds; which we will now briefly recapitulate.

First, if any opinion is compelled to silence, that opinion may, for aught we can certainly know, be true. To deny this is to assume
our own infallibility.

Secondly, though the silenced opinion be an error, it may, and very commonly does, contain a portion of truth; and since the general
or prevailing opinion on any subject is rarely or never the whole truth, it is only by the collision of adverse opinions, that the
remainder of the truth has any chance of being supplied.

Thirdly, even if the received opinion be not only true, but the whole truth; unless it is suffered to be, and actually is, vigorously and
earnestly contested, it will, by most of those who receive it, be held in the manner of a prejudice, with little comprehension or
feeling of its rational grounds.

And not only this, but, fourthly, the meaning of the doctrine itself will be in danger of being lost, or enfeebled, and deprived of its
vital effect on the character and conduct: the dogma becoming a mere formal profession, inefficacious for good, but cumbering the
ground, and preventing the growth of any real and heartfelt conviction, from reason or personal experience.

Before quitting the subject of freedom of opinion, it is fit to take some notice of those who say, that the free expression of all
opinions should be permitted, on condition that the manner be temperate, and do not pass the bounds of fair discussion. Much
might be said on the impossibility of fixing where these supposed bounds are to be placed; for if the test be offence to those whose
opinion is attacked, I think experience testifies that this offence is given whenever the attack is telling and powerful, and that every
opponent who pushes them hard, and whom they find it difficult to answer, appears to them, if he shows any strong feeling on the
subject, an intemperate opponent. But this, though an important consideration in a practical point of view, merges in a more
fundamental objection. Undoubtedly the manner of asserting an opinion, even though it be a true one, may be very objectionable,
and may justly incur severe censure. But the principal offences of the kind are such as it is mostly impossible, unless by accidental
self-betrayal, to bring home to conviction. The gravest of them is, to argue sophistically, to suppress facts or arguments, to misstate
the elements of the case, or misrepresent the opposite opinion. But all this, even to the most aggravated degree, is so continually
done in perfect good faith, by persons who are not considered, and in many other respects may not deserve to be considered,
ignorant or incompetent, that it is rarely possible on adequate grounds conscientiously to stamp the misrepresentation as morally
culpable; and still less could law presume to interfere with this kind of controversial misconduct. With regard to what is commonly
meant by intemperate discussion, namely invective, sarcasm, personality, and the like, the denunciation of these weapons would
deserve more sympathy if it were ever proposed to interdict them equally to both sides; but it is only desired to restrain the
employment of them against the prevailing opinion: against the unprevailing they may not only be used without general
disapproval, but will be likely to obtain for him who uses them the praise of honest zeal and righteous indignation. Yet whatever
mischief arises from their use, is greatest when they are employed against the comparatively defenceless; and whatever unfair
advantage can be derived by any opinion from this mode of asserting it, accrues almost exclusively to received opinions. The worst
offence of this kind which can be committed by a polemic, is to stigmatise those who hold the contrary opinion as bad and immoral
men. To calumny of this sort, those who hold any unpopular opinion are peculiarly exposed, because they are in general few and
uninfluential, and nobody but themselves feel much interest in seeing justice done them; but this weapon is, from the nature of the
case, denied to those who attack a prevailing opinion: they can neither use it with safety to themselves, nor, if they could, would it
do anything but recoil on their own cause. In general, opinions contrary to those commonly received can only obtain a hearing by
studied moderation of language, and the most cautious avoidance of unnecessary offence, from which they hardly ever deviate even
in a slight degree without losing ground: while unmeasured vituperation employed on the side of the prevailing opinion, really does
deter people from professing contrary opinions, and from listening to those who profess them. For the interest, therefore, of truth
and justice, it is far more important to restrain this employment of vituperative language than the other; and, for example, if it were
necessary to choose, there would be much more need to discourage offensive attacks on infidelity, than on religion. It is, however,
obvious that law and authority have no business with restraining either, while opinion ought, in every instance, to determine its
verdict by the circumstances of the individual case; condemning every one, on whichever side of the argument he places himself, in
whose mode of advocacy either want of candour, or malignity, bigotry, or intolerance of feeling manifest themselves; but not
inferring these vices from the side which a person takes, though it be the contrary side of the question to our own: and giving
merited honour to every one, whatever opinion he may hold, who has calmness to see and honesty to state what his opponents and
their opinions really are, exaggerating nothing to their discredit, keeping nothing back which tells, or can be supposed to tell, in
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their favour. This is the real morality of public discussion; and if often violated, I am happy to think that there are many
controversialists who to a great extent observe it, and a still greater number who conscientiously strive towards it...

CHAPTER III.
OF INDIVIDUALITY, AS ONE OF THE ELEMENTS OF WELL-
BEING

Such being the reasons which make it imperative that human beings should be free to form opinions, and to express their opinions
without reserve; and such the baneful consequences to the intellectual, and through that to the moral nature of man, unless this
liberty is either conceded, or asserted in spite of prohibition; let us next examine whether the same reasons do not require that men
should be free to act upon their opinions—to carry these out in their lives, without hindrance, either physical or moral, from their
fellowmen, so long as it is at their own risk and peril. This last proviso is of course indispensable. No one pretends that actions
should be as free as opinions. On the contrary, even opinions lose their immunity, when the circumstances in which they are
expressed are such as to constitute their expression a positive instigation to some mischievous act. An opinion that corn-dealers are
starvers of the poor, or that private property is robbery, ought to be unmolested when simply circulated through the press, but may
justly incur punishment when delivered orally to an excited mob assembled before the house of a corn-dealer, or when handed
about among the same mob in the form of a placard. Acts, of whatever kind, which, without justifiable cause, do harm to others,
may be, and in the more important cases absolutely require to be, controlled by the unfavourable sentiments, and, when needful, by
the active interference of mankind. The liberty of the individual must be thus far limited; he must not make himself a nuisance to
other people. But if he refrains from molesting others in what concerns them, and merely acts according to his own inclination and
judgment in things which concern himself, the same reasons which show that opinion should be free, prove also that he should be
allowed, without molestation, to carry his opinions into practice at his own cost. That mankind are not infallible; that their truths,
for the most part, are only half-truths; that unity of opinion, unless resulting from the fullest and freest comparison of opposite
opinions, is not desirable, and diversity not an evil, but a good, until mankind are much more capable than at present of recognising
all sides of the truth, are principles applicable to men’s modes of action, not less than to their opinions. As it is useful that while
mankind are imperfect there should be different opinions, so is it that there should be different experiments of living; that free
scope should be given to varieties of character, short of injury to others; and that the worth of different modes of life should be
proved practically, when any one thinks fit to try them. It is desirable, in short, that in things which do not primarily concern others,
individuality should assert itself. Where, not the person’s own character, but the traditions or customs of other people are the rule of
conduct, there is wanting one of the principal ingredients of human happiness, and quite the chief ingredient of individual and
social progress.

In maintaining this principle, the greatest difficulty to be encountered does not lie in the appreciation of means towards an
acknowledged end, but in the indifference of persons in general to the end itself. If it were felt that the free development of
individuality is one of the leading essentials of well-being; that it is not only a co-ordinate element with all that is designated by the
terms civilisation, instruction, education, culture, but is itself a necessary part and condition of all those things; there would be no
danger that liberty should be under-valued, and the adjustment of the boundaries between it and social control would present no
extraordinary difficulty. But the evil is, that individual spontaneity is hardly recognised by the common modes of thinking, as
having any intrinsic worth, or deserving any regard on its own account. The majority, being satisfied with the ways of mankind as
they now are (for it is they who make them what they are), cannot comprehend why those ways should not be good enough for
everybody; and what is more, spontaneity forms no part of the ideal of the majority of moral and social reformers, but is rather
looked on with jealousy, as a troublesome and perhaps rebellious obstruction to the general acceptance of what these reformers, in
their own judgment, think would be best for mankind. Few persons, out of Germany, even comprehend the meaning of the doctrine
which Wilhelm von Humboldt, so eminent both as a _savant_ and as a politician, made the text of a treatise—that “the end of man,
or that which is prescribed by the eternal or immutable dictates of reason, and not suggested by vague and transient desires, is the
highest and most harmonious development of his powers to a complete and consistent whole;” that, therefore, the object “towards
which every human being must ceaselessly direct his efforts, and on which especially those who design to influence their fellow-
men must ever keep their eyes, is the individuality of power and development;” that for this there are two requisites, “freedom, and
a variety of situations;” and that from the union of these arise “individual vigour and manifold diversity,” which combine
themselves in “originality.”...

CHAPTER V. APPLICATIONS
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The principles asserted in these pages must be more generally admitted as the basis for discussion of details, before a consistent
application of them to all the various departments of government and morals can be attempted with any prospect of advantage. The
few observations I propose to make on questions of detail, are designed to illustrate the principles, rather than to follow them out to
their consequences. I offer, not so much applications, as specimens of application; which may serve to bring into greater clearness
the meaning and limits of the two maxims which together form the entire doctrine of this Essay, and to assist the judgment in
holding the balance between them, in the cases where it appears doubtful which of them is applicable to the case.

The maxims are, first, that the individual is not accountable to society for his actions, in so far as these concern the interests of no
person but himself. Advice, instruction, persuasion, and avoidance by other people if thought necessary by them for their own
good, are the only measures by which society can justifiably express its dislike or disapprobation of his conduct. Secondly, that for
such actions as are prejudicial to the interests of others, the individual is accountable and may be subjected either to social or to
legal punishments, if society is of opinion that the one or the other is requisite for its protection.

In the first place, it must by no means be supposed, because damage, or probability of damage, to the interests of others, can alone
justify the interference of society, that therefore it always does justify such interference. In many cases, an individual, in pursuing a
legitimate object, necessarily and therefore legitimately causes pain or loss to others, or intercepts a good which they had a
reasonable hope of obtaining. Such oppositions of interest between individuals often arise from bad social institutions, but are
unavoidable while those institutions last; and some would be unavoidable under any institutions. Whoever succeeds in an
overcrowded profession, or in a competitive examination; whoever is preferred to another in any contest for an object which both
desire, reaps benefit from the loss of others, from their wasted exertion and their disappointment. But it is, by common admission,
better for the general interest of mankind, that persons should pursue their objects undeterred by this sort of consequences. In other
words, society admits no rights, either legal or moral, in the disappointed competitors, to immunity from this kind of suffering; and
feels called on to interfere, only when means of success have been employed which it is contrary to the general interest to permit-
namely, fraud or treachery, and force.

Again, trade is a social act. Whoever undertakes to sell any description of goods to the public, does what affects the interest of
other persons, and of society in general; and thus his conduct, in principle, comes within the jurisdiction of society: accordingly, it
was once held to be the duty of governments, in all cases which were considered of importance, to fix prices, and regulate the
processes of manufacture. But it is now recognised, though not till after a long struggle, that both the cheapness and the good
quality of commodities are most effectually provided for by leaving the producers and sellers perfectly free, under the sole check of
equal freedom to the buyers for supplying themselves elsewhere. This is the so-called doctrine of Free Trade, which rests on
grounds different from, though equally solid with, the principle of individual liberty asserted in this Essay. Restrictions on trade, or
on production for purposes of trade, are indeed restraints; and all restraint, qua restraint, is an evil: but the restraints in question
affect only that part of conduct which society is competent to restrain, and are wrong solely because they do not really produce the
results which it is desired to produce by them. As the principle of individual liberty is not involved in the doctrine of Free Trade, so
neither is it in most of the questions which arise respecting the limits of that doctrine: as for example, what amount of public
control is admissible for the prevention of fraud by adulteration; how far sanitary precautions, or arrangements to protect work-
people employed in dangerous occupations, should be enforced on employers. Such questions involve considerations of liberty,
only in so far as leaving people to themselves is always better, ceteris paribus, than controlling them: but that they may be
legitimately controlled for these ends, is in principle undeniable. On the other hand, there are questions relating to interference with
trade, which are essentially questions of liberty; such as the Maine Law, already touched upon; the prohibition of the importation of
opium into China; the restriction of the sale of poisons; all cases, in short, where the object of the interference is to make it
impossible or difficult to obtain a particular commodity. These interferences are objectionable, not as infringements on the liberty
of the producer or seller, but on that of the buyer.

One of these examples, that of the sale of poisons, opens a new question; the proper limits of what may be called the functions of
police; how far liberty may legitimately be invaded for the prevention of crime, or of accident. It is one of the undisputed functions
of government to take precautions against crime before it has been committed, as well as to detect and punish it afterwards. The
preventive function of government, however, is far more liable to be abused, to the prejudice of liberty, than the punitory function;
for there is hardly any part of the legitimate freedom of action of a human being which would not admit of being represented, and
fairly too, as increasing the facilities for some form or other of delinquency. Nevertheless, if a public authority, or even a private
person, sees any one evidently preparing to commit a crime, they are not bound to look on inactive until the crime is committed,
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but may interfere to prevent it. If poisons were never bought or used for any purpose except the commission of murder, it would be
right to prohibit their manufacture and sale. They may, however, be wanted not only for innocent but for useful purposes, and
restrictions cannot be imposed in the one case without operating in the other. Again, it is a proper office of public authority to guard
against accidents. If either a public officer or any one else saw a person attempting to cross a bridge which had been ascertained to
be unsafe, and there were no time to warn him of his danger, they might seize him and turn him back, without any real infringement
of his liberty; for liberty consists in doing what one desires, and he does not desire to fall into the river. Nevertheless, when there is
not a certainty, but only a danger of mischief, no one but the person himself can judge of the sufficiency of the motive which may
prompt him to incur the risk: in this case, therefore (unless he is a child, or delirious, or in some state of excitement or absorption
incompatible with the full use of the reflecting faculty), he ought, I conceive, to be only warned of the danger; not forcibly
prevented from exposing himself to it. Similar considerations, applied to such a question as the sale of poisons, may enable us to
decide which among the possible modes of regulation are or are not contrary to principle. Such a precaution, for example, as that of
labeling the drug with some word expressive of its dangerous character, may be enforced without violation of liberty: the buyer
cannot wish not to know that the thing he possesses has poisonous qualities. But to require in all cases the certificate of a medical
practitioner, would make it sometimes impossible, always expensive, to obtain the article for legitimate uses. The only mode
apparent to me, in which difficulties may be thrown in the way of crime committed through this means, without any infringement,
worth taking into account, upon the liberty of those who desire the poisonous substance for other purposes, consists in providing
what, in the apt language of Bentham, is called “preappointed evidence.” This provision is familiar to every one in the case of
contracts. It is usual and right that the law, when a contract is entered into, should require as the condition of its enforcing
performance, that certain formalities should be observed, such as signatures, attestation of witnesses, and the like, in order that in
case of subsequent dispute, there may be evidence to prove that the contract was really entered into, and that there was nothing in
the circumstances to render it legally invalid: the effect being, to throw great obstacles in the way of fictitious contracts, or
contracts made in circumstances which, if known, would destroy their validity. Precautions of a similar nature might be enforced in
the sale of articles adapted to be instruments of crime. The seller, for example, might be required to enter into a register the exact
time of the transaction, the name and address of the buyer, the precise quality and quantity sold; to ask the purpose for which it was
wanted, and record the answer he received. When there was no medical prescription, the presence of some third person might be
required, to bring home the fact to the purchaser, in case there should afterwards be reason to believe that the article had been
applied to criminal purposes. Such regulations would in general be no material impediment to obtaining the article, but a very
considerable one to making an improper use of it without detection.

The right inherent in society, to ward off crimes against itself by antecedent precautions, suggests the obvious limitations to the
maxim, that purely selfregarding misconduct cannot properly be meddled with in the way of prevention or punishment.
Drunkenness, for example, in ordinary cases, is not a fit subject for legislative interference; but I should deem it perfectly
legitimate that a person, who had once been convicted of any act of violence to others under the influence of drink, should be
placed under a special legal restriction, personal to himself; that if he were afterwards found drunk, he should be liable to a penalty,
and that if when in that state he committed another offence, the punishment to which he would be liable for that other offence
should be increased in severity. The making himself drunk, in a person whom drunkenness excites to do harm to others, is a crime
against others. So, again, idleness, except in a person receiving support from the public, or except when it constitutes a breach of
contract, cannot without tyranny be made a subject of legal punishment; but if either from idleness or from any other avoidable
cause, a man fails to perform his legal duties to others, as for instance to support his children, it is no tyranny to force him to fulfill
that obligation, by compulsory labour, if no other means are available.

Again, there are many acts which, being directly injurious only to the agents themselves, ought not to be legally interdicted, but
which, if done publicly, are a violation of good manners and coming thus within the category of offences against others may
rightfully be prohibited. Of this kind are offences against decency; on which it is unnecessary to dwell, the rather as they are only
connected indirectly with our subject, the objection to publicity being equally strong in the case of many actions not in themselves
condemnable, nor supposed to be so.

This page titled 1.11: John Stuart Mill — Excerpts from On Liberty, 1859 is shared under a Public Domain license and was authored, remixed,
and/or curated by Vicki Hsueh and Shirin Deylami.
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1.12: Edmund Burke — Excerpts from Reflections on the Revolution in France, 1790

Figure 12.1 Edmund Burke.

Edmund Burke was an Irish statesman, journalist, and writer. His most famous work, Reflections on the Revolution in France, was
written in the form of a letter to a French friend. Although Burke supported ideas and institutions would be later seen as central to
conservative ideologies, he also took positions that many conservatives would have disavowed, including support of the American

Revolution and Irish independence from Britain.

Government is not made in virtue of natural rights, which may and do exist in total independence of it, and exist in much greater
clearness and in a much greater degree of abstract perfection; but their abstract perfection is their practical defect. By having a right
to everything they want everything.

Government is a contrivance of human wisdom to provide for human wants. Men have a right that these wants should be provided
for by this wisdom. Among these wants is to be reckoned the want, out of civil society, of a sufficient restraint upon their passions.
Society requires not only that the passions of individuals should be subjected, but that even in the mass and body, as well as in the
individuals, the inclinations of men should frequently be thwarted, their will controlled, and their passions brought into subjection.
This can only be done by a power out of themselves, and not, in the exercise of its function, subject to that will and to those
passions which it is its office to bridle and subdue. In this sense the restraints on men, as well as their liberties, are to be reckoned
among their rights. But as the liberties and the restrictions vary with times and circumstances and admit to infinite modifications,
they cannot be settled upon any abstract rule; and nothing is so foolish as to discuss them upon that principle.

The moment you abate anything from the full rights of men, each to govern himself, and suffer any artificial, positive limitation
upon those rights, from that moment the whole organization of government becomes a consideration of convenience. This it is
which makes the constitution of a state and the due distribution of its powers a matter of the most delicate and complicated skill. Tt
requires a deep knowledge of human nature and human necessities, and of the things which facilitate or obstruct the various ends
which are to be pursued by the mechanism of civil institutions. The state is to have recruits to its strength, and remedies to its
distempers. What is the use of discussing a man’s abstract right to food or medicine? The question is upon the method of procuring
and administering them. In that deliberation I shall always advise to call in the aid of the farmer and the physician rather than the
professor of metaphysics.

The science of constructing a commonwealth, or renovating it, or reforming it, is, like every other experimental science, not to be
taught a priori. Nor is it a short experience that can instruct us in that practical science, because the real effects of moral causes are
not always immediate; but that which in the first instance is prejudicial may be excellent in its remoter operation, and its excellence
may arise even from the ill effects it produces in the beginning. The reverse also happens: and very plausible schemes, with very
pleasing commencements, have often shameful and lamentable conclusions. In states there are often some obscure and almost
latent causes, things which appear at first view of little moment, on which a very great part of its prosperity or adversity may most
essentially depend. The science of government being therefore so practical in itself and intended for such practical purposes — a
matter which requires experience, and even more experience than any person can gain in his whole life, however sagacious and
observing he may be — it is with infinite caution that any man ought to venture upon pulling down an edifice which has answered
in any tolerable degree for ages the common purposes of society, or on building it up again without having models and patterns of
approved utility before his eyes.
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These metaphysic rights entering into common life, like rays of light which pierce into a dense medium, are by the laws of nature
refracted from their straight line. Indeed, in the gross and complicated mass of human passions and concerns the primitive rights of
men undergo such a variety of refractions and reflections that it becomes absurd to talk of them as if they continued in the
simplicity of their original direction. The nature of man is intricate; the objects of society are of the greatest possible complexity;
and, therefore, no simple disposition or direction of power can be suitable either to man’s nature or to the quality of his affairs.
When I hear the simplicity of contrivance aimed at and boasted of in any new political constitutions, I am at no loss to decide that
the artificers are grossly ignorant of their trade or totally negligent of their duty. The simple governments are fundamentally
defective, to say no worse of them. If you were to contemplate society in but one point of view, all these simple modes of polity are
infinitely captivating. In effect each would answer its single end much more perfectly than the more complex is able to attain all its
complex purposes. But it is better that the whole should be imperfectly and anomalously answered than that, while some parts are
provided for with great exactness, others might be totally neglected or perhaps materially injured by the over-care of a favorite
member.

The pretended rights of these theorists are all extremes; and in proportion as they are metaphysically true, they are morally and
politically false. The rights of men are in a sort of middle, incapable of definition, but not impossible to be discerned. The rights of
men in governments are their advantages; and these are often in balances between differences of good, in compromises sometimes
between good and evil, and sometimes between evil and evil. Political reason is a computing principle: adding, subtracting,
multiplying, and dividing, morally and not metaphysically or mathematically, true moral denominations.

By these theorists the right of the people is almost always sophistically confounded with their power. The body of the community,
whenever it can come to act, can meet with no effectual resistance; but till power and right are the same, the whole body of them
has no right inconsistent with virtue, and the first of all virtues, prudence. Men have no right to what is not reasonable and to what
is not for their benefit

...In England we have not yet been completely embowelled of our natural entrails; we still feel within us, and we cherish and
cultivate, those inbred sentiments which are the faithful guardians, the active monitors of our duty, the true supporters of all liberal
and manly morals. We have not been drawn and trussed, in order that we may be filled, like stuffed birds in a museum, with chaff
and rags and paltry blurred shreds of paper about the rights of men. We preserve the whole of our feelings still native and entire,
unsophisticated by pedantry and infidelity. We have real hearts of flesh and blood beating in our bosoms. We fear God; we look up
with awe to kings, with affection to parliaments, with duty to magistrates, with reverence to priests, and with respect to nobility.
[19] Why? Because when such ideas are brought before our minds, it is natural to be so affected; because all other feelings are false
and spurious and tend to corrupt our minds, to vitiate our primary morals, to render us unfit for rational liberty, and, by teaching us
a servile, licentious, and abandoned insolence, to be our low sport for a few holidays, to make us perfectly fit for, and justly
deserving of, slavery through the whole course of our lives.

YOU see, Sir, that in this enlightened age I am bold enough to confess that we are generally men of untaught feelings, that, instead
of casting away all our old prejudices, we cherish them to a very considerable degree, and, to take more shame to ourselves, we
cherish them because they are prejudices; and the longer they have lasted and the more generally they have prevailed, the more we
cherish them. We are afraid to put men to live and trade each on his own private stock of reason, because we suspect that this stock
in each man is small, and that the individuals would do better to avail themselves of the general bank and capital of nations and of
ages. Many of our men of speculation, instead of exploding general prejudices, employ their sagacity to discover the latent wisdom
which prevails in them. If they find what they seek, and they seldom fail, they think it more wise to continue the prejudice, with the
reason involved, than to cast away the coat of prejudice and to leave nothing but the naked reason; because prejudice, with its
reason, has a motive to give action to that reason, and an affection which will give it permanence. Prejudice is of ready application
in the emergency; it previously engages the mind in a steady course of wisdom and virtue and does not leave the man hesitating in
the moment of decision skeptical, puzzled, and unresolved. Prejudice renders a man’s virtue his habit, and not a series of
unconnected acts. Through just prejudice, his duty becomes a part of his nature.

Your literary men and your politicians, and so do the whole clan of the enlightened among us, essentially differ in these points.
They have no respect for the wisdom of others, but they pay it off by a very full measure of confidence in their own. With them it is
a sufficient motive to destroy an old scheme of things because it is an old one. As to the new, they are in no sort of fear with regard
to the duration of a building run up in haste, because duration is no object to those who think little or nothing has been done before
their time, and who place all their hopes in discovery. They conceive, very systematically, that all things which give perpetuity are
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mischievous, and therefore they are at inexpiable war with all establishments. They think that government may vary like modes of
dress, and with as little ill effect; that there needs no principle of attachment, except a sense of present convenience, to any
constitution of the state. They always speak as if they were of opinion that there is a singular species of compact between them and
their magistrates which binds the magistrate, but which has nothing reciprocal in it, but that the majesty of the people has a right to
dissolve it without any reason but its will. Their attachment to their country itself is only so far as it agrees with some of their
fleeting projects; it begins and ends with that scheme of polity which falls in with their momentary opinion. These doctrines, or
rather sentiments, seem prevalent with your new statesmen. But they are wholly different from those on which we have always
acted in this country.

I hear it is sometimes given out in France that what is doing among you is after the example of England. I beg leave to affirm that
scarcely anything done with you has originated from the practice or the prevalent opinions of this people, either in the act or in the
spirit of the proceeding. Let me add that we are as unwilling to learn these lessons from France as we are sure that we never taught
them to that nation. The cabals here who take a sort of share of your transactions as yet consist of but a handful of people. If,
unfortunately, by their intrigues, their sermons, their publications, and by a confidence derived from an expected union with the
counsels and forces of the French nation, they should draw considerable numbers into their faction, and in consequence should
seriously attempt anything here in imitation of what has been done with you, the event, I dare venture to prophesy, will be that,
with some trouble to their country, they will soon accomplish their own destruction. This people refused to change their law in
remote ages from respect to the infallibility of popes, and they will not now alter it from a pious implicit faith in the dogmatism of
philosophers, though the former was armed with the anathema and crusade, and though the latter should act with the libel and the
lamp-iron.

Formerly, your affairs were your own concern only. We felt for them as men, but we kept aloof from them because we were not
citizens of France. But when we see the model held up to ourselves, we must feel as Englishmen, and feeling, we must provide as
Englishmen. Your affairs, in spite of us, are made a part of our interest, so far at least as to keep at a distance your panacea, or your
plague. If it be a panacea, we do not want it. We know the consequences of unnecessary physic. If it be a plague, it is such a plague
that the precautions of the most severe quarantine ought to be established against it.

I hear on all hands that a cabal calling itself philosophic receives the glory of many of the late proceedings, and that their opinions
and systems are the true actuating spirit of the whole of them. I have heard of no party in England, literary or political, at any time,
known by such a description. It is not with you composed of those men, is it, whom the vulgar in their blunt, homely style
commonly call atheists and infidels? If it be, I admit that we, too, have had writers of that description who made some noise in their
day. At present they repose in lasting oblivion. Who, born within the last forty years, has read one word of Collins, and Toland, and
Tindal, and Chubb, and Morgan, and that whole race who called themselves Freethinkers? Who now reads Bolingbroke? Who ever
read him through? Ask the booksellers of London what is become of all these lights of the world. In as few years their few
successors will go to the family vault of “all the Capulets”. But whatever they were, or are, with us, they were and are wholly
unconnected individuals. With us they kept the common nature of their kind and were not gregarious. They never acted in corps or
were known as a faction in the state, nor presumed to influence in that name or character, or for the purposes of such a faction, on
any of our public concerns. Whether they ought so to exist and so be permitted to act is another question. As such cabals have not
existed in England, so neither has the spirit of them had any influence in establishing the original frame of our constitution or in
any one of the several reparations and improvements it has undergone. The whole has been done under the auspices, and is
confirmed by the sanctions, of religion and piety. The whole has emanated from the simplicity of our national character and from a
sort of native plainness and directness of understanding, which for a long time characterized those men who have successively
obtained authority amongst us. This disposition still remains, at least in the great body of the people.

WE KNOW, AND WHAT IS BETTER, we feel inwardly, that religion is the basis of civil society and the source of all good and of
all comfort.[20] In England we are so convinced of this, that there is no rust of superstition with which the accumulated absurdity
of the human mind might have crusted it over in the course of ages, that ninety-nine in a hundred of the people of England would
not prefer to impiety. We shall never be such fools as to call in an enemy to the substance of any system to remove its corruptions,
to supply its defects, or to perfect its construction. If our religious tenets should ever want a further elucidation, we shall not call on
atheism to explain them. We shall not light up our temple from that unhallowed fire. It will be illuminated with other lights. It will
be perfumed with other incense than the infectious stuff which is imported by the smugglers of adulterated metaphysics. If our
ecclesiastical establishment should want a revision, it is not avarice or rapacity, public or private, that we shall employ for the audit,
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or receipt, or application of its consecrated revenue. Violently condemning neither the Greek nor the Armenian, nor, since heats are
subsided, the Roman system of religion, we prefer the Protestant, not because we think it has less of the Christian religion in it, but
because, in our judgment, it has more. We are Protestants, not from indifference, but from zeal.

We know, and it is our pride to know, that man is by his constitution a religious animal; that atheism is against, not only our reason,
but our instincts; and that it cannot prevail long. But if, in the moment of riot and in a drunken delirium from the hot spirit drawn
out of the alembic of hell, which in France is now so furiously boiling, we should uncover our nakedness by throwing off that
Christian religion which has hitherto been our boast and comfort, and one great source of civilization amongst us and amongst
many other nations, we are apprehensive (being well aware that the mind will not endure a void) that some uncouth, pernicious,
and degrading superstition might take place of it.

For that reason, before we take from our establishment the natural, human means of estimation and give it up to contempt, as you
have done, and in doing it have incurred the penalties you well deserve to suffer, we desire that some other may be presented to us
in the place of it. We shall then form our judgment.

On these ideas, instead of quarrelling with establishments, as some do who have made a philosophy and a religion of their hostility
to such institutions, we cleave closely to them. We are resolved to keep an established church, an established monarchy, an
established aristocracy, and an established democracy, each in the degree it exists, and in no greater. I shall show you presently how
much of each of these we possess.

It has been the misfortune (not, as these gentlemen think it, the glory) of this age that everything is to be discussed as if the
constitution of our country were to be always a subject rather of altercation than enjoyment. For this reason, as well as for the
satisfaction of those among you (if any such you have among you) who may wish to profit of examples, I venture to trouble you
with a few thoughts upon each of these establishments. I do not think they were unwise in ancient Rome who, when they wished to
new-model their laws, set commissioners to examine the best constituted republics within their reach.

First, I beg leave to speak of our church establishment, which is the first of our prejudices, not a prejudice destitute of reason, but
involving in it profound and extensive wisdom. I speak of it first. It is first and last and midst in our minds. For, taking ground on
that religious system of which we are now in possession, we continue to act on the early received and uniformly continued sense of
mankind. That sense not only, like a wise architect, hath built up the august fabric of states, but, like a provident proprietor, to
preserve the structure from profanation and ruin, as a sacred temple purged from all the impurities of fraud and violence and
injustice and tyranny, hath solemnly and forever consecrated the commonwealth and all that officiate in it. This consecration is
made that all who administer the government of men, in which they stand in the person of God himself, should have high and
worthy notions of their function and destination, that their hope should be full of immortality, that they should not look to the paltry
pelf of the moment nor to the temporary and transient praise of the vulgar, but to a solid, permanent existence in the permanent part
of their nature, and to a permanent fame and glory in the example they leave as a rich inheritance to the world.

Such sublime principles ought to be infused into persons of exalted situations, and religious establishments provided that may
continually revive and enforce them. Every sort of moral, every sort of civil, every sort of politic institution, aiding the rational and
natural ties that connect the human understanding and affections to the divine, are not more than necessary in order to build up that
wonderful structure Man, whose prerogative it is to be in a great degree a creature of his own making, and who, when made as he
ought to be made, is destined to hold no trivial place in the creation. But whenever man is put over men, as the better nature ought
ever to preside, in that case more particularly, he should as nearly as possible be approximated to his perfection.

The consecration of the state by a state religious establishment is necessary, also, to operate with a wholesome awe upon free
citizens, because, in order to secure their freedom, they must enjoy some determinate portion of power. To them, therefore, a
religion connected with the state, and with their duty toward it, becomes even more necessary than in such societies where the
people, by the terms of their subjection, are confined to private sentiments and the management of their own family concerns. All
persons possessing any portion of power ought to be strongly and awfully impressed with an idea that they act in trust, and that
they are to account for their conduct in that trust to the one great Master, Author, and Founder of society.

This principle ought even to be more strongly impressed upon the minds of those who compose the collective sovereignty than
upon those of single princes. Without instruments, these princes can do nothing. Whoever uses instruments, in finding helps, finds
also impediments. Their power is, therefore, by no means complete, nor are they safe in extreme abuse. Such persons, however
elevated by flattery, arrogance, and self-opinion, must be sensible that, whether covered or not by positive law, in some way or
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other they are accountable even here for the abuse of their trust. If they are not cut off by a rebellion of their people, they may be
strangled by the very janissaries kept for their security against all other rebellion. Thus we have seen the king of France sold by his
soldiers for an increase of pay. But where popular authority is absolute and unrestrained, the people have an infinitely greater,
because a far better founded, confidence in their own power. They are themselves, in a great measure, their own instruments. They
are nearer to their objects. Besides, they are less under responsibility to one of the greatest controlling powers on the earth, the
sense of fame and estimation. The share of infamy that is likely to fall to the lot of each individual in public acts is small indeed,
the operation of opinion being in the inverse ratio to the number of those who abuse power. Their own approbation of their own
acts has to them the appearance of a public judgment in their favor. A perfect democracy is, therefore, the most shameless thing in
the world. As it is the most shameless, it is also the most fearless. No man apprehends in his person that he can be made subject to
punishment. Certainly the people at large never ought, for as all punishments are for example toward the conservation of the people
at large, the people at large can never become the subject of punishment by any human hand.[21] It is therefore of infinite
importance that they should not be suffered to imagine that their will, any more than that of kings, is the standard of right and
wrong. They ought to be persuaded that they are full as little entitled, and far less qualified with safety to themselves, to use any
arbitrary power whatsoever; that therefore they are not, under a false show of liberty, but in truth to exercise an unnatural, inverted
domination, tyrannically to exact from those who officiate in the state not an entire devotion to their interest, which is their right,
but an abject submission to their occasional will, extinguishing thereby in all those who serve them all moral principle, all sense of
dignity, all use of judgment, and all consistency of character; whilst by the very same process they give themselves up a proper, a
suitable, but a most contemptible prey to the servile ambition of popular sycophants or courtly flatterers.

When the people have emptied themselves of all the lust of selfish will, which without religion it is utterly impossible they ever
should, when they are conscious that they exercise, and exercise perhaps in a higher link of the order of delegation, the power,
which to be legitimate must be according to that eternal, immutable law in which will and reason are the same, they will be more
careful how they place power in base and incapable hands. In their nomination to office, they will not appoint to the exercise of
authority as to a pitiful job, but as to a holy function, not according to their sordid, selfish interest, nor to their wanton caprice, nor
to their arbitrary will, but they will confer that power (which any man may well tremble to give or to receive) on those only in
whom they may discern that predominant proportion of active virtue and wisdom, taken together and fitted to the charge, such as in
the great and inevitable mixed mass of human imperfections and infirmities is to be found.

When they are habitually convinced that no evil can be acceptable, either in the act or the permission, to him whose essence is
good, they will be better able to extirpate out of the minds of all magistrates, civil, ecclesiastical, or military, anything that bears the
least resemblance to a proud and lawless domination.

But one of the first and most leading principles on which the commonwealth and the laws are consecrated is, lest the temporary
possessors and liferenters in it, unmindful of what they have received from their ancestors or of what is due to their posterity,
should act as if they were the entire masters, that they should not think it among their rights to cut off the entail or commit waste on
the inheritance by destroying at their pleasure the whole original fabric of their society, hazarding to leave to those who come after
them a ruin instead of an habitation — and teaching these successors as little to respect their contrivances as they had themselves
respected the institutions of their forefathers. By this unprincipled facility of changing the state as often, and as much, and in as
many ways as there are floating fancies or fashions, the whole chain and continuity of the commonwealth would be broken. No one
generation could link with the other. Men would become little better than the flies of a summer.

And first of all, the science of jurisprudence, the pride of the human intellect, which with all its defects, redundancies, and errors is
the collected reason of ages, combining the principles of original justice with the infinite variety of human concerns, as a heap of
old exploded errors, would be no longer studied. Personal self-sufficiency and arrogance (the certain attendants upon all those who
have never experienced a wisdom greater than their own) would usurp the tribunal. Of course, no certain laws, establishing
invariable grounds of hope and fear, would keep the actions of men in a certain course or direct them to a certain end. Nothing
stable in the modes of holding property or exercising function could form a solid ground on which any parent could speculate in the
education of his offspring or in a choice for their future establishment in the world. No principles would be early worked into the
habits. As soon as the most able instructor had completed his laborious course of institution, instead of sending forth his pupil,
accomplished in a virtuous discipline, fitted to procure him attention and respect in his place in society, he would find everything
altered, and that he had turned out a poor creature to the contempt and derision of the world, ignorant of the true grounds of
estimation. Who would insure a tender and delicate sense of honor to beat almost with the first pulses of the heart when no man
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could know what would be the test of honor in a nation continually varying the standard of its coin? No part of life would retain its
acquisitions. Barbarism with regard to science and literature, unskilfulness with regard to arts and manufactures, would infallibly
succeed to the want of a steady education and settled principle; and thus the commonwealth itself would, in a few generations,
crumble away, be disconnected into the dust and powder of individuality, and at length dispersed to all the winds of heaven.

To avoid, therefore, the evils of inconstancy and versatility, ten thousand times worse than those of obstinacy and the blindest
prejudice, we have consecrated the state, that no man should approach to look into its defects or corruptions but with due caution,
that he should never dream of beginning its reformation by its subversion, that he should approach to the faults of the state as to the
wounds of a father, with pious awe and trembling solicitude. By this wise prejudice we are taught to look with horror on those
children of their country who are prompt rashly to hack that aged parent in pieces and put him into the kettle of magicians, in hopes
that by their poisonous weeds and wild incantations they may regenerate the paternal constitution and renovate their father’s life.

SOCIETY is indeed a contract. Subordinate contracts for objects of mere occasional interest may be dissolved at pleasure — but
the state ought not to be considered as nothing better than a partnership agreement in a trade of pepper and coffee, calico, or
tobacco, or some other such low concern, to be taken up for a little temporary interest, and to be dissolved by the fancy of the
parties. It is to be looked on with other reverence, because it is not a partnership in things subservient only to the gross animal
existence of a temporary and perishable nature. It is a partnership in all science; a partnership in all art; a partnership in every virtue
and in all perfection. As the ends of such a partnership cannot be obtained in many generations, it becomes a partnership not only
between those who are living, but between those who are living, those who are dead, and those who are to be born. Each contract of
each particular state is but a clause in the great primeval contract of eternal society, linking the lower with the higher natures,
connecting the visible and invisible world, according to a fixed compact sanctioned by the inviolable oath which holds all physical
and all moral natures, each in their appointed place. This law is not subject to the will of those who by an obligation above them,
and infinitely superior, are bound to submit their will to that law. The municipal corporations of that universal kingdom are not
morally at liberty at their pleasure, and on their speculations of a contingent improvement, wholly to separate and tear asunder the
bands of their subordinate community and to dissolve it into an unsocial, uncivil, unconnected chaos of elementary principles. It is
the first and supreme necessity only, a necessity that is not chosen but chooses, a necessity paramount to deliberation, that admits
no discussion and demands no evidence, which alone can justify a resort to anarchy. This necessity is no exception to the rule,
because this necessity itself is a part, too, of that moral and physical disposition of things to which man must be obedient by
consent or force; but if that which is only submission to necessity should be made the object of choice, the law is broken, nature is
disobeyed, and the rebellious are outlawed, cast forth, and exiled from this world of reason, and order, and peace, and virtue, and
fruitful penitence, into the antagonist world of madness, discord, vice, confusion, and unavailing sorrow.

Image Attribution: “Edmund Burke” by Joshua Reynolds, Wikimedia Commons is in the Public Domain

This page titled 1.12: Edmund Burke — Excerpts from Reflections on the Revolution in France, 1790 is shared under a Public Domain license
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1.13: Joseph de Maistre — Excerpts from Study on Sovereignty, 1794

Figure 13.1 Joseph de Maistre.

Joseph de Maistre was a French writer, philosopher, and diplomat. Caught up in the turmoil and chaos of the French Revolution in
1789, de Maistre turned to conservative ideas of monarchy and hierarchy.

ON THE ORIGINS OF SOVEREIGNTY

...society is not the work of man, but the immediate result of the will of the Creator who has willed that man should be what he has
always and everywhere been.

...SOVEREIGNTY IN GENERAL

...If sovereignty is not anterior to the people, at least these two ideas are collateral, since a sovereign is necessary to make a people.
It is as impossible to imagine a human society, a people, without a sovereign as a hive and bees without a queen: for, by virtue of
the eternal laws of nature, a swarm of bees exists in this way or it does not exist at all. Society and sovereignty are thus born
together; it is impossible to separate these two ideas. Imagine an isolated man: there is no question of laws or government, since he
is not a whole man and society does not yet exist. Put this man in contact with his fellowmen: from this moment you suppose a
sovereign. The first man was king over his children; each isolated family was governed in the same way. But once these families
joined, a sovereign was needed, and this sovereign made a people of them by giving them laws, since society exists only through
the sovereign. Everyone knows the famous line,

The first king was a fortunate soldier.
This is perhaps one of the falsest claims that has ever been made. Quite the opposite could be said, that
The first soldier was paid by a king.

There was a people, some sort of civilization, and a sovereign as soon as men came into contact. The word people is a relative term
that has no meaning divorced from the idea of sovereignty: for the idea of a people involves that of an aggregation around a
common center, and without sovereignty there can be no political unity or cohesion...

...PARTICULAR SOVEREIGNTIES AND NATIONS

... The same power that has decreed social order and sovereignty has also decreed different modifications of sovereignty according
to the different character of nations. Nations are born and die like individuals. Nations have fathers, in a very literal sense, and
teachers commonly more famous than their fathers, although the greatest merit of these teachers is to penetrate the character of the
infant nation and to create for it circumstances in which it can develop all its capacities.

Nations have a general soul and a true moral unity which makes them what they are. This unity is evidenced above all by language.

The Creator has traced on the globe the limits of nations...These boundaries are obvious and each nation can still be seen straining
to fill entirely one of the areas within these boundaries. Sometimes invincible circumstances thrust two nations together and force
them to mingle. Then their constituent principles penetrate each other and produce a hybrid nation which can be either more or less
powerful and famous than if it was a pure race.
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But several national elements thrown together into the same receptacle can be harmful. These seeds squeeze and stifle each other.
The men who compose them, condemned to a certain moral and political mediocrity, will never attract the eyes of the world in spite
of a large number of individual virtues, until some great shock, starting one of these seeds growing, allows it to engulf the other and
to assimilate them into its own substance. Italiam! Italiam!

Sometimes a nation lives in the midst of another much more numerous, refuses to integrate because there is not sufficient affinity
between them, and preserves its moral unity....

When one talks of the spirit of a nation, the expression is not so metaphorical as is believed.

From these different national characteristics are born the different modifications of governments. One can say that each
government has its separate character, for even those which belong to the same group and carry the same name reveal subtle
differences to the observer.

The same laws cannot suit different provinces which have different customs, live in opposite climates, and cannot accept the same
form of government.

The general objects of every good institution must be modified in each country by the relationships which spring as much from the
local situation as from the character of the inhabitants. It is on the basis of these relationships that each people should be assigned a
particular institutional system, which is the best, not perhaps in itself, but for the state for which it is intended.

There is only one good government for a particular state; yet not only can different governments be suitable for different peoples;
they can also be suitable for the same people at different times, since a thousand events can change the inner relationships of a
people.

There has always been a great deal of discussion on the best form of government without consideration of the fact that each can be
the best in some instances and the worst in others!

Therefore it should not be said that every form of government is appropriate to every country: for example, liberty, since it will not
grow under every climate, is not open to every nation. The more one thinks about this principle laid down by Montesquieu, the
more one feels its force. The more it is contested, the more strongly it is established by new proofs. Thus the absolute question,
What is the best form of government? is as insoluble as it is indefinite; or, to put it another way, it has as many correct solutions as
there are possible combinations in the relative and absolute positions of nations.

... THE FOUNDERS AND THE POLITICAL CONSTITUTION OF NATIONS

... Thinking about the moral unity of nations, there can be no doubt that it is the result of a single cause. What the wise Bonnet said
about the animal body in answer to a fancy of Buffon can be said about the body politic: every seed is necessarily one; and it is
always from a single man that each nation takes its dominant trait and its distinctive character.

To know, then, why and how a man literally engenders a nation, and how he passes on to them the moral temperament, the
character, the general soul which must, over the course of centuries and an infinite number of generations, exist perceptibly and
distinguish one nation from all others, this is a mystery like so many others on which it is fruitful to dwell.... The government of a
nation is no more its own work than its language. Just as in nature the seeds of an infinite number of plants are destined to perish
unless the wind or the hand of man puts them where they can germinate, so also there are in nations certain qualities and powers
which are ineffective until they get a stimulus from circumstances either alone or used by a skillful hand.

...The founder of a nation is precisely this skillful hand. Gifted with an extraordinary penetration or, what is more probable, with
an infallible instinct (for often personal genius does not realize what it is achieving, which is what distinguishes it above all from
intelligence), he divines those hidden powers and qualities which shape a nation’s character, the means of bringing them to life,
putting them into action, and making the greatest possible use of them. He is never to be seen writing or debating; his mode of
acting derives from inspiration; and if sometimes he takes up a pen, it is not to argue but to command.

One of the greatest errors of this age is to believe that the political constitution oce nations is the work of man alone and that a
constitution can be made as a watchmaker makes a watch. This is quite false; but still more false is the belief that this great work
can be executed by an assembly of men. The author of all things has only two ways of giving a government to a people. Most often
he reserves to himself its formation more directly by making it grow, as it were, imperceptibly like a plant, through the conjunction
of a multitude of those circumstances we call fortuitous. But when he wants to lay quickly the foundations of a political structure
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and to show the world a creation of this kind, he confides his power to rare men, the true Elect. Scattered thinly over the centuries,
they rise like obelisks on time’s path, and, as humanity grows older, they appear the less. To fit them for these unusual tasks, God
invests them with unusual power, often unknown to their contemporaries and perhaps to themselves. Bousseau himself has spoken
the truth when he said that the work of the founder of a nation was a MISSION.... If the founders of nations, who were all
prodigious men, were to come before our eyes and we were to recognize their genius and their power, instead of talking
nonsensically of usurpation, fraud, and fanaticism, we would fall on our knees and our sterility would disappear before the sacred
sign shining from their brows....

What is certain is that the constitution of a nation is never the product of deliberation.

Almost all the great legislators have been kings, and even those nations destined to be republics have been constituted by kings.
They are the men who preside at the political establishment of nations and draw up their first fundamental laws....

Look at every one of the world’s constitutions, ancient and modern: you will see that now and again long experience has been able
to point out some institutions capable of improving governments on the basis of their original constitution or of preventing abuses
capable of altering their nature. It is possible to name the date and authors of these institutions, but you will notice that the real
roots of government have remained the same and that it is impossible to show their origin, for the very simple reason that they are
as old as the nations and that, not being the result of an agreement, there can be no trace of a convention which never existed.

...All known nations have been happy and powerful to the degree that they have faithfully obeyed this national mind, which is
nothing other than the destruction of individual dogmas and the absolute and general rule of national dogmas, that is to say, useful
prejudices. Once let everyone rely on his individual reason in religion, and you will see immediately the rise of anarchy of belief or
the annihilation of religious sovereignty. Likewise, if each man makes himself the judge of the principles of government you will
see immediately the rise of civil anarchy or the annihilation of political sovereignty. Government is a true religion; it has its
dogmas, its mysteries, its priests; to submit it to individual discussion is to destroy it; it has life only through the national mind, that
is to say, political faith, which is a creed. Man’s primary need is that his nascent reason should be curbed under a double yoke; it
should be frustrated, and it should lose itself in the national mind, so that it changes its individual existence for another communal
existence, just as a river which flows into the ocean still exists in the mass of water, but without name and distinct reality.

...What is patriotism? It is this national mind of which I am speaking; it is individual abnegation. Faith and patriotism are the two
great thaumaturges of the world. Both are divine. All their actions are miracles. Do not talk to them of scrutiny, choice, discussion,
for they will say that you blaspheme. They know only two words, submission and belief; with these two levers, they raise the
world. Their very errors are sublime. These two infants of Heaven prove their origin to all by creating and conserving; and if they
unite, join their forces and together take possession of a nation, they exalt it, make it divine and increase its power a hundredfold....

...MONARCHY

...It can be said in general that all men are born for monarchy. This form of government is the most ancient and the most
universal....Monarchical government is so natural that, without realizing it, men identify it with sovereignty. They seem tacitly to
agree that, wherever there is no king, there is no real sovereign....

Image Attribution:“Joseph de Maistre” by Carl Christian Vogel von Vogelstein, Wikimedia Commons is in the Public Domain

This page titled 1.13: Joseph de Maistre — Excerpts from Study on Sovereignty, 1794 is shared under a Public Domain license and was authored,
remixed, and/or curated by Vicki Hsueh and Shirin Deylami.
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1.14: Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels — The Communist Manifesto, 1847

Influential pamphlet written by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels to serve as the platform for the Communist League. Became one of
the principal revolutionary statements of the European socialist and communist parties in the 19th and early 20th centuries.

Figure 1.14.1: Figure 14.1 Friedrich Engels. Figure 14.2 Karl Marx.

MANIFESTO OF THE COMMUNIST PARTY

[From the English edition of 1888, edited by Friedrich Engels] A spectre is haunting Europe—the spectre of Communism. All the
Powers of old Europe have entered into a holy alliance to exorcise this spectre: Pope and Czar, Metternich and Guizot, French
Radicals and German police-spies.

Where is the party in opposition that has not been decried as Communistic by its opponents in power? Where is the Opposition that
has not hurled back the branding reproach of Communism, against the more advanced opposition parties, as well as against its
reactionary adversaries?

Two things result from this fact.

1. Communism is already acknowledged by all European Powers to be itself a Power.

2. It is high time that Communists should openly, in the face of the whole world, publish their views, their aims, their tendencies,
and meet this nursery tale of the Spectre of Communism with a Manifesto of the party itself. To this end, Communists of
various nationalities have assembled in London, and sketched the following Manifesto, to be published in the English, French,
German, Italian, Flemish and Danish languages.

BOURGEOIS AND PROLETARIANS
The history of all hitherto existing societies is the history of class struggles.

Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild-master and journeyman, in a word, oppressor and oppressed, stood
in constant opposition to one another, carried on an uninterrupted, now hidden, now open fight, a fight that each time ended, either
in a revolutionary reconstitution of society at large, or in the common ruin of the contending classes.

In the earlier epochs of history, we find almost everywhere a complicated arrangement of society into various orders, a manifold
gradation of social rank. In ancient Rome we have patricians, knights, plebeians, slaves; in the Middle Ages, feudal lords, vassals,
guild-masters, journeymen, apprentices, serfs; in almost all of these classes, again, subordinate gradations. The modern bourgeois
society that has sprouted from the ruins of feudal society has not done away with class antagonisms. It has but established new
classes, new conditions of oppression, new forms of struggle in place of the old ones. Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie,
possesses, however, this distinctive feature: it has simplified the class antagonisms. Society as a whole is more and more splitting
up into two great hostile camps, into two great classes, directly facing each other: Bourgeoisie and Proletariat.

From the serfs of the Middle Ages sprang the chartered burghers of the earliest towns. From these burgesses the first elements of
the bourgeoisie were developed.

The discovery of America, the rounding of the Cape, opened up fresh ground for the rising bourgeoisie. The East-Indian and
Chinese markets, the colonisation of America, trade with the colonies, the increase in the means of exchange and in commodities
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generally, gave to commerce, to navigation, to industry, an impulse never before known, and thereby, to the revolutionary element
in the tottering feudal society, a rapid development. The feudal system of industry, under which industrial production was
monopolised by closed guilds, now no longer sufficed for the growing wants of the new markets. The manufacturing system took
its place. The guildmasters were pushed on one side by the manufacturing middle class; division of labour between the different
corporate guilds vanished in the face of division of labour in each single workshop.

Meantime the markets kept ever growing, the demand ever rising. Even manufacture no longer sufficed. Thereupon, steam and
machinery revolutionised industrial production. The place of manufacture was taken by the giant, Modern Industry, the place of the
industrial middle class, by industrial millionaires, the leaders of whole industrial armies, the modern bourgeois.

Modern industry has established the world-market, for which the discovery of America paved the way. This market has given an
immense development to commerce, to navigation, to communication by land. This development has, in its time, reacted on the
extension of industry; and in proportion as industry, commerce, navigation, railways extended, in the same proportion the
bourgeoisie developed, increased its capital, and pushed into the background every class handed down from the Middle Ages.

We see, therefore, how the modern bourgeoisie is itself the product of a long course of development, of a series of revolutions in
the modes of production and of exchange.

Each step in the development of the bourgeoisie was accompanied by a corresponding political advance of that class. An oppressed
class under the sway of the feudal nobility, an armed and self-governing association in the mediaeval commune; here independent
urban republic (as in Italy and Germany), there taxable “third estate” of the monarchy (as in France), afterwards, in the period of
manufacture proper, serving either the semifeudal or the absolute monarchy as a counterpoise against the nobility, and, in fact,
corner-stone of the great monarchies in general, the bourgeoisie has at last, since the establishment of Modern Industry and of the
world-market, conquered for itself, in the modern representative State, exclusive political sway. The executive of the modern State
is but a committee for managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie.

The bourgeoisie, historically, has played a most revolutionary part.

The bourgeoisie, wherever it has got the upper hand, has put an end to all feudal, patriarchal, idyllic relations. It has pitilessly torn
asunder the motley feudal ties that bound man to his “natural superiors,” and has left remaining no other nexus between man and
man than naked self-interest, than callous “cash payment.” It has drowned the most heavenly ecstasies of religious fervour, of
chivalrous enthusiasm, of philistine sentimentalism, in the icy water of egotistical calculation. It has resolved personal worth into
exchange value, and in place of the numberless and indefeasible chartered freedoms, has set up that single, unconscionable freedom
—TFree Trade. In one word, for exploitation, veiled by religious and political illusions, naked, shameless, direct, brutal exploitation.

The bourgeoisie has stripped of its halo every occupation hitherto honoured and looked up to with reverent awe. It has converted
the physician, the lawyer, the priest, the poet, the man of science, into its paid wage labourers. The bourgeoisie has torn away from
the family its sentimental veil, and has reduced the family relation to a mere money relation.

The bourgeoisie has disclosed how it came to pass that the brutal display of vigour in the Middle Ages, which Reactionists so much
admire, found its fitting complement in the most slothful indolence. It has been the first to show what man’s activity can bring
about. It has accomplished wonders far surpassing Egyptian pyramids, Roman aqueducts, and Gothic cathedrals; it has conducted
expeditions that put in the shade all former Exoduses of nations and crusades.

The bourgeoisie cannot exist without constantly revolutionising the instruments of production, and thereby the relations of
production, and with them the whole relations of society. Conservation of the old modes of production in unaltered form, was, on
the contrary, the first condition of existence for all earlier industrial classes. Constant revolutionising of production, uninterrupted
disturbance of all social conditions, everlasting uncertainty and agitation distinguish the bourgeois epoch from all earlier ones. All
fixed, fast-frozen relations, with their train of ancient and venerable prejudices and opinions, are swept away, all new-formed ones
become antiquated before they can ossify. All that is solid melts into air, all that is holy is profaned, and man is at last compelled to
face with sober senses, his real conditions of life, and his relations with his kind.

The need of a constantly expanding market for its products chases the bourgeoisie over the whole surface of the globe. It must
nestle everywhere, settle everywhere, establish connexions everywhere.

The bourgeoisie has through its exploitation of the world-market given a cosmopolitan character to production and consumption in
every country. To the great chagrin of Reactionists, it has drawn from under the feet of industry the national ground on which it
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stood. All old-established national industries have been destroyed or are daily being destroyed. They are dislodged by new
industries, whose introduction becomes a life and death question for all civilised nations, by industries that no longer work up
indigenous raw material, but raw material drawn from the remotest zones; industries whose products are consumed, not only at
home, but in every quarter of the globe. In place of the old wants, satisfied by the productions of the country, we find new wants,
requiring for their satisfaction the products of distant lands and climes. In place of the old local and national seclusion and self-
sufficiency, we have intercourse in every direction, universal interdependence of nations. And as in material, so also in intellectual
production. The intellectual creations of individual nations become common property. National one-sidedness and narrow-
mindedness become more and more impossible, and from the numerous national and local literatures, there arises a world
literature.

The bourgeoisie, by the rapid improvement of all instruments of production, by the immensely facilitated means of communication,
draws all, even the most barbarian, nations into civilisation. The cheap prices of its commodities are the heavy artillery with which
it batters down all Chinese walls, with which it forces the barbarians’ intensely obstinate hatred of foreigners to capitulate. It
compels all nations, on pain of extinction, to adopt the bourgeois mode of production; it compels them to introduce what it calls
civilisation into their midst, i.e., to become bourgeois themselves. In one word, it creates a world after its own image.

The bourgeoisie has subjected the country to the rule of the towns. It has created enormous cities, has greatly increased the urban
population as compared with the rural, and has thus rescued a considerable part of the population from the idiocy of rural life. Just
as it has made the country dependent on the towns, so it has made barbarian and semi-barbarian countries dependent on the
civilised ones, nations of peasants on nations of bourgeois, the East on the West.

The bourgeoisie keeps more and more doing away with the scattered state of the population, of the means of production, and of
property. It has agglomerated production, and has concentrated property in a few hands. The necessary consequence of this was
political centralisation. Independent, or but loosely connected provinces, with separate interests, laws, governments and systems of
taxation, became lumped together into one nation, with one government, one code of laws, one national class-interest, one frontier
and one customs-tariff. The bourgeoisie, during its rule of scarce one hundred years, has created more massive and more colossal
productive forces than have all preceding generations together. Subjection of Nature’s forces to man, machinery, application of
chemistry to industry and agriculture, steamnavigation, railways, electric telegraphs, clearing of whole continents for cultivation,
canalisation of rivers, whole populations conjured out of the ground—what earlier century had even a presentiment that such
productive forces slumbered in the lap of social labour?

We see then: the means of production and of exchange, on whose foundation the bourgeoisie built itself up, were generated in
feudal society. At a certain stage in the development of these means of production and of exchange, the conditions under which
feudal society produced and exchanged, the feudal organisation of agriculture and manufacturing industry, in one word, the feudal
relations of property became no longer compatible with the already developed productive forces; they became so many fetters.
They had to be burst asunder; they were burst asunder.

Into their place stepped free competition, accompanied by a social and political constitution adapted to it, and by the economical
and political sway of the bourgeois class.

A similar movement is going on before our own eyes. Modern bourgeois society with its relations of production, of exchange and
of property, a society that has conjured up such gigantic means of production and of exchange, is like the sorcerer, who is no longer
able to control the powers of the nether world whom he has called up by his spells. For many a decade past the history of industry
and commerce is but the history of the revolt of modern productive forces against modern conditions of production, against the
property relations that are the conditions for the existence of the bourgeoisie and of its rule. It is enough to mention the commercial
crises that by their periodical return put on its trial, each time more threateningly, the existence of the entire bourgeois society. In
these crises a great part not only of the existing products, but also of the previously created productive forces, are periodically
destroyed. In these crises there breaks out an epidemic that, in all earlier epochs, would have seemed an absurdity—the epidemic of
over-production. Society suddenly finds itself put back into a state of momentary barbarism; it appears as if a famine, a universal
war of devastation had cut off the supply of every means of subsistence; industry and commerce seem to be destroyed; and why?
Because there is too much civilisation, too much means of subsistence, too much industry, too much commerce. The productive
forces at the disposal of society no longer tend to further the development of the conditions of bourgeois property; on the contrary,
they have become too powerful for these conditions, by which they are fettered, and so soon as they overcome these fetters, they
bring disorder into the whole of bourgeois society, endanger the existence of bourgeois property. The conditions of bourgeois
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society are too narrow to comprise the wealth created by them. And how does the bourgeoisie get over these crises? On the one
hand inforced destruction of a mass of productive forces; on the other, by the conquest of new markets, and by the more thorough
exploitation of the old ones. That is to say, by paving the way for more extensive and more destructive crises, and by diminishing
the means whereby crises are prevented.

The weapons with which the bourgeoisie felled feudalism to the ground are now turned against the bourgeoisie itself.

But not only has the bourgeoisie forged the weapons that bring death to itself; it has also called into existence the men who are to
wield those weapons—the modern working class—the proletarians.

In proportion as the bourgeoisie, i.e., capital, is developed, in the same proportion is the proletariat, the modern working class,
developed—a class of labourers, who live only so long as they find work, and who find work only so long as their labour increases
capital. These labourers, who must sell themselves piece-meal, are a commodity, like every other article of commerce, and are
consequently exposed to all the vicissitudes of competition, to all the fluctuations of the market.

Owing to the extensive use of machinery and to division of labour, the work of the proletarians has lost all individual character, and
consequently, all charm for the workman. He becomes an appendage of the machine, and it is only the most simple, most
monotonous, and most easily acquired knack, that is required of him. Hence, the cost of production of a workman is restricted,
almost entirely, to the means of subsistence that he requires for his maintenance, and for the propagation of his race. But the price
of a commodity, and therefore also of labour, is equal to its cost of production. In proportion therefore, as the repulsiveness of the
work increases, the wage decreases. Nay more, in proportion as the use of machinery and division of labour increases, in the same
proportion the burden of toil also increases, whether by prolongation of the working hours, by increase of the work exacted in a
given time or by increased speed of the machinery, etc.

Modern industry has converted the little workshop of the patriarchal master into the great factory of the industrial capitalist. Masses
of labourers, crowded into the factory, are organised like soldiers. As privates of the industrial army they are placed under the
command of a perfect hierarchy of officers and sergeants. Not only are they slaves of the bourgeois class, and of the bourgeois
State; they are daily and hourly enslaved by the machine, by the over-looker, and, above all, by the individual bourgeois
manufacturer himself. The more openly this despotism proclaims gain to be its end and aim, the more petty, the more hateful and
the more embittering it is.

The less the skill and exertion of strength implied in manual labour, in other words, the more modern industry becomes developed,
the more is the labour of men superseded by that of women. Differences of age and sex have no longer any distinctive social
validity for the working class. All are instruments of labour, more or less expensive to use, according to their age and sex.

No sooner is the exploitation of the labourer by the manufacturer, so far at an end, that he receives his wages in cash, than he is set
upon by the other portions of the bourgeoisie, the landlord, the shopkeeper, the pawnbroker, etc.

The lower strata of the middle class—the small tradespeople, shopkeepers, retired tradesmen generally, the handicraftsmen and
peasants—all these sink gradually into the proletariat, partly because their diminutive capital does not suffice for the scale on which
Modern Industry is carried on, and is swamped in the competition with the large capitalists, partly because their specialized skill is
rendered worthless by the new methods of production.

Thus the proletariat is recruited from all classes of the population.

The proletariat goes through various stages of development. With its birth begins its struggle with the bourgeoisie. At first the
contest is carried on by individual labourers, then by the workpeople of a factory, then by the operatives of one trade, in one
locality, against the individual bourgeois who directly exploits them. They direct their attacks not against the bourgeois conditions
of production, but against the instruments of production themselves; they destroy imported wares that compete with their labour,
they smash to pieces machinery, they set factories ablaze, they seek to restore by force the vanished status of the workman of the
Middle Ages.

At this stage the labourers still form an incoherent mass scattered over the whole country, and broken up by their mutual
competition. If anywhere they unite to form more compact bodies, this is not yet the consequence of their own active union, but of
the union of the bourgeoisie, which class, in order to attain its own political ends, is compelled to set the whole proletariat in
motion, and is moreover yet, for a time, able to do so. At this stage, therefore, the proletarians do not fight their enemies, but the
enemies of their enemies, the remnants of absolute monarchy, the landowners, the nonindustrial bourgeois, the petty bourgeoisie.
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Thus the whole historical movement is concentrated in the hands of the bourgeoisie; every victory so obtained is a victory for the
bourgeoisie.

But with the development of industry the proletariat not only increases in number; it becomes concentrated in greater masses, its
strength grows, and it feels that strength more. The various interests and conditions of life within the ranks of the proletariat are
more and more equalised, in proportion as machinery obliterates all distinctions of labour, and nearly everywhere reduces wages to
the same low level. The growing competition among the bourgeois, and the resulting commercial crises, make the wages of the
workers ever more fluctuating. The unceasing improvement of machinery, ever more rapidly developing, makes their livelihood
more and more precarious; the collisions between individual workmen and individual bourgeois take more and more the character
of collisions between two classes. Thereupon the workers begin to form combinations (Trades Unions) against the bourgeois; they
club together in order to keep up the rate of wages; they found permanent associations in order to make provision beforehand for
these occasional revolts. Here and there the contest breaks out into riots.

Now and then the workers are victorious, but only for a time. The real fruit of their battles lies, not in the immediate result, but in
the ever-expanding union of the workers. This union is helped on by the improved means of communication that are created by
modern industry and that place the workers of different localities in contact with one another. It was just this contact that was
needed to centralise the numerous local struggles, all of the same character, into one national struggle between classes. But every
class struggle is a political struggle. And that union, to attain which the burghers of the Middle Ages, with their miserable
highways, required centuries, the modern proletarians, thanks to railways, achieve in a few years.

This organisation of the proletarians into a class, and consequently into a political party, is continually being upset again by the
competition between the workers themselves. But it ever rises up again, stronger, firmer, mightier. It compels legislative
recognition of particular interests of the workers, by taking advantage of the divisions among the bourgeoisie itself. Thus the
tenhours’ bill in England was carried.

Altogether collisions between the classes of the old society further, in many ways, the course of development of the proletariat. The
bourgeoisie finds itself involved in a constant battle. At first with the aristocracy; later on, with those portions of the bourgeoisie
itself, whose interests have become antagonistic to the progress of industry; at all times, with the bourgeoisie of foreign countries.
In all these battles it sees itself compelled to appeal to the proletariat, to ask for its help, and thus, to drag it into the political arena.
The bourgeoisie itself, therefore, supplies the proletariat with its own instruments of political and general education, in other words,
it furnishes the proletariat with weapons for fighting the bourgeoisie.

Further, as we have already seen, entire sections of the ruling classes are, by the advance of industry, precipitated into the
proletariat, or are at least threatened in their conditions of existence. These also supply the proletariat with fresh elements of
enlightenment and progress.

Finally, in times when the class struggle nears the decisive hour, the process of dissolution going on within the ruling class, in fact
within the whole range of society, assumes such a violent, glaring character, that a small section of the ruling class cuts itself adrift,
and joins the revolutionary class, the class that holds the future in its hands. Just as, therefore, at an earlier period, a section of the
nobility went over to the bourgeoisie, so now a portion of the bourgeoisie goes over to the proletariat, and in particular, a portion of
the bourgeois ideologists, who have raised themselves to the level of comprehending theoretically the historical movement as a
whole.

Of all the classes that stand face to face with the bourgeoisie today, the proletariat alone is a really revolutionary class. The other
classes decay and finally disappear in the face of Modern Industry; the proletariat is its special and essential product. The lower
middle class, the small manufacturer, the shopkeeper, the artisan, the peasant, all these fight against the bourgeoisie, to save from
extinction their existence as fractions of the middle class. They are therefore not revolutionary, but conservative. Nay more, they
are reactionary, for they try to roll back the wheel of history. If by chance they are revolutionary, they are so only in view of their
impending transfer into the proletariat, they thus defend not their present, but their future interests, they desert their own standpoint
to place themselves at that of the proletariat. The “dangerous class,” the social scum, that passively rotting mass thrown off by the
lowest layers of old society, may, here and there, be swept into the movement by a proletarian revolution; its conditions of life,
however, prepare it far more for the part of a bribed tool of reactionary intrigue.

In the conditions of the proletariat, those of old society at large are already virtually swamped. The proletarian is without property;
his relation to his wife and children has no longer anything in common with the bourgeois family-relations; modern industrial
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labour, modern subjection to capital, the same in England as in France, in America as in Germany, has stripped him of every trace
of national character. Law, morality, religion, are to him so many bourgeois prejudices, behind which lurk in ambush just as many
bourgeois interests.

All the preceding classes that got the upper hand, sought to fortify their already acquired status by subjecting society at large to
their conditions of appropriation. The proletarians cannot become masters of the productive forces of society, except by abolishing
their own previous mode of appropriation, and thereby also every other previous mode of appropriation. They have nothing of their
own to secure and to fortify; their mission is to destroy all previous securities for, and insurances of, individual property. All
previous historical movements were movements of minorities, or in the interests of minorities. The proletarian movement is the
self-conscious, independent movement of the immense majority, in the interests of the immense majority. The proletariat, the
lowest stratum of our present society, cannot stir, cannot raise itself up, without the whole superincumbent strata of official society
being sprung into the air.

Though not in substance, yet in form, the struggle of the proletariat with the bourgeoisie is at first a national struggle. The
proletariat of each country must, of course, first of all settle matters with its own bourgeoisie.

In depicting the most general phases of the development of the proletariat, we traced the more or less veiled civil war, raging within
existing society, up to the point where that war breaks out into open revolution, and where the violent overthrow of the bourgeoisie
lays the foundation for the sway of the proletariat.

Hitherto, every form of society has been based, as we have already seen, on the antagonism of oppressing and oppressed classes.
But in order to oppress a class, certain conditions must be assured to it under which it can, at least, continue its slavish existence.
The serf, in the period of serfdom, raised himself to membership in the commune, just as the petty bourgeois, under the yoke of
feudal absolutism, managed to develop into a bourgeois. The modern laborer, on the contrary, instead of rising with the progress of
industry, sinks deeper and deeper below the conditions of existence of his own class. He becomes a pauper, and pauperism
develops more rapidly than population and wealth. And here it becomes evident, that the bourgeoisie is unfit any longer to be the
ruling class in society, and to impose its conditions of existence upon society as an over-riding law. It is unfit to rule because it is
incompetent to assure an existence to its slave within his slavery, because it cannot help letting him sink into such a state, that it has
to feed him, instead of being fed by him. Society can no longer live under this bourgeoisie, in other words, its existence is no longer
compatible with society.

The essential condition for the existence, and for the sway of the bourgeois class, is the formation and augmentation of capital; the
condition for capital is wage-labour. Wage-labour rests exclusively on competition between the laborers. The advance of industry,
whose involuntary promoter is the bourgeoisie, replaces the isolation of the labourers, due to competition, by their revolutionary
combination, due to association. The development of Modern Industry, therefore, cuts from under its feet the very foundation on
which the bourgeoisie produces and appropriates products. What the bourgeoisie, therefore, produces, above all, is its own grave-
diggers. Its fall and the victory of the proletariat are equally inevitable.

Il. PROLETARIANS AND COMMUNISTS

In what relation do the Communists stand to the proletarians as a whole? The Communists do not form a separate party opposed to
other workingclass parties.

They have no interests separate and apart from those of the proletariat as a whole.
They do not set up any sectarian principles of their own, by which to shape and mould the proletarian movement.

The Communists are distinguished from the other working-class parties by this only: (1) In the national struggles of the proletarians
of the different countries, they point out and bring to the front the common interests of the entire proletariat, independently of all
nationality. (2) In the various stages of development which the struggle of the working class against the bourgeoisie has to pass
through, they always and everywhere represent the interests of the movement as a whole.

The Communists, therefore, are on the one hand, practically, the most advanced and resolute section of the working-class parties of
every country, that section which pushes forward all others; on the other hand, theoretically, they have over the great mass of the
proletariat the advantage of clearly understanding the line of march, the conditions, and the ultimate general results of the
proletarian movement.
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The immediate aim of the Communist is the same as that of all the other proletarian parties: formation of the proletariat into a class,
overthrow of the bourgeois supremacy, conquest of political power by the proletariat.

The theoretical conclusions of the Communists are in no way based on ideas or principles that have been invented, or discovered,
by this or that would-be universal reformer. They merely express, in general terms, actual relations springing from an existing class
struggle, from a historical movement going on under our very eyes. The abolition of existing property relations is not at all a
distinctive feature of Communism.

All property relations in the past have continually been subject to historical change consequent upon the change in historical
conditions.

The French Revolution, for example, abolished feudal property in favour of bourgeois property.

The distinguishing feature of Communism is not the abolition of property generally, but the abolition of bourgeois property. But
modern bourgeois private property is the final and most complete expression of the system of producing and appropriating
products, that is based on class antagonisms, on the exploitation of the many by the few.

In this sense, the theory of the Communists may be summed up in the single sentence: Abolition of private property.

We Communists have been reproached with the desire of abolishing the right of personally acquiring property as the fruit of a
man’s own labour, which property is alleged to be the groundwork of all personal freedom, activity and independence.

Hard-won, self-acquired, self-earned property! Do you mean the property of the petty artisan and of the small peasant, a form of
property that preceded the bourgeois form? There is no need to abolish that; the development of industry has to a great extent
already destroyed it, and is still destroying it daily.

Or do you mean modern bourgeois private property?

But does wage-labour create any property for the labourer? Not a bit. It creates capital, i.e., that kind of property which exploits
wage-labour, and which cannot increase except upon condition of begetting a new supply of wage-labour for fresh exploitation.
Property, in its present form, is based on the antagonism of capital and wage-labour. Let us examine both sides of this antagonism.

To be a capitalist, is to have not only a purely personal, but a social status in production. Capital is a collective product, and only by
the united action of many members, nay, in the last resort, only by the united action of all members of society, can it be set in
motion.

Capital is, therefore, not a personal, it is a social power.

When, therefore, capital is converted into common property, into the property of all members of society, personal property is not
thereby transformed into social property. It is only the social character of the property that is changed. It loses its class-character.

Let us now take wage-labour.

The average price of wage-labour is the minimum wage, i.e., that quantum of the means of subsistence, which is absolutely
requisite in bare existence as a labourer. What, therefore, the wage-labourer appropriates by means of his labour, merely suffices to
prolong and reproduce a bare existence. We by no means intend to abolish this personal appropriation of the products of labour, an
appropriation that is made for the maintenance and reproduction of human life, and that leaves no surplus wherewith to command
the labour of others. All that we want to do away with, is the miserable character of this appropriation, under which the labourer
lives merely to increase capital, and is allowed to live only in so far as the interest of the ruling class requires it. In bourgeois
society, living labour is but a means to increase accumulated labour. In Communist society, accumulated labour is but a means to
widen, to enrich, to promote the existence of the labourer.

In bourgeois society, therefore, the past dominates the present; in Communist society, the present dominates the past. In bourgeois
society capital is independent and has individuality, while the living person is dependent and has no individuality.

And the abolition of this state of things is called by the bourgeois, abolition of individuality and freedom! And rightly so. The
abolition of bourgeois individuality, bourgeois independence, and bourgeois freedom is undoubtedly aimed at.

By freedom is meant, under the present bourgeois conditions of production, free trade, free selling and buying.
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But if selling and buying disappears, free selling and buying disappears also. This talk about free selling and buying, and all the
other “brave words” of our bourgeoisie about freedom in general, have a meaning, if any, only in contrast with restricted selling
and buying, with the fettered traders of the Middle Ages, but have no meaning when opposed to the Communistic abolition of
buying and selling, of the bourgeois conditions of production, and of the bourgeoisie itself.

You are horrified at our intending to do away with private property. But in your existing society, private property is already done
away with for ninetenths of the population; its existence for the few is solely due to its nonexistence in the hands of those nine-
tenths. You reproach us, therefore, with intending to do away with a form of property, the necessary condition for whose existence
is the non-existence of any property for the immense majority of society.

In one word, you reproach us with intending to do away with your property. Precisely so; that is just what we intend.

From the moment when labour can no longer be converted into capital, money, or rent, into a social power capable of being
monopolised, i.e., from the moment when individual property can no longer be transformed into bourgeois property, into capital,
from that moment, you say individuality vanishes.

You must, therefore, confess that by “individual” you mean no other person than the bourgeois, than the middle-class owner of
property. This person must, indeed, be swept out of the way, and made impossible.

Communism deprives no man of the power to appropriate the products of society; all that it does is to deprive him of the power to
subjugate the labour of others by means of such appropriation.

It has been objected that upon the abolition of private property all work will cease, and universal laziness will overtake us.

According to this, bourgeois society ought long ago to have gone to the dogs through sheer idleness; for those of its members who
work, acquire nothing, and those who acquire anything, do not work. The whole of this objection is but another expression of the
tautology: that there can no longer be any wage-labour when there is no longer any capital.

All objections urged against the Communistic mode of producing and appropriating material products, have, in the same way, been
urged against the Communistic modes of producing and appropriating intellectual products. Just as, to the bourgeois, the
disappearance of class property is the disappearance of production itself, so the disappearance of class culture is to him identical
with the disappearance of all culture.

That culture, the loss of which he laments, is, for the enormous majority, a mere training to act as a machine.

But don’t wrangle with us so long as you apply, to our intended abolition of bourgeois property, the standard of your bourgeois
notions of freedom, culture, law, etc. Your very ideas are but the outgrowth of the conditions of your bourgeois production and
bourgeois property, just as your jurisprudence is but the will of your class made into a law for all, a will, whose essential character
and direction are determined by the economical conditions of existence of your class.

The selfish misconception that induces you to transform into eternal laws of nature and of reason, the social forms springing from
your present mode of production and form of property—historical relations that rise and disappear in the progress of production—
this misconception you share with every ruling class that has preceded you. What you see clearly in the case of ancient property,
what you admit in the case of feudal property, you are of course forbidden to admit in the case of your own bourgeois form of
property.

Abolition of the family! Even the most radical flare up at this infamous proposal of the Communists.

On what foundation is the present family, the bourgeois family, based? On capital, on private gain. In its completely developed
form this family exists only among the bourgeoisie. But this state of things finds its complement in the practical absence of the
family among the proletarians, and in public prostitution.

The bourgeois family will vanish as a matter of course when its complement vanishes, and both will vanish with the vanishing of
capital.

Do you charge us with wanting to stop the exploitation of children by their parents? To this crime we plead guilty.
But, you will say, we destroy the most hallowed of relations, when we replace home education by social.

And your education! Is not that also social, and determined by the social conditions under which you educate, by the intervention,
direct or indirect, of society, by means of schools, etc.? The Communists have not invented the intervention of society in education;
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they do but seek to alter the character of that intervention, and to rescue education from the influence of the ruling class.

The bourgeois clap-trap about the family and education, about the hallowed co-relation of parent and child, becomes all the more
disgusting, the more, by the action of Modern Industry, all family ties among the proletarians are torn asunder, and their children
transformed into simple articles of commerce and instruments of labour.

But you Communists would introduce community of women, screams the whole bourgeoisie in chorus.

The bourgeois sees in his wife a mere instrument of production. He hears that the instruments of production are to be exploited in
common, and, naturally, can come to no other conclusion than that the lot of being common to all will likewise fall to the women.

He has not even a suspicion that the real point is to do away with the status of women as mere instruments of production.

For the rest, nothing is more ridiculous than the virtuous indignation of our bourgeois at the community of women which, they
pretend, is to be openly and officially established by the Communists. The Communists have no need to introduce community of
women; it has existed almost from time immemorial.

Our bourgeois, not content with having the wives and daughters of their proletarians at their disposal, not to speak of common
prostitutes, take the greatest pleasure in seducing each other’s wives.

Bourgeois marriage is in reality a system of wives in common and thus, at the most, what the Communists might possibly be
reproached with, is that they desire to introduce, in substitution for a hypocritically concealed, an openly legalised community of
women. For the rest, it is self-evident that the abolition of the present system of production must bring with it the abolition of the
community of women springing from that system, i.e., of prostitution both public and private.

The Communists are further reproached with desiring to abolish countries and nationality.

The working men have no country. We cannot take from them what they have not got. Since the proletariat must first of all acquire
political supremacy, must rise to be the leading class of the nation, must constitute itself the nation, it is, so far, itself national,
though not in the bourgeois sense of the word.

National differences and antagonisms between peoples are daily more and more vanishing, owing to the development of the
bourgeoisie, to freedom of commerce, to the world-market, to uniformity in the mode of production and in the conditions of life
corresponding thereto.

The supremacy of the proletariat will cause them to vanish still faster. United action, of the leading civilised countries at least, is
one of the first conditions for the emancipation of the proletariat.

In proportion as the exploitation of one individual by another is put an end to, the exploitation of one nation by another will also be
put an end to. In proportion as the antagonism between classes within the nation vanishes, the hostility of one nation to another will
come to an end.

The charges against Communism made from a religious, a philosophical, and, generally, from an ideological standpoint, are not
deserving of serious examination.

Does it require deep intuition to comprehend that man’s ideas, views and conceptions, in one word, man’s consciousness, changes
with every change in the conditions of his material existence, in his social relations and in his social life?

What else does the history of ideas prove, than that intellectual production changes its character in proportion as material
production is changed? The ruling ideas of each age have ever been the ideas of its ruling class.

When people speak of ideas that revolutionise society, they do but express the fact, that within the old society, the elements of a
new one have been created, and that the dissolution of the old ideas keeps even pace with the dissolution of the old conditions of
existence.

When the ancient world was in its last throes, the ancient religions were overcome by Christianity. When Christian ideas
succumbed in the 18th century to rationalist ideas, feudal society fought its death battle with the then revolutionary bourgeoisie.
The ideas of religious liberty and freedom of conscience merely gave expression to the sway of free competition within the domain
of knowledge.
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“Undoubtedly,” it will be said, “religious, moral, philosophical and juridical ideas have been modified in the course of historical
development. But religion, morality philosophy, political science, and law, constantly survived this change.”

“There are, besides, eternal truths, such as Freedom, Justice, etc. that are common to all states of society. But Communism
abolishes eternal truths, it abolishes all religion, and all morality, instead of constituting them on a new basis; it therefore acts in
contradiction to all past historical experience.”

What does this accusation reduce itself to? The history of all past society has consisted in the development of class antagonisms,
antagonisms that assumed different forms at different epochs.

But whatever form they may have taken, one fact is common to all past ages, viz., the exploitation of one part of society by the
other. No wonder, then, that the social consciousness of past ages, despite all the multiplicity and variety it displays, moves within
certain common forms, or general ideas, which cannot completely vanish except with the total disappearance of class antagonisms.

The Communist revolution is the most radical rupture with traditional property relations; no wonder that its development involves
the most radical rupture with traditional ideas.

But let us have done with the bourgeois objections to Communism. We have seen above, that the first step in the revolution by the
working class, is to raise the proletariat to the position of ruling as to win the battle of democracy.

The proletariat will use its political supremacy to wrest, by degrees, all capital from the bourgeoisie, to centralise all instruments of
production in the hands of the State, i.e., of the proletariat organised as the ruling class; and to increase the total of productive
forces as rapidly as possible.

Of course, in the beginning, this cannot be effected except by means of despotic inroads on the rights of property, and on the
conditions of bourgeois production; by means of measures, therefore, which appear economically insufficient and untenable, but
which, in the course of the movement, outstrip themselves, necessitate further inroads upon the old social order, and are
unavoidable as a means of entirely revolutionising the mode of production.

These measures will of course be different in different countries.
Nevertheless in the most advanced countries, the following will be pretty generally applicable.

. Abolition of property in land and application of all rents of land to public purposes.

. A heavy progressive or graduated income tax.

. Abolition of all right of inheritance.

. Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and rebels.

. Centralisation of credit in the hands of the State, by means of a national bank with State capital and an exclusive monopoly.
. Centralisation of the means of communication and transport in the hands of the State.

N O Ul AW N

. Extension of factories and instruments of production owned by the State; the bringing into cultivation of waste-lands, and the
improvement of the soil generally in accordance with a common plan.

co

. Equal liability of all to labour. Establishment of industrial armies, especially for agriculture.
9. Combination of agriculture with manufacturing industries; gradual abolition of the distinction between town and country, by a
more equable distribution of the population over the country.
10. Free education for all children in public schools. Abolition of children’s factory labour in its present form. Combination of
education with industrial production, &c., &c.

When, in the course of development, class distinctions have disappeared, and all production has been concentrated in the hands of a
vast association of the whole nation, the public power will lose its political character. Political power, propetly so called, is merely
the organised power of one class for oppressing another. If the proletariat during its contest with the bourgeoisie is compelled, by
the force of circumstances, to organise itself as a class, if, by means of a revolution, it makes itself the ruling class, and, as such,
sweeps away by force the old conditions of production, then it will, along with these conditions, have swept away the conditions
for the existence of class antagonisms and of classes generally, and will thereby have abolished its own supremacy as a class.

In place of the old bourgeois society, with its classes and class antagonisms, we shall have an association, in which the free
development of each is the condition for the free development of all.
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1.15: Alfredo Rocco — Selections from The Political Doctrine of Fascism, 1925

Figure 15.1 Alfredo Rocco.

Alfredo Rocco (1875-1935) was born in Naples. Rocco was a professor of law and jurist. He was an adviser to Benito Mussolini
and considered one of the principal theorists of the fascist regime.

It is true that Fascism is, above all, action and sentiment and that such it must continue to be. Were it otherwise, it could not keep
up that immense driving force, that renovating power which it now possesses and would merely be the solitary meditation of a
chosen few. Only because it is feeling and sentiment, only because it is the unconscious reawakening of our profound racial
instinct, has it the force to stir the soul of the people, and to set free an irresistible current of national will. Only because it is action,
and as such actualizes itself in a vast organization and in a huge movement, has it the conditions for determining the historical
course of contemporary Italy.

But Fascism is thought as well and it has a theory, which is an essential part of this historical phenomenon, and which is
responsible in a great measure for the successes that have been achieved. To the existence of this ideal content of Fascism, to the
truth of this Fascist logic we ascribe the fact that though we commit many errors of detail, we very seldom go astray on
fundamentals, whereas all the parties of the opposition, deprived as they are of an informing, animating principle, of a unique
directing concept, do very often wage their war faultlessly in minor tactics, better trained as they are in parliamentary and
journalistic manoeuvres, but they constantly break down on the important issues. Fascism, moreover, considered as action, is a
typically Italian phenomenon and acquires a universal validity because of the existence of this coherent and organic doctrine. The
originality of Fascism is due in great part to the autonomy of its theoretical principles. For even when, in its external behavior and
in its conclusions, it seems identical with other political creeds, in reality it possesses an inner originality due to the new spirit
which animates it and to an entirely different theoretical approach.

Common Origins and Common Background of Modern Political Doctrines: From Liberalism to Socialism

Modern political thought remained, until recently, both in Italy and outside of Italy under the absolute control of those doctrines
which, proceeding from the Protestant Reformation and developed by the adepts of natural law in the XVII and XVIII centuries,
were firmly grounded in the institutions and customs of the English, of the American, and of the French Revolutions. Under
different and sometimes clashing forms these doctrines have left a determining imprint upon all theories and actions both social and
political, of the XIX and XX centuries down to the rise of Fascism. The common basis of all these doctrines, which stretch from
Longuet, from Buchanan, and from Althusen down to Karl Marx, to Wilson and to Lenin is a social and state concept which I shall
call mechanical or atomistic.

Society according to this concept is merely a sum total of individuals, a plurality which breaks up into its single components.
Therefore the ends of a society, so considered, are nothing more than the ends of the individuals which compose it and for whose
sake it exists. An atomistic view of this kind is also necessarily anti-historical, inasmuch as it considers society in its spatial
attributes and not in its temporal ones; and because it reduces social life to the existence of a single generation. Society becomes
thus a sum of determined individuals, viz., the generation living at a given moment. This doctrine which I call atomistic and which
appears to be anti-historical, reveals from under a concealing cloak a strongly materialistic nature. For in its endeavors to isolate the
present from the past and the future, it rejects the spiritual inheritance of ideas and sentiments which each generation receives from
those preceding and hands down to the following generation thus destroying the unity and the spiritual life itself of human society.

This common basis shows the close logical connection existing between all political doctrines; the substantial solidarity, which
unites all the political movements, from Liberalism to Socialism, that until recently have dominated Europe. For these political
schools differ from one another in their methods, but all agree as to the ends to be achieved. All of them consider the welfare and
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happiness of individuals to be the goal of society, itself considered as composed of individuals of the present generation. All of
them see in society and in its juridical organization, the state, the mere instrument and means whereby individuals can attain their
ends. They differ only in that the methods pursued for the attainment of these ends vary considerably one from the other.

...Thus Liberalism, Democracy, and Socialism, appear to be, as they are in reality, not only the offspring of one and the same
theory of government, but also logical derivations one of the other. Logically developed Liberalism leads to Democracy; the logical
development of Democracy issues into Socialism. It is true that for many years, and with some justification, Socialism was looked
upon as antithetical to Liberalism. But the antithesis is purely relative and breaks down as we approach the common origin and
foundation of the two doctrines, for we find that the opposition is one of method, not of purpose. The end is the same for both, viz.,
the welfare of the individual members of society. The difference lies in the fact that Liberalism would be guided to its goal by
liberty, whereas Socialism strives to attain it by the collective organization of production. There is therefore no antithesis nor even a
divergence as to the nature and scope of the state and the relation of individuals to society. There is only a difference of evaluation
of the means for bringing about these ends and establishing these relations, which difference depends entirely on the different
economic conditions which prevailed at the time when the various doctrines were formulated. Liberalism arose and began to thrive
in the period of small industry; Socialism grew with the rise of industrialism and of world-wide capitalism. The dissension
therefore between these two points of view, or the antithesis, if we wish so to call it, is limited to the economic field. Socialism is at
odds with Liberalism only on the question of the organization of production and of the division of wealth. In religious, intellectual,
and moral matters it is liberal, as it is liberal and democratic in its politics. Even the anti-liberalism and anti-democracy of
Bolshevism are in themselves purely contingent. For Bolshevism is opposed to Liberalism only in so far as the former is
revolutionary, not in its socialistic aspect. For if the opposition of the Bolsheviki to liberal and democratic doctrines were to
continue, as now seems more and more probable, the result might be a complete break between Bolshevism and Socialism
notwithstanding the fact that the ultimate aims of both are identical.

Fascism as an Integral Doctrine of Sociality Antithetical to the Atomism of Liberal, Democratic, and Socialistic Theories

The true antithesis, not to this or that manifestation of the liberaldemocratic-socialistic conception of the state but to the concept
itself, is to be found in the doctrine of Fascism. For while the disagreement between Liberalism and Democracy, and between
Liberalism and Socialism lies in a difference of method, as we have said, the rift between Socialism, Democracy, and Liberalism on
one side and Fascism on the other is caused by a difference in concept. As a matter of fact, Fascism never raises the question of
methods, using in its political praxis now liberal ways, now democratic means and at times even socialistic devices. This
indifference to method often exposes Fascism to the charge of incoherence on the part of superficial observers, who do not see that
what counts with us is the end and that therefore even when we employ the same means we act with a radically different spiritual
attitude and strive for entirely different results. The Fascist concept then of the nation, of the scope of the state, and of the relations
obtaining between society and its individual components, rejects entirely the doctrine which I said proceeded from the theories of
natural law developed in the course of the XVI, XVII, and XVIII centuries and which form the basis of the liberal, democratic, and
socialistic ideology.

I shall not try here to expound this doctrine but shall limit myself to a brief résumé of its fundamental concepts.

Man—the political animal—according to the definition of Aristotle, lives and must live in society. A human being outside the pale
of society is an inconceivable thing—a non-man. Humankind in its entirety lives in social groups that are still, today, very
numerous and diverse, varying in importance and organization from the tribes of Central Africa to the great Western Empires.
These various societies are fractions of the human species each one of them endowed with a unified organization. And as there is
no unique organization of the human species, there is not “one” but there are “several” human societies. Humanity therefore exists
solely as a biological concept not as a social one.

Each society on the other hand exists in the unity of both its biological and its social contents. Socially considered it is a fraction of
the human species endowed with unity of organization for the attainment of the peculiar ends of the species.

This definition brings out all the elements of the social phenomenon and not merely those relating to the preservation and
perpetuation of the species. For man is not solely matter; and the ends of the human species, far from being the materialistic ones
we have in common with other animals, are, rather, and predominantly, the spiritual finalities which are peculiar to man and which
every form of society strives to attain as well as its stage of social development allows. Thus the organization of every social group
is more or less pervaded by the spiritual influxes of: unity of language, of culture, of religion, of tradition, of customs, and in
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general of feeling and of volition, which are as essential as the material elements: unity of economic interests, of living conditions,
and of territory. The definition given above demonstrates another truth, which has been ignored by the political doctrines that for
the last four centuries have been the foundations of political systems, viz., that the social concept has a biological aspect, because
social groups are fractions of the human species, each one possessing a peculiar organization, a particular rank in the development
of civilization with certain needs and appropriate ends, in short, a life which is really its own. If social groups are then fractions of
the human species, they must possess the same fundamental traits of the human species, which means that they must be considered
as a succession of generations and not as a collection of individuals.

It is evident therefore that as the human species is not the total of the living human beings of the world, so the various social groups
which compose it are not the sum of the several individuals which at a given moment belong to it, but rather the infinite series of
the past, present, and future generations constituting it. And as the ends of the human species are not those of the several
individuals living at a certain moment, being occasionally in direct opposition to them, so the ends of the various social groups are
not necessarily those of the individuals that belong to the groups but may even possibly be in conflict with such ends, as one sees
clearly whenever the preservation and the development of the species demand the sacrifice of the individual, to wit, in times of war.

Fascism replaces therefore the old atomistic and mechanical state theory which was at the basis of the liberal and democratic
doctrines with an organic and historic concept. When I say organic I do not wish to convey the impression that I consider society as
an organism after the manner of the socalled “organic theories of the state”; but rather to indicate that the social groups as fractions
of the species receive thereby a life and scope which transcend the scope and life of the individuals identifying themselves with the
history and finalities of the uninterrupted series of generations. It is irrelevant in this connection to determine whether social
groups, considered as fractions of the species, constitute organisms. The important thing is to ascertain that this organic concept of
the state gives to society a continuous life over and beyond the existence of the several individuals.

The relations therefore between state and citizens are completely reversed by the Fascist doctrine. Instead of the liberal-democratic
formula, “society for the individual,” we have, “individuals for society” with this difference however: that while the liberal
doctrines eliminated society, Fascism does not submerge the individual in the social group. It subordinates him, but does not
eliminate him; the individual as a part of his generation ever remaining an element of society however transient and insignificant he
may be. Moreover the development of individuals in each generation, when coordinated and harmonized, conditions the
development and prosperity of the entire social unit.

At this juncture the antithesis between the two theories must appear complete and absolute. Liberalism, Democracy, and Socialism
look upon social groups as aggregates of living individuals; for Fascism they are the recapitulating unity of the indefinite series of
generations. For Liberalism, society has no purposes other than those of the members living at a given moment. For Fascism,
society has historical and immanent ends of preservation, expansion, improvement, quite distinct from those of the individuals
which at a given moment compose it; so distinct in fact that they may even be in opposition. Hence the necessity, for which the
older doctrines make little allowance, of sacrifice, even up to the total immolation of individuals, in behalf of society; hence the
true explanation of war, eternal law of mankind, interpreted by the liberal-democratic doctrines as a degenerate absurdity or as a
maddened monstrosity.

For Liberalism, society has no life distinct from the life of the individuals, or as the phrase goes: solvitur in singularitates. For
Fascism, the life of society overlaps the existence of individuals and projects itself into the succeeding generations through
centuries and millennia. Individuals come into being, grow, and die, followed by others, unceasingly; social unity remains always
identical to itself. For Liberalism, the individual is the end and society the means; nor is it conceivable that the individual,
considered in the dignity of an ultimate finality, be lowered to mere instrumentality. For Fascism, society is the end, individuals the
means, and its whole life consists in using individuals as instruments for its social ends. The state therefore guards and protects the
welfare and development of individuals not for their exclusive interest, but because of the identity of the needs of individuals with
those of society as a whole. We can thus accept and explain institutions and practices, which like the death penalty, are condemned
by Liberalism in the name of the preeminence of individualism.

The fundamental problem of society in the old doctrines is the question of the rights of individuals. It may be the right to freedom
as the Liberals would have it; or the right to the government of the commonwealth as the Democrats claim it, or the right to
economic justice as the Socialists contend; but in every case it is the right of individuals, or groups of individuals (classes). Fascism
on the other hand faces squarely the problem of the right of the state and of the duty of individuals. Individual rights are only
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recognized in so far as they are implied in the rights of the state. In this preeminence of duty we find the highest ethical value of
Fascism.

The Problems of Liberty, of Government, and of Social Justice in the Political Doctrine of Fascism

This, however, does not mean that the problems raised by the other schools are ignored by Fascism. It means simply that it faces
them and solves them differently, as, for example, the problem of liberty.

There is a Liberal theory of freedom, and there is a Fascist concept of liberty. For we, too, maintain the necessity of safeguarding
the conditions that make for the free development of the individual; we, too, believe that the oppression of individual personality
can find no place in the modern state. We do not, however, accept a bill of rights which tends to make the individual superior to the
state and to empower him to act in opposition to society. Our concept of liberty is that the individual must be allowed to develop
his personality in behalf of the state, for these ephemeral and infinitesimal elements of the complex and permanent life of society
determine by their normal growth the development of the state. But this individual growth must be normal. A huge and
disproportionate development of the individual of classes, would prove as fatal to society as abnormal growths are to living
organisms. Freedom therefore is due to the citizen and to classes on condition that they exercise it in the interest of society as a
whole and within the limits set by social exigencies, liberty being, like any other individual right, a concession of the state. What I
say concerning civil liberties applies to economic freedom as well. Fascism does not look upon the doctrine of economic liberty as
an absolute dogma. It does not refer economic problems to individual needs, to individual interest, to individual solutions. On the
contrary it considers the economic development, and especially the production of wealth, as an eminently social concern, wealth
being for society an essential element of power and prosperity. But Fascism maintains that in the ordinary run of events economic
liberty serves the social purposes best; that it is profitable to entrust to individual initiative the task of economic development both
as to production and as to distribution; that in the economic world individual ambition is the most effective means for obtaining the
best social results with the least effort. Therefore, on the question also of economic liberty the Fascists differ fundamentally from
the Liberals; the latter see in liberty a principle, the the Fascists accept it as a method. By the Liberals, freedom is recognized in the
interest of the citizens; the Fascists grant it in the interest of society. In other terms, Fascists make of the individual an economic
instrument for the advancement of society, an instrument which they use so long as it functions and which they subordinate when
no longer serviceable. In this guise Fascism solves the eternal problem of economic freedom and of state interference, considering
both as mere methods which may or may not be employed in accordance with the social needs of the moment.

What I have said concerning political and economic Liberalism applies also to Democracy. The latter envisages fundamentally the
problem of sovereignty; Fascism does also, but in an entirely different manner. Democracy vests sovereignty in the people, that is
to say, in the mass of human beings. Fascism discovers sovereignty to be inherent in society when it is juridically organized as a
state. Democracy therefore turns over the government of the state to the multitude of living men that they may use it to further their
own interests; Fascism insists that the government be entrusted to men capable of rising above their own private interests and of
realizing the aspirations of the social collectivity, considered in its unity and in its relation to the past and future. Fascism therefore
not only rejects the dogma of popular sovereignty and substitutes for it that of state sovereignty, but it also proclaims that the great
mass of citizens is not a suitable advocate of social interests for the reason that the capacity to ignore individual private interests in
favor of the higher demands of society and of history is a very rare gift and the privilege of the chosen few. Natural intelligence and
cultural preparation are of great service in such tasks. Still more valuable perhaps is the intuitiveness of rare great minds, their
traditionalism and their inherited qualities. This must not however be construed to mean that the masses are not to be allowed to
exercise any influence on the life of the state. On the contrary, among peoples with a great history and with noble traditions, even
the lowest elements of society possess an instinctive discernment of what is necessary for the welfare of the race, which in
moments of great historical crises reveals itself to be almost infallible. It is therefore as wise to afford to this instinct the means of
declaring itself as it is judicious to entrust the normal control of the commonwealth to a selected élite.

As for Socialism, the Fascist doctrine frankly recognizes that the problem raised by it as to the relations between capital and labor
is a very serious one, perhaps the central one of modern life. What Fascism does not countenance is the collectivistic solution
proposed by the Socialists. The chief defect of the socialistic method has been clearly demonstrated by the experience of the last
few years. It does not take into account human nature, it is therefore outside of reality, in that it will not recognize that the most
powerful spring of human activities lies in individual self-interest and that therefore the elimination from the economic field of this
interest results in complete paralysis. The suppression of private ownership of capital carries with it the suppression of capital
itself, for capital is formed by savings and no one will want to save, but will rather consume all he makes if he knows he cannot
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keep and hand down to his heirs the results of his labors. The dispersion of capital means the end of production since capital, no
matter who owns it, is always an indispensable tool of production. Collective organization of production is followed therefore by
the paralysis of production since, by eliminating from the productive mechanism the incentive of individual interest, the product
becomes rarer and more costly. Socialism then, as experience has shown, leads to increase in consumption, to the dispersion of
capital and therefore to poverty. Of what avail is it, then, to build a social machine which will more justly distribute wealth if this
very wealth is destroyed by the construction of this machine? Socialism committed an irreparable error when it made of private
property a matter of justice while in truth it is a problem of social utility. The recognition of individual property rights, then, is a
part of the Fascist doctrine not because of its individual bearing but because of its social utility.

We must reject, therefore, the socialistic solution but we cannot allow the problem raised by the Socialists to remain unsolved, not
only because justice demands a solution but also because the persistence of this problem in liberal and democratic régimes has been
a menace to public order and to the authority of the state. Unlimited and unrestrained class self-defense, evinced by strikes and
lockouts, by boycotts and sabotage, leads inevitably to anarchy. The Fascist doctrine, enacting justice among the classes in
compliance with a fundamental necessity of modern life, does away with class self-defense, which, like individual self-defense in
the days of barbarism, is a source of disorder and of civil war.

Having reduced the problem of these terms, only one solution is possible, the realization of justice among the classes by and
through the state. Centuries ago the state, as the specific organ of justice, abolished personal self-defense in individual
controversies and substituted for it state justice. The time has now come when class self-defense also must be replaced by state
justice. To facilitate the change Fascism has created its own syndicalism. The suppression of class self-defense does not mean the
suppression of class defense which is an inalienable necessity of modern economic life. Class organization is a fact which cannot
be ignored but it must be controlled, disciplined, and subordinated by the state. The syndicate, instead of being, as formerly, an
organ of extra-legal defense, must be turned into an organ of legal defense which will become judicial defense as soon as labor
conflicts become a matter of judicial settlement. Fascism therefore has transformed the syndicate, that old revolutionary instrument
of syndicalistic socialists, into an instrument of legal defense of the classes both within and without the law courts. This solution
may encounter obstacles in its development; the obstacles of malevolence, of suspicion of the untried, of erroneous calculation,
etc., but it is destined to triumph even though it must advance through progressive stages.

Image Attribution:“Alfredo Rocco” by Wikimedia Commons is in the Public Domain
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1.16: Mary Wollestonecraft — A Vindication of the Rights of Women, 1792

Figure 16.1 Painting of Mary Wollestonecraft.
CHAPTER 4.

OBSERVATIONS ON THE STATE OF DEGRADATION TO WHICH WOMAN IS REDUCED BY VARIOUS CAUSES.

That woman is naturally weak, or degraded by a concurrence of circumstances is, I think, clear. But this position I shall simply
contrast with a conclusion, which I have frequently heard fall from sensible men in favour of an aristocracy: that the mass of
mankind cannot be any thing, or the obsequious slaves, who patiently allow themselves to be penned up, would feel their own
consequence, and spurn their chains. Men, they further observe, submit every where to oppression, when they have only to lift up
their heads to throw off the yoke; yet, instead of asserting their birthright, they quietly lick the dust, and say, let us eat and drink, for
to-morrow we die. Women, I argue from analogy, are degraded by the same propensity to enjoy the present moment; and, at last,
despise the freedom which they have not sufficient virtue to struggle to attain. But I must be more explicit.

With respect to the culture of the heart, it is unanimously allowed that sex is out of the question; but the line of subordination in the
mental powers is never to be passed over. Only “absolute in loveliness,” the portion of rationality granted to woman is, indeed, very
scanty; for, denying her genius and judgment, it is scarcely possible to divine what remains to characterize intellect.

The stamina of immortality, if I may be allowed the phrase, is the perfectibility of human reason; for, was man created perfect, or
did a flood of knowledge break in upon him, when he arrived at maturity, that precluded error, I should doubt whether his existence
would be continued after the dissolution of the body. But in the present state of things, every difficulty in morals, that escapes from
human discussion, and equally baffles the investigation of profound thinking, and the lightning glance of genius, is an argument on
which I build my belief of the immortality of the soul. Reason is, consequentially, the simple power of improvement; or, more
properly speaking, of discerning truth. Every individual is in this respect a world in itself. More or less may be conspicuous in one
being than other; but the nature of reason must be the same in all, if it be an emanation of divinity, the tie that connects the creature
with the Creator; for, can that soul be stamped with the heavenly image, that is not perfected by the exercise of its own reason? Yet
outwardly ornamented with elaborate care, and so adorned to delight man, “that with honour he may love,” (Vide Milton) the soul
of woman is not allowed to have this distinction, and man, ever placed between her and reason, she is always represented as only
created to see through a gross medium, and to take things on trust. But, dismissing these fanciful theories, and considering woman
as a whole, let it be what it will, instead of a part of man, the inquiry is, whether she has reason or not. If she has, which, for a
moment, I will take for granted, she was not created merely to be the solace of man, and the sexual should not destroy the human
character.

Into this error men have, probably, been led by viewing education in a false light; not considering it as the first step to form a being
advancing gradually toward perfection; (This word is not strictly just, but I cannot find a better.) but only as a preparation for life.
On this sensual error, for I must call it so, has the false system of female manners been reared, which robs the whole sex of its
dignity, and classes the brown and fair with the smiling flowers that only adorn the land. This has ever been the language of men,
and the fear of departing from a supposed sexual character, has made even women of superior sense adopt the same sentiments.
Thus understanding, strictly speaking, has been denied to woman; and instinct, sublimated into wit and cunning, for the purposes of
life, has been substituted in its stead.
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The power of generalizing ideas, of drawing comprehensive conclusions from individual observations, is the only acquirement for
an immortal being, that really deserves the name of knowledge. Merely to observe, without endeavouring to account for any thing,
may, (in a very incomplete manner) serve as the common sense of life; but where is the store laid up that is to clothe the soul when
it leaves the body?

This power has not only been denied to women; but writers have insisted that it is inconsistent, with a few exceptions, with their
sexual character. Let men prove this, and I shall grant that woman only exists for man. I must, however, previously remark, that the
power of generalizing ideas, to any great extent, is not very common amongst men or women. But this exercise is the true
cultivation of the understanding; and every thing conspires to render the cultivation of the understanding more difficult in the
female than the male world.

I am naturally led by this assertion to the main subject of the present chapter, and shall now attempt to point out some of the causes
that degrade the sex, and prevent women from generalizing their observations.

I shall not go back to the remote annals of antiquity to trace the history of woman; it is sufficient to allow, that she has always been
either a slave or a despot, and to remark, that each of these situations equally retards the progress of reason. The grand source of
female folly and vice has ever appeared to me to arise from narrowness of mind; and the very constitution of civil governments has
put almost insuperable obstacles in the way to prevent the cultivation of the female understanding: yet virtue can be built on no
other foundation! The same obstacles are thrown in the way of the rich, and the same consequences ensue.

Necessity has been proverbially termed the mother of invention; the aphorism may be extended to virtue. It is an acquirement, and
an acquirement to which pleasure must be sacrificed, and who sacrifices pleasure when it is within the grasp, whose mind has not
been opened and strengthened by adversity, or the pursuit of knowledge goaded on by necessity? Happy is it when people have the
cares of life to struggle with; for these struggles prevent their becoming a prey to enervating vices, merely from idleness! But, if
from their birth men and women are placed in a torrid zone, with the meridian sun of pleasure darting directly upon them, how can
they sufficiently brace their minds to discharge the duties of life, or even to relish the affections that carry them out of themselves?

Pleasure is the business of a woman’s life, according to the present modification of society, and while it continues to be so, little
can be expected from such weak beings. Inheriting, in a lineal descent from the first fair defect in nature, the sovereignty of beauty,
they have, to maintain their power, resigned their natural rights, which the exercise of reason, might have procured them, and
chosen rather to be short-lived queens than labour to attain the sober pleasures that arise from equality. Exalted by their inferiority
(this sounds like a contradiction) they constantly demand homage as women, though experience should teach them that the men
who pride themselves upon paying this arbitrary insolent respect to the sex, with the most scrupulous exactness, are most inclined
to tyrannize over, and despise the very weakness they cherish...

Ah! why do women, I write with affectionate solicitude, condescend to receive a degree of attention and respect from strangers,
different from that reciprocation of civility which the dictates of humanity, and the politeness of civilization authorise between man
and man? And why do they not discover, when “in the noon of beauty’s power,” that they are treated like queens only to be deluded
by hollow respect, till they are led to resign, or not assume, their natural prerogatives? Confined then in cages, like the feathered
race, they have nothing to do but to plume themselves, and stalk with mock-majesty from perch to perch. It is true, they are
provided with food and raiment, for which they neither toil nor spin; but health, liberty, and virtue are given in exchange. But,
where, amongst mankind has been found sufficient strength of mind to enable a being to resign these adventitious prerogatives; one
who rising with the calm dignity of reason above opinion, dared to be proud of the privileges inherent in man? and it is vain to
expect it whilst hereditary power chokes the affections, and nips reason in the bud...

Mankind, including every description, wish to be loved and respected for SOMETHING; and the common herd will always take
the nearest road to the completion of their wishes. The respect paid to wealth and beauty is the most certain and unequivocal; and
of course, will always attract the vulgar eye of common minds. Abilities and virtues are absolutely necessary to raise men from the
middle rank of life into notice; and the natural consequence is notorious, the middle rank contains most virtue and abilities. Men
have thus, in one station, at least, an opportunity of exerting themselves with dignity, and of rising by the exertions which really
improve a rational creature; but the whole female sex are, till their character is formed, in the same condition as the rich: for they
are born, I now speak of a state of civilization, with certain sexual privileges, and whilst they are gratuitously granted them, few
will ever think of works of supererogation, to obtain the esteem of a small number of superior people.
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When do we hear of women, who starting out of obscurity, boldly claim respect on account of their great abilities or daring virtues?
Where are they to be found? “To be observed, to be attended to, to be taken notice of with sympathy, complacency, and

approbation, are all the advantages which they seek.” True! my male readers will probably exclaim; but let them, before they draw
any conclusion, recollect, that this was not written originally as descriptive of women, but of the rich. In Dr. Smith’s Theory of
Moral Sentiments, I have found a general character of people of rank and fortune, that in my opinion, might with the greatest
propriety be applied to the female sex. I refer the sagacious reader to the whole comparison; but must be allowed to quote a passage
to enforce an argument that I mean to insist on, as the one most conclusive against a sexual character. For if, excepting warriors, no
great men of any denomination, have ever appeared amongst the nobility, may it not be fairly inferred, that their local situation
swallowed up the man, and produced a character similar to that of women, who are LOCALIZED, if I may be allowed the word, by
the rank they are placed in, by COURTESY? Women, commonly called Ladies, are not to be contradicted in company, are not
allowed to exert any manual strength; and from them the negative virtues only are expected, when any virtues are expected,
patience, docility, good-humour, and flexibility; virtues incompatible with any vigorous exertion of intellect. Besides by living
more with each other, and to being seldom absolutely alone, they are more under the influence of sentiments than passions.
Solitude and reflection are necessary to give to wishes the force of passions, and enable the imagination to enlarge the object and
make it the most desirable. The same may be said of the rich; they do not sufficiently deal in general ideas, collected by
impassionate thinking, or calm investigation, to acquire that strength of character, on which great resolves are built. But hear what
an acute observer says of the great...

In the middle rank of life, to continue the comparison, men, in their youth, are prepared for professions, and marriage is not
considered as the grand feature in their lives; whilst women, on the contrary, have no other scheme to sharpen their faculties. It is
not business, extensive plans, or any of the excursive flights of ambition, that engross their attention; no, their thoughts are not
employed in rearing such noble structures. To rise in the world, and have the liberty of running from pleasure to pleasure, they must
marry advantageously, and to this object their time is sacrificed, and their persons often legally prostituted. A man, when he enters
any profession, has his eye steadily fixed on some future advantage (and the mind gains great strength by having all its efforts
directed to one point) and, full of his business, pleasure is considered as mere relaxation; whilst women seek for pleasure as the
main purpose of existence. In fact, from the education which they receive from society, the love of pleasure may be said to govern
them all; but does this prove that there is a sex in souls? It would be just as rational to declare, that the courtiers in France, when a
destructive system of despotism had formed their character, were not men, because liberty, virtue, and humanity, were sacrificed to
pleasure and vanity. Fatal passions, which have ever domineered over the WHOLE race!

The same love of pleasure, fostered by the whole tendency of their education, gives a trifling turn to the conduct of women in most
circumstances: for instance, they are ever anxious about secondary things; and on the watch for adventures, instead of being
occupied by duties.

A man, when he undertakes a journey, has, in general the end in view; a woman thinks more of the incidental occurrences, the
strange things that may possibly occur on the road; the impression that she may make on her fellow travellers; and, above all, she is
anxiously intent on the care of the finery that she carries with her, which is more than ever a part of herself, when going to figure
on a new scene; when, to use an apt French turn of expression, she is going to produce a sensation. Can dignity of mind exist with
such trivial cares?

In short, women, in general, as well as the rich of both sexes, have acquired all the follies and vices of civilization, and missed the
useful fruit. It is not necessary for me always to premise, that I speak of the condition of the whole sex, leaving exceptions out of
the question. Their senses are inflamed, and their understandings neglected; consequently they become the prey of their senses,
delicately termed sensibility, and are blown about by every momentary gust of feeling. They are, therefore, in a much worse
condition than they would be in, were they in a state nearer to nature. Ever restless and anxious, their over exercised sensibility not
only renders them uncomfortable themselves, but troublesome, to use a soft phrase, to others. All their thoughts turn on things
calculated to excite emotion; and, feeling, when they should reason, their conduct is unstable, and their opinions are wavering, not
the wavering produced by deliberation or progressive views, but by contradictory emotions. By fits and starts they are warm in
many pursuits; yet this warmth, never concentrated into perseverance, soon exhausts itself; exhaled by its own heat, or meeting
with some other fleeting passion, to which reason has never given any specific gravity, neutrality ensues. Miserable, indeed, must
be that being whose cultivation of mind has only tended to inflame its passions! A distinction should be made between inflaming
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and strengthening them. The passions thus pampered, whilst the judgment is left unformed, what can be expected to ensue?
Undoubtedly, a mixture of madness and folly!...

And will moralists pretend to assert, that this is the condition in which one half of the human race should be encouraged to remain
with listless inactivity and stupid acquiescence? Kind instructors! what were we created for? To remain, it may be said, innocent;
they mean in a state of childhood. We might as well never have been born, unless it were necessary that we shuld be created to
enable man to acquire the noble privilege of reason, the power of discerning good from evil, whilst we lie down in the dust from
whence we were taken, never to rise again.

I come round to my old argument; if woman be allowed to have an immortal soul, she must have as the employment of life, an
understanding to improve. And when, to render the present state more complete, though every thing proves it to be but a fraction of
a mighty sum, she is incited by present gratification to forget her grand destination. Nature is counteracted, or she was born only to
procreate and rot. Or, granting brutes, of every description, a soul, though not a reasonable one, the exercise of instinct and
sensibility may be the step, which they are to take, in this life, towards the attainment of reason in the next; so that through all
eternity they will lag behind man, who, why we cannot tell, had the power given him of attaining reason in his first mode of
existence.

Image Attribution:“Mary Wollstonecraft by John Opie (c. 1797)” by John Opie, Wikimedia is in the Public Domain
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1.17: Seneca Falls Declaration of Sentiments and Resolutions, 1848
The Declaration of Sentiments, Seneca Falls Conference, 1848

Figure 17.1 “Lucretia Mott” by Joseph Kyle.

When, in the course of human events, it becomes necessary for one portion of the family of man to assume among the people of the
earth a position different from that which they have hitherto occupied, but one to which the laws of nature and of nature’s God
entitle them, a decent respect to the opinions of mankind requires that they should declare the causes that impel them to such a
course.

We hold these truths to be self-evident: that all men and women are created equal; that they are endowed by their Creator with
certain inalienable rights; that among these are life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness; that to secure these rights governments are
instituted, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed. Whenever any form of government becomes destructive of
these ends, it is the right of those who suffer from it to refuse allegiance to it, and to insist upon the institution of a new
government, laying its foundation on such principles, and organizing its powers in such form, as to them shall seem most likely to
effect their safety and happiness. Prudence, indeed, will dictate that governments long established should not be changed for light
and transient causes; and accordingly all experience hath shown that mankind are more disposed to suffer. While evils are
sufferable, than to right themselves by abolishing the forms to which they are accustomed. But when a long train of abuses and
usurpations, pursuing invariably the same object, evinces a design to reduce them under absolute despotism, it is their duty to throw
off such government, and to provide new guards for their future security. Such has been the patient sufferance of the women under
this government, and such is now the necessity which constrains them to demand the equal station to which they are entitled. The
history of mankind is a history of repeated injuries and usurpations on the part of man toward woman, having in direct object the
establishment of an absolute tyranny over her. To prove this, let facts be submitted to a candid world.

The history of mankind is a history of repeated injuries and usurpations on the part of man toward woman, having in direct object
the establishment of an absolute tyranny over her. To prove this, let facts be submitted to a candid world.

o He has never permitted her to exercise her inalienable right to the elective franchise.

o He has compelled her to submit to laws, in the formation of which she had no voice.

o He has withheld from her rights which are given to the most ignorant and degraded men—both natives and foreigners.

o Having deprived her of this first right of a citizen, the elective franchise, thereby leaving her without representation in the halls
of legislation, he has oppressed her on all sides.

o He has made her, if married, in the eye of the law, civilly dead.

o He has taken from her all right in property, even to the wages she earns.

¢ He has made her, morally, an irresponsible being, as she can commit many crimes with impunity, provided they be done in the
presence of her husband. In the covenant of marriage, she is compelled to promise obedience to her husband, he becoming, to
all intents and purposes, her master—the law giving him power to deprive her of her liberty, and to administer chastisement.

o He has so framed the laws of divorce, as to what shall be the proper causes, and in case of separation, to whom the guardianship
of the children shall be given, as to be wholly regardless of the happiness of women-the law, in all cases, going upon a false
supposition of the supremacy of man, and giving all power into his hands.

o After depriving her of all rights as a married woman, if single, and the owner of property, he has taxed her to support a
government which recognizes her only when her property can be made profitable to it.
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¢ He has monopolized nearly all the profitable employments, and from those she is permitted to follow, she receives but a scanty
remuneration. He closes against her all the avenues to wealth and distinction which he considers most honorable to himself. As
a teacher of theology, medicine, or law, she is not known.

o He has denied her the facilities for obtaining a thorough education, all colleges being closed against her.

o He allows her in church, as well as state, but a subordinate position, claiming apostolic authority for her exclusion from the
ministry, and, with some exceptions, from any public participation in the affairs of the church.

o He has created a false public sentiment by giving to the world a different code of morals for men and women, by which moral
delinquencies which exclude women from society, are not only tolerated, but deemed of little account in man.

o He has usurped the prerogative of Jehovah himself, claiming it as his right to assign for her a sphere of action, when that
belongs to her conscience and to her God.

o He has endeavored, in every way that he could, to destroy her confidence in her own powers, to lessen her self-respect, and to
make her willing to lead a dependent and abject life.

Now, in view of this entire disfranchisement of one-half the people of this country, their social and religious degradation—in view of
the unjust laws above mentioned, and because w

omen do feel themselves aggrieved, oppressed, and fraudulently deprived of their most sacred rights, we insist that they have
immediate admission to all the rights and privileges which belong to them as citizens of the United States.

The following resolutions were discussed by Lucretia Mott, Thomas and Mary Ann McClintock, Amy Post, Catherine A. F.
Stebbins, and others, and were adopted:

WHEREAS, The great precept of nature is conceded to be, that “man shall pursue his own true and substantial happiness.”
Blackstone in his Commentaries remarks, that this law of Nature being coeval with mankind, and dictated by God himself, is of
course superior in obligation to any other. It is binding over all the globe, in all countries and at all times; no human laws are of any
validity if contrary to this, and such of them as are valid, derive all their force, and all their validity, and all their authority,
mediately and immediately, from this original; therefore,

Resolved, That such laws as conflict, in any way, with the true and substantial happiness of woman, are contrary to the great
precept of Nature and of no validity, for this is “superior in obligation to any other.”

Resolved, That all laws which prevent woman from occupying such a station in society as her conscience shall dictate, or which
place her in a position inferior to that of man, are contrary to the great precept of Nature, and therefore of no force or authority.

Resolved, That woman is man’s equal—was intended to be so by the Creator, and the highest good of the race demands that she
should be recognized as such.

Resolved, That the women of this country ought to be enlightened in regard to the laws under which they live, that they may no
longer publish their degradation by declaring themselves satisfied with their present position, nor their ignorance, by asserting that
they have all the rights they want.

Resolved, That inasmuch as man, while claiming for himself intellectual superiority, does accord to woman moral superiority, it is
pre-eminently his duty to encourage her to speak and teach as she has opportunity, in all religious assemblies.

Resolved, That the same amount of virtue, delicacy, and refinement of behavior that is required of woman in the social state, should
also be required of man, and the same transgressions should be visited with equal severity on both man and woman.

Resolved, That the objection of indelicacy and impropriety, which is so often brought against woman when she addresses a public
audience, comes with a very ill-grace from those who encourage, by their attendance, her appearance on the stage, in the concert, or
in feats of the circus.

Resolved, That woman has too long rested satisfied in the circumscribed limits which corrupt customs and a perverted application
of the Scriptures have marked out for her, and that it is time she should move in the enlarged sphere which her great Creator has
assigned her.

Resolved, That it is the duty of the women of this country to secure to themselves their sacred right to the elective franchise.

Resolved, That the equality of human rights results necessarily from the fact of the identity of the race in capabilities and
responsibilities.
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Resolved, therefore, That, being invested by the Creator with the same capabilities, and the same consciousness of responsibility for
their exercise, it is demonstrably the right and duty of woman, equally with man, to promote every righteous cause by every
righteous means; and especially in regard to the great subjects of morals and religion, it is self-evidently her right to participate
with her brother in teaching them, both in private and in public, by writing and by speaking, by any instrumentalities proper to be
used, and in any assemblies proper to be held; and this being a self-evident truth growing out of the divinely implanted principles
of human nature, any custom or authority adverse to it, whether modern or wearing the hoary sanction of antiquity, is to be
regarded as a self-evident falsehood, and at war with mankind.

At the last session Lucretia Mott offered and spoke to the following resolution:

Resolved, That the speedy success of our cause depends upon the zealous and untiring efforts of both men and women, for the
overthrow of the monopoly of the pulpit, and for the securing to woman an equal participation with men in the various trades,
professions, and commerce.

The only resolution that was not unanimously adopted was the ninth, urging the women of the country to secure to themselves the
elective franchise. Those who took part in the debate feared a demand for the right to vote would defeat others they deemed more
rational, and make the whole movement ridiculous.

But Mrs. Stanton and Frederick Douglass seeing that the power to choose rulers and make laws, was the right by which all others
could be secured, persistently advocated the resolution, and at last carried it by a small majority.
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Figure 17.2 Women’s Rights Convention List of Attendees.

Thus is will be seen that the Declaration and resolutions in the very first Convention, demanded all the most radical friends of the
movement have since claimed—such as equal rights in the universities, in the trades and professions; the right to vote; to share in
all political offices, honors, and emoluments; to complete equality in marriage, to personal freedom, property, wages, children; to
make contracts; to sue, and be sued; and to testify in courts of justice. At this time the condition of married women under the
Common Law, was nearly as degraded as that of the slave on the Southern plantation.
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