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ReviEw QUESTIONS

1. How would you describe coffeehouse society in
the late seventeenth century?

2. What is the attitude of each of our two anony-
mous authors? How and why do they differ?

ABSOLUTISM AND EMPIRE, 1660-1789

3 What is the significance of reading the Gazette?

4. What are the virtues of coffee?

5. How can coffee drinking be a vice in early mod-
ern Europe?

ROBERT FILMER

rrom Patriarcha

Robert Filmer (1588—1563), the English th

corist of patriarchalist and absolutisi,

was born into the Kentish squirearchy. Filmer was educated at Trinity College,
Cambridge, and at Lincoln’s Inn and was knighted by Charles 1. Though he never
fought for the king, his house was sacked during the Civil War, and he was impris-
oned in the royalist cause. He wrote maty political tracts, but his most important

work, Patriarcha (1680), was not well rece

ived at the time. Commion opinion

seemed to follow that of John Locke, who wrote in his Two Treatises of Govern-
ment: “There was never so much glib nonsense put together in well-sounding En-
glish.” Yet, Filter remains interesting in his own right. He is the first English
absolutist. Despite the publication date, Patriarcha was written before the Civil War
and before publication of Leviathan, before the actions of Parliament prompted any
defense of the monarchy and its prerogatives. Filmer believed that the state was @

family, that the first king was a father, and that submission to patriarchal authority
was the key to political obligation. Of particular interest is his interpretation of pa-
triarchy, the social structure that characterized early modern Europe wntil the indus-
trial revolution. Indeed, many scholars argue that Filmer’s description of social
relations is more realistic than the mechanical individualism put forward by Locke.
His achievement notwithstanding, his historical significance rests solely on the fact

that all of Locke’s political thought was dire

cted against him.

From Patriarcha and Other Writings, edited by Johann P. Sommerville (Cambridge, Eng:
Cambridge University Press, 1991), pp. 2-3, 5-12.

ince the time that school divinity began to
flourish, there hath been a common opinion
maintained as well by divines as by divers
other learned men which affirms: “Mankind is
naturally endowed and born with freedom from
all subjection, and at liberty to choose what form

) ich
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THE MEETING IN LYONS (1625) PETER PAUL RUBENS

The Meeting in Lyons is part of a cycle of twenty-otie paintings, the largest conumission in

Rubens's career, for Marie de Medici, dowager queen of France. Interided to hang in her
palace in Paris, they describe the important events of her life. It was not easy work; she was
restintg nor agrecable. She had quarreled with

a difficult subject, neither beautiful nor inte

her late husband, Henri IV, and her san, Lowis XII, had banished her from Paris. Still,
Rubens managed to complete the commrission to his patroness's satisfaction and created
inmages glorifying the Erench inonarchy. What do the two allegorical figures—Hera, Goddess
of Marriage, joining the King and his Queen, and Lyons, driving a chariot—rean in
relationship to the royal pair? Why would Rubens choose to represent Henri and Marie as
mythological, semidivine figures? Considering the dates of the paintings, after a prolonged
civil war and before a great international conflict, what might the allegorical representations

of monarch and aristoeracy suggest about their strength or weakness?
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good divinity. The divines also of the reformed
churches have entertained it, and the common
people everywhere tenderly embrace it as being
most plausible to flesh and blood, for that it prod-
igally distributes a portion of liberty to the mean-
est of the multitude, who magnify liberty as if the
height of human felicity were only to be found in
it—never remembering that the desire of liberty
was the cause of the fall of Adam.

But howsoever this vulgar opinion hath of late
obtained great reputation, yet it is not to be found
in the ancient Fathers and doctors of the primitive
church. It contradicts the doctrine and history of
the Holy Scriptures, the constant practice of all
ancient monarchies, and the very principles of the
law of nature. It is hard to say whether it be more
erroneous in divinity or dangerous in policy.

"~ Yet upon the grounds of this doctrine both
Jesuits and some over zealous favourers of the Ge-
neva discipline have built a perilous conclusion,
which is “that the people or multitude have power
to punish or deprive the prince if he transgress the
laws of the kingdom.” Witness Parsons and Bu-
chanan. The first, under the name of Doleman, in
the third chapter of his first book labours to prove
that kings have been lawfully chastised by their
commonwealths. The latter in his book De Jure
Regni apud Scotos ma intains a liberty of the people
to depose their prince. Cardinal Bellarmine and
Mr Calvin both look asquint this way.

This desperate assertion, whereby kings are
made subject to the censures and deprivations of
their subjects, follows . . . as @ necessary CONsc-

quence of that former position of the supposed

natural equality and freedom of mankind, and

liberty to choose what form of government il

please.

* * *

The rebellious consequence which follows this
prime article of the natural freedom of mankind
may be my sufficient warrant for a modest ex-
amination of the original truth of it. Much hath
been said, and by many, for the affirmative. Equity
requires that an ear be reserved a little for the

negative.
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* * *

To make evident the grounds of this question
about the natural liberty of mankind, T will lay
down some passages of Cardinal Bellarmine, that
may best unfold the state of this controversy,
«Gecular or civil power,” said he

is instituted by men. It is in the people unless
they bestow it on a prince. This power is im-
mediately in the whole multitude, as in the sub-
ject of it. For this power is by the divine law,
but the divine law hath given this power o no
particular man. If the positive law be taken
away, there is left no reason why amongst a
multitude (who are equal) one rather than an-
other should bear rule over the rest. Power is
given by the multitude to one man, or to more
by the same law of nature, for the common-
wealth of itself cannot exercise this power,
therefore it is bound to bestow it upon some
one man, or some few. It depends upon the
consent of the multitude to ordain over them-
selves a king, or consul, or other magistrate; and
if there be a lawful cause, the multitude may
change the kingdom into an aristocracy or
democracy.

Thus far Bellarmine, in which passages are com- ¢

prised the strength of all that ever I have read or

heard produced for the natural liberty of the -

subject.

* & *

I come now to examine that argument which %

is used by Bellarmine, and is the one and B?I)’;‘
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a1l they ought to have been princes over

oir pOSte rity”" In these words we have an evident
' -,..elfessiun that creation made man prince of his
| "m“[ﬂ.ily_ And indeed not only Adam but the suc-
I ceeding patriarchs had, by right of fatherhood,
1‘0 o] authority over their children. Nor dares Bel-
f,jafminc deny this also. “That the patriarchs,” saith
i-jie, «were endowed with kingly power, their deeds
'f"gjo testify” For as Adam was lord of his children,
J':_.go his children under him had a command and
A '.Puwer over their own children, but still with
" .ybordination to the first parent, who is lord par-
~ amount over his children’s children to all gener-

i
" ations, as being the grandfather of his people.
I~ ° 1 see not then how the children of Adam, or

of any man else, can be free from subjection to

their parents. And this subjection of children is

| ! . the only fountain of all regal authority, by the or-

A

dination of God himself. It follows that civil power

|' not only in general is by divine institution, but

even the assignment of it specifically to the eldest
parent, which quite takes away that new and com-
mon distinction which refers only power universal
as absolute to God, but power respective in regard
of the special form of government to the choice
f)f the people. Nor leaves it any place for such
Imaginary pactions between kings and their people
as many dream of.
This lordship which Adam by creation had
over the whole world, and by right descending
from him the patriarchs did enjoy, was as large
and ample as the absolutest dominion of any
Monarch which hath been since the creation. For
Power of life and death we find that Judah, the
father, pronounced sentence of death against Tha-
mar, his daughter-in-law, for playing the harlot.
Bring her forth” saith he, “that she may be
urnt” Touching war, we see that Abraham com-
Manded an army of 318 soldiers of his own family;
and Esau met his brother Jacob with 400 men at
a'ms, For matter of peace, Abraham made a
league with Abimelech, and ratified the articles by
an oath. These acts of judging in capital causes, of
Making war, and concluding peace, are the chief-
St marks of sovereignty that are found in any
L. Monarch.
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Not only until the Flood, but after it, this pa-
triarchal power did continue—as the very name
of patriarch doth in part prove. The three sons of
Noah had the whole world divided amongst them
by their father, for of them was the whole world
overspread, according to the benediction given to
him and his sons: “Be fruitful and multiply and
replenish the earth.” Most of the civillest nations
in the world labour to fetch their original from
some one of the sons or nephews of Noah, which
were scattered abroad after the confusion of Babel.
In this dispersion we must certainly find the es-
tablishment of regal power throughout the king-
doms of the world.

It is a common opinion that at the confusion
of tongues there were seventy-two distinct nations
erected. All which were not confused multitudes,
without heads or governors, and at liberty to
choose what governors or government they
pleased, but they were distinct families, which had
fathers for rulers over them. Whereby it appears
that even in the confusion, God was careful to
preserve the fatherly authority by distributing the
diversity of languages according to the diversity of
families. )

* * >+

In this division of the world, some are of opin-
ion that Noah used lots for the distribution of it.
Others affirm that he sailed about the Mediterra-
nean sea in ten years and as he went about,
pointed to each son his part, and so made the
division of the then known world into Asia, Africa,
and Europe, according to the number of his sons,
the limits of which three parts are all found in that
midland sea.

* * *

Some, perhaps, may think that these princes
and dukes of families were but some pretty lords
under some greater kings, because the number of
them are so many that their particular territories
could be but small, and not worthy the title of
kingdoms. But they must consider that at first
kings had no such large dominions as they have
nowadays. We find in the time of Abraham, which
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was about 300 years after the Flood, that in a little
corner of Asia nine kings at once met in battle,
most of which were but kings of cities apiece, with
the adjacent territories, as of Sodom, Gomorrha,
Shinar, etc. In the same chapter is mention of
Melchisedek, king of Salem, which was but the city
of Jerusalem. And in the catalogue of the kings of
Fdom, the name of each king’s city is recorded as
the only mark to distinguish their dominions. In
the land of Canaan, which was but of a small cir-
cuit, Joshua destroyed thirty-one kings, and about
the same time Adonibezek had seventy kings
whose fingers and toes he had cut off, and made
them feed under his table. A few ages after this,
thirty-two kings came to Benhadad, king of Syria,
and about seventy kings of Greece went to the
wars of Troy. Caesar found more kings in France
than there be now provinces there, and at his sail-
ing over into this island he found four kings in
our county of Kent. These heaps of kings in each
nation are an argument that their territories were
but small, and strongly confirm our assertion that
erection of kingdoms came at first only by dis-
tinction of families.

By manifest footsteps we may trace this pater-
nal government unto the Israelites coming into
Egypt, where the exercise of supreme patriarchal
jurisdiction was intermitted because they were in
subjection to a stronger prince. After the return of
these Israelites out of bondage, God, out of a spe-
cial care of them, chose Moses and Joshua suc-
cessively to govern as princes in the place and
stead of the supreme fathers, and after them like-
wise for a time He raised up Judges to defend His
people in times of peril. But when God gave the
Israelites kings, He re-established the ancient and
prime right of lineal succession to paternal gov-
ernment. And whensoever He made choice of any
special person to be king, He intended that the
issue also should have benefit thereof, as being
comprehended sufficiently in the person of the
father—although the father only were named in
the grant.

It may seem absurd to maintain that kings
now are the fathers of their people, since experi-
ence shows the contrary. It is true, all kings be not
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the natural parents of their subjects, yet they all
cither are, or are to be reputed as the next heirs
to those progenitors who were at first the natural
parents of the whole people, and in their right
succeed to the exercise of supreme jurisdiction.
And such heirs are not only lords of their own
children, but also of their brethren, and all others
that were subject to their fathers.

And therefore we find that God told Cain of
his brother Abel: “His desires shall be subject unto
thee, and thou shalt rule over him.” Accordingly,
when Jacob had bought his brother’s birthright,
Isaac blessed him thus: “Be lord over thy brethren,
and let the sons of thy mother bow before thee”
As long as the first fathers of families lived, the
name of patriarchs did aptly belong unto them,
But after a few descents, when the true fatherhood
itself was extinct and only the right of the father
descended to the true heir, then the title of prince
or king was more significant to express the power
of him who succeeds only to the right of that fa-
therhood which his ancestors did naturally enjoy.
By this means it comes to pass that many a child,
by succeeding a king, hath the right of a father
over many a grey-headed multitude, and hath the
title of pater patriae.

* * *

In all kingdoms or commonwealths in the
world, whether the prince be the supreme father
of the people or but the true heir of such a father,
or whether he come to the crown by usurpation,
or by election of the nobles or of the people, oF

by any other way whatsoever, or whether some S8

few or a multitude govern the commonwealth, Y&t

still the authority that is in any one, or 1 maﬂY;’ 3
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and always 2

or in all of these, is the only right and na
authority of a supreme father. There is,
shall be continued to the end of the worl
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tude, although, by the secret will of God, m?nY ‘
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y in the father. If obedience to parents be
B sediately

due by a natural law, and subjec-
| ion to princes but by the mediation of an human
what reason is there that the law of
(grdinance y

| ature should give place to the laws of men, as

Be scc the power of ll'.ue father over his child
: fﬁj\ré-" place and is subordinate to the power of the
5 jﬁagistratt?

" |f we compare the natural duties of a father

' with those of a king, we find them to be all one,

" without any difference at all but only in the lati-

-ﬁjﬁe or extent of them. As the father over one

* family, so the king, as father over many families,

;. gxtends his care to preserve, feed, clothe, instruct

" and defend the whole commonwealth. His wars,

" his peace; his courts of justice and all his acts of

. sovereignty tend only to preserve and distribute to
every subordinate and inferior father, and to their
children, their rights and privileges, so that all the
duties of a king are summed up in an universal
fatherly care of his people. J

LOUIS XIV AND THE DUC DE SAINT-SIMON: Revocation of the Edict of Nantes

ReviEW QUESTIONS

. According to Filmer, what is the relation be-

tween the authority of a father and the author-
ity of a king?

. Why does Filmer link political authority to do-

mestic authority?

_ What is the relation between authority and na-

ture for Filmer?

. How does political authority come into being?
_ What are the implications of Filmer’s rejection

of the natural liberty of humankind?

. What are its implications for his conception of

human nature?

. What are its implications for economic rela-

tions?

. What are its implications for social status?

Louis X1V anp THE DucC DE SAINT-SIMON

Revocation of the Edict of Nantes

The Edict of Nantes, signed by Henry IV it 1598, granted a measure of religious
liberty to his Protestant subjects, the Huguenots. It granted them freedom of con-
science and the right to hold public worship services anywhere they lad doye so in
1576, including two towns in every administrative unit of France, the houses of
aristocrats, and within 5 kilometers of Paris. It also granted French Protestanits Jull
civil rights: to enter trade, inherit property, attend universities, and hold offices. The
edict included one crucial political concession: the Huguenots were permitted to re-
tain such fortified places as they held in 1597 as garrisoned strongholds at the ex-

pense of the crown. The edict also restored Catholicism in all areas where it had

been disrupted. Nonetheless, French Catholics resented it as being too tolerant of
heresy. The monarchy soon carie 10 piew its political clause as a danger to the stale.
Cardinal Richelieu reduced the Protestant strongholds by force of arms, and the
Edict of Alés rescinded the political agreenient i 1629, Louis XIV revoked the edict
in 1685 and deprived the Huguenots of all civil and religious liberties. Their clergy
were forced into exile. Thousands of religious refugees fled France for the Protestant
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use it as wise dispensers, that is to say, in accor-

dance with the requirements of their State.
The second is that those mysterious names, the
Church, with which

Franchises and Liberties of the
perhaps people will endeavour to dazzle you, have
equal reference to all the faithful whether they be
laymen or tonsured, who are all equally sons of this
common Mother; but that they exempt neither the
one nor the other from subjection Lo Sovereigns, to
whom the Gospel itself precisely enjoins that they

should submit themselves.

* *

1660-1789

Review QUESTIONS

1. Why did Louis revoke the Edict of Nantes?
2. What does this tell us about his conception of

royal authority?
3. Is there any aspect of life that is exempt from,

royal authority?
How does this contrast with the political theory

of John Locke?

What, according the Duke of Saint-Simop
were the real consequences of the revocation? '
6. How might Louis or his advisors have justifieq

the act?
7. What benefits might have been expected in the

first place?

JoHN LOCKE

crom Two Treatises on Government

John Locke (1632—1704) was ant English philosop
liberal Puritan family, the son of an attorney
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denial of the patriarchal justification of the absolute monarch. The second treatise
constructs in the place of patriarchy a theory of politics based on natural law, which
provides the foundation of humar freedom. The social contract credies d political i
structure by consent of the governed designed Lo preserve those freedoms established N
in natural law. Locke’s treatises inspired the political theories of the Enlightenment. el
.
From First Treatise in Two Treatises on Government, edited by Ernst Rhys (New York: w
Dutton, 1993). u
th
£ p1
' I " . . cfits others, to pay an observance to those to th
3 whom Nature, gratitude, or other respects, may be
{ El Chapter VI have made it due; and yet all this consists with the b;
.L .qi- Of paternal Power equz}hty which .all. men are in in respect of juris- ?ﬂ
I 1l = diction or dominion one OvVer another, which wag di
ie? EH It may perhaps be censured an impertinent criti- the equality I there spoke of as proper to the bus;- .
. cism in a discourse of this nature to find fault with ~ nessin hand, being that equal right that every man _ ?r'
| words and names that have obtained in the world. hath to his natural freedom, without being sub- CO;
And yet possibly it may not be amiss to offer new jected to the will or authority of any other man, h
Children, I confess, are not born in this full ;:f

ones when the old are apt to lead men into mis-
takes, as this of paternal power probably has done,
which seems so to plac;the power of parents over
their children wholly in the father, as if the mother
had no share in it; whereas if we consult reason or

revelation, we shall find she has an equal title,

which may give one reason to ask whether this
might not be more properly called parental power?
For whatever obligation Nature and the right of
generation lays on children, it must certainly bind
them equal to both the concurrent causes of it.
And accordingly we see the positive law of God
everywhere joins them together without distinc-
tion, when it commands the obedience of children:
“Honour thy father and thy mother”; “Whosoever
curseth his father or his mother”; “Ye shall fear
every man his mother and his father”; “Children,
obey your parents” etc., is the style of the Old and

New Testament.

=

* * *

Though I have said above “That all men by
nature are equal,” 1 cannot be supposed to un-
derstand all sorts of “equality” Age or virtue may
give men a just precedency. Excellency of parts
and merit may place others above the common
level. Birth may subject some, and alliance or ben-

state of equality, though they are born to it. Their
parents have a sort of rule and jurisdiction over
them when they come into the world, and for
some time after, but it is but a temporary one. 3
The bonds of this subjection are like the swadd}jng-_' at
clothes they are wrapt up in and supported by n
the weakness of their infancy. Age and reason &
they grow up loosen them, till at length they drop=
quite off, and leave a man at his own free dispos .I|
Adam was created a perfect man, his body an :
mind in full possession of their strength and reas
s capable from the first instance 0L=
his being to provide for his own support and Press
ervation, and govern his actions according to H
dictates of the law of reason God had implant
in him. From him the world is peopled with
descendants, who are all born infants, weak
helpless, without knowledge or understanding
to supply the defects of this imperfect state till

improvement of growth and age had rem

them, Adam and Eve, and after them all pars
1gauo

were, by the law of Nature, under an obli
preserve, nourish and educate the children thel
begotten, not as their own wc:rkmanshipa_
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The law that was to govern Adal?l was the
at was to govern all his posterity, the law
But his offspring having another way of
bntrance into the world, different frf)m him, by a
| ataral birth, that produced them ignorant, and
Jithout the use of reason, they were not presently
mder that law. For nobody can be under a law
that is not promulgated to him; and this law being
mmulgated or made known by reason only, he
that is not come to the use of his reason cannot
he said to be under this law; and Adam’s children
being not presently as soon as born under this law
of reason, were not presently free. For law, in its
true notion, is not so much the limitation as the
direction of a free and intelligent agent to his
proper interest, and prescribes no farther than is
for the general good of those under that law.
Could they be happier without it, the law, as a
useless thing, would of itself vanish; and that ill
deserves the name of confinement which hedges
us in only from bogs and precipices. So that how-
ever it may be mistaken, the end of law is not to
abolish or restrain, but to preserve and enlarge
freedom. For in all the states of created beings,
capable of laws, where there is no law there is no
freedom. For liberty is to be free from restraint
and violence from others, which cannot be where
t.here is no law; and is not, as we are told, “a
hberty for every man to do what he lists.” For who
could be free, when every other man’s humour
might domineer over him? But a liberty to dispose
ind order freely as he lists his person, actions, pos-
sessions, and his whole property within the allow-
ince of those laws under which he is, and therein
1ot to be subject to the arbitrary will of another,
dut freely follow his own.

The power, then, that parents have over their
*hildren arises from that duty which is incumbent
0 them, to take care of their offspring during the
Mperfect state of childhood. To inform the mind,
Ind govern the actions of their yet ignorant non-
1ge, till reason shall take its place and ease them
Of that trouble, is what the children want, and the
Jarents are bound to. For God having given man
In understanding to direct his actions, has allowed
1um a freedom of will and liberty of acting, as

feqme th
o f reason.
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properly belonging thereunto within the bounds
of that law he is under. But whilst he is in an estate
wherein he has no understanding of his own to
direct his will, he is not to have any will of his
own to follow. He that understands for him must
will for him too; he must prescribe to his will, and
regulate his actions, but when he comes to the
estate that made his father a free man, the son is )
a free man too. =

This holds in all the laws a man is under,
whether natural or civil. Is a man under the law
of Nature? What made him free of that law? what
gave him a free disposing of his property, accord-
ing to his own will, within the compass of that
law? I answer, an estate wherein he might be sup-
posed capable to know that law, that so he might
keep his actions within the bounds of it. When he
has acquired that state, he is presumed to know
how far that law is to be his guide, and how far
he may make use of his freedom, and so comes
to have it; till then, somebody else must guide
him, who is presumed to know how far the law
allows a liberty. If such a state of reason, such an
age of discretion made him free, the same shall
make his son free too. Is a man under the law of
England? what made him free of that law—that
is, to have the liberty to dispose of his actions and
possessions, according to his own will, within the
permission of that law? a capacity of knowing that
law. Which is supposed, by that law, at the age of
twenty-one, and in some cases sooner. If this
made the father free, it shall make the son free
too. Till then, we see the law allows the son to
have no will, but he is to be guided by the will of
his father or guardian, who is to understand for
him. And if the father die and fail to substitute a
deputy in this trust, if he hath not provided a tutor
to govern his son during his minority, during his
want of understanding, the law takes care to do it:
some other must govern him and be a will to him
till he hath attained to a state of freedom, and his
understanding be fit to take the government of his
will. But after that the father and son are equally
free, as much as tutor and pupil, after nonage,
equally subjects of the same law together, without
any dominion left in the father over the life, lib-
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erty, or estate of his son, whether they be only in
the state and under the law of Nature, or under the
positive laws of an established government.

* * *

-
‘ The freedom then of man, and liberty of acting
according to his own will, is grounded on his hav-
ing reason, which is able to instruct him in that law
he is to govern himself by, and make him know
how far he is left to the freedom of his own will. To
to an unrestrained liberty, before he
the allowing him
but to thrust

turn him loose
has reason to guide him, is not
the privilege of his'nature to be free,
him out amongst brutes, and abandon him to a
state as wretched and as much beneath that of a
man as theirs. This is that which puts the author-
ity into the parents’ hands to govern the minority
of their children. God hath made it their business
to employ this care on their offspring, and hath
placed in them suitable inclinations of tenderness
and concern to temper this power, to apply it as

. His wisdom designed it, to the children’s good as

il long as they should need to be under it.

Hil But what reason can hence advance this care

|| | of the parents due to their offspring into an ab-
fill solute, arbitrary dominion

of the father, whose

It power reaches no farther than by such a discipline
give such strength and
health to their bodies, such vigour and rectitude
il to their minds, as may best fit his children to be
! most useful to themselves and others, and, if it be
| necessary to his condition, to make them work
| when they are able for their own subsistence; but
' in this power the mother, too, has her share with
| | the father.

~ Nay, this power s0 little belongs to the father

by any peculiar right of Nature, but only as he is

guardian of his children, that when he quits his

care of them he Joses his power over them, which

goes along with their nourishment and education,

to which it is inseparably annexed, and belongs as

much to the foster-father of an exposed child as

to the natural father of another. So little power

does the bare act of begetting give a man over his

issue, if all his care ends there, and this be all the

title he hath to the name and authority of a father.
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And what will become of this paternal power i,
that part of the world where one woman hatl,
more than one husband at a time? or in thoge
parts of America where, when the husband apg
wife part, which happens frequently, the childrey
are all left to the mother, follow her, and 40
wholly under her care and provision? And if ),
fathet die whilst the children are voung, do they
not naturally everywhere owe the same obedience
to their mother, during their minority, as to thej,
father, were he alive? And will any one say thy
the mother hath a legislative power over her chil-
dren that she can make standing rules which sha||
be of perpetual obligation, by which they ought 1o
regulate all the concerns of their property, and
bound their liberty all the course of their lives, ang
enforce the observation of them with capital pun- i
ishments? For this is the proper power of the mag- e |
strate, of which the father hath not so much as =t
the shadow. His command over his childrenisbuy
temporary, and reaches not their life or property,
It is but a help to the weakness and imperfection of
their nonage, a discipline necessary 10 their education,
And though a father may dispose of his own posses:
sions as he pleases when his children are out o[-
danger of perishing for want, yet his power extends &
not to the lives or goods which either their ownin<s
dustry, or an other’s bounty, has made theirs, nor _‘
their liberty neither, when they are once arrive
to the enfranchisement of the years of discretio
The father’s empire then ceases, and he can 19
thenceforward no more dispose of the liber
his son than that of any other man. And it must
far from an absolute or perpetual jurisdiction fro
which a man may withdraw himself, having licé
from Divine authority to “leave father and MO
and cleave to his wife.” :

Chapter VI
Of Political or Civil Society
F reature t

God, having made man such a ¢ for hil
His own judgment, it was not good ¢
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B Conjugal society is made by a voluntary com-

it him under strong obligations of neces-
- L convenience, and inclination, to drive him
g it ociety, as well as fitted him with understand-
'T‘.‘m ;nd language to continue and enjoy it. The
g ;;:El society was between man and wife, which
ave beginning to that between parents and chil-
n, to which, in time, that between master and
gervant came 10 be added. And though all these
-.n‘iight‘ and commonly did, meet together, and
. make up but one family, wherein the master or
mistress of it had some sort of rule proper to a
~ family, each of these, or all together, came short
of “political society;” as we shall see if we consider
the different ends, ties, and bounds of each of

&
= .ﬂloﬂ{h pr

B8
- dre

' pact between man and woman, and though it con-
sist chiefly in such a communion and right in one
another’s bodies as is necessary to its chief end,

g

i procreation, yet it draws with it mutual support

and assistance, and a communion of interests too,
as necessary not only to unite their care and af-
fection, but also necessary to their common off-
spring, who have a right to be nourished and
maintained by them till they are able to provide
for themselves.

For the end of conjunction between male and
ff:male being not barely procreation, but the con-
tinuation of the species, this conjunction betwixt
mfﬂe and female ought to last, even after procre-
ation, so long as is necessary to the nourishment
and support of the young ones, who are to be
Sustained by those that got them till they are able
to shift and provide for themselves. This rule,
which the infinite wise Maker hath set to the
works of His hands, we find the inferior creatures
Steadily obey. In those vivaporous animals which
rf?t‘d on grass the conjunction between male and
Ii‘ﬂ"l&lh’ lasts no longer than the very act of copu-
lation, because the teat of the dam being sufficient
10 nourish the young till it be able to feed on grass,
the male only begets, but concerns not himself for
the female or young, to whose sustenance he can
contribute nothing. But in beasts of prey the con-
Junction lasts longer, because the dam, not being
able well to subsist herself and nourish her nu-

JOHN LOCKE: rrom Two Treatises on Government

225

merous offspring by her own prey alone (a more
laborious as well as more dangerous way of living
than by feeding on grass), the assistance of the
male is necessary to the maintenance of their com-
mon family, which cannot subsist till they are able
to prey for themselves, but by the joint care of
male and female. The same is observed in all birds
(except some domestic ones, where plenty of food
excuses the cock from feeding and taking care of
the young brood), whose young, needing food in
the nest, the cock and hen continue mates till the
young are able to use their wings and provide for
themselves.

And herein, 1 think, lies the chief, if not the
only reason, why the male and female in mankind
are tied to a longer conjunction than other
creatures—viz., because the female is capable of
conceiving, and, de facto, is commonly with child
again, and brings forth too a new birth, long be-
fore the former is out of a dependency for support
on his parents” help and able to shift for himself,
and has all the assistance due to him from his
parents, whereby the father, who is bound to take
care for those he hath begot, is under an obliga-
tion to continue in conjugal society with the same
woman longer than other creatures, whose young,
being able to subsist of themselves before the time
of procreation returns again, the conjugal bond
dissolves of itself, and they are at liberty till Hy-
men, at his usual anniversary season, summons
them again to choose new mates. Wherein one
cannot but admire the wisdom of the great Cre-
ator, who, having given to man an ability to lay
up for the future as well as supply the present
necessity, hath made it necessary that society of

" man and wife should be more lasting than of male

and female amongst other creatures, that so their
industry might be encouraged, and their interest
better united, to make provision and lay up goods
for their common issue, which uncertain mixture,
or easy and frequent solutions of conjugal society,
would mightily disturb.

But though these are ties upon mankind which
make the conjugal bonds more firm and lasting in
a man than the other species of animals, yet it
would give one reason to inquire why this com-
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pact, where procreation and education are secured
and inheritance taken ¢a
determinable, cither by consent,
time, or upon certain conditions, as W

other voluntary compacts, there being no neces-

sity, in the nature of the thing, nor to the ends of

it, that it should always be for life—I mean, 10

such as are under no restraint of any positive law

which ordains all such contracts to be perpetual.
But the husband and wife, though they have
but one common concern, yet having different
. understandings, will anavoidably sometimes have
| different wills too. It therefore being necessary that
il the last determination (i.¢., the rule) should be
li{ placed somewhere, it naturally falls to the man’s
.

re for, may not be made
or al a certain
ell as any

share as the abler and the stronger. But this, reach-

ing but to the things of their common interest and

|

!_1]|| property, leaves the wife in the full and true pos-
i session of what by contract is her peculiar right,
I and at least gives the husband no more power over
I . her than she has over his life; the power of the

from that of an absolute
in many cases, a liberty
al right ot their
made

husband being so far
monarch that the wife has,
{rom him where natur
r that contract be
or by the cus-

to separate
contract allows it, whethe
s in the state of Nature

by themsely
toms or laws of the country they live in, and the
fall to the father

children, upon such separation,

or mother’s lot as such contract does determine.
For all the ends of marriage being to be ob-

government, as well as in the

magistrate doth not

{ either, naturally

procreation and

tained under politic
state of Nature, the civil
abridge the right or power ©
necessary to those ends—viz.,
. mutual support and assistance whilst they are to-
, 'l gether, but only decides any controversy that may

arise between man and wife about them. If it were
otherwise, and that absolute sovereignty and
power of life and death naturally belonged to the
husband, and were necessary to the society be-
tween man and wi
in any of these countries W
allowed no such absolute authority.
of matrimony requiring no s
band, it was not at all necessary to it.
dition of conjugal society put it not in hims bu

fe, there could be no matrimony
here the husband is
But the ends
uch power in the hus-
The con-
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ith pl‘UCI'Ci‘lliun and
they could shift for

comfort, and
and regulated by

whatsoever might consist W
the children till

support of
assistance,

lhL‘.n'\sclvcs—-—nmtual
e—might be varied
1 which first united them in that so-
ary to any society tha
for which it is made,

maintenanc
that contrac
ciety, nothing being necess
is not necessary to the ends

4 i *

Let us therefore consider a master of a family
with all these subordinate relations of wife, chil-
cervants and slaves, united under the do-
miestic rule of a family, with what resemblance
soever it may have in its order, offices, and num-
ber too, with a little commonwealth, yet is very
far from it both in its constitution, power, and
ends; or if it must be thought a monarchy, and the
bsolute monarch in it, absolute

dren,

paterfamilias the a
monarchy will have but a very shattered and short
power, when it is plain by what has been said be-
fore, that the master of the family has a very dis-
tinct and differently limited power both as to time
and extent over those several persons that are in
it: for excepting the slave (and the family is as
much a family, and his power as paterfamilias as
great, whether there be any slaves in his family. or
no) he has no legisla
over any of them, and none too

tress of a family may have

absolute

a very limited one over
&

but what a mis=

certainly can have no
whole family who has but
every individual in i, But how a family, of
other society of men, differ from that which: 155
properly political society, we shall best see by cons
sidering wherein political society tself consists; 8
[ Man being born, as has been proved, with &5
title to perfect freedom and an uncontrolled 15
joyment of all the rights and privileges of the 188
of Nature, equally with any other man, or AV ”':.
of men in the world, hath by nature @ power "__
only to preserve his pt‘up{:.rty—-—lhal is, his life, 2
erty, and estate, against the injuries and all'f»‘m_lJE
other men, but to judge o {and pu nish the bre;;m ¢
of that law in others, as le is perstlﬂdﬁd the nw .'....

. i N o
deserves, even with death itsell, in crimes g
in his opinion: red

f heinousness of the fact,

=1l

tive power of life and death ¥

as well as he. And het —
power over the 1%
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+ because O Poli.tical society can be, nor subsist,
Y aving in itself the power to preserve the
i ! roperty: and in order theregnto punish the of-
* fences of all those of.that society, there, and there
oy, s political soclcry.wherc every one n'f the
L embers hath quitted this natural power, resigned
it up into the hands of the community in all cases
" {hat exclude him not from appealing for protection
{0 the law established by it. And thus all private
dgment of every particular member being ex-
“cluded, the community comes to be umpire, and
! : by understanding indifferent rules and men autho-
rised by the community for their execution, de-
cides all the differences that may happen between
~ any members of that society concerning any mat-
~ fter of right, and punishes those offences which any
. member hath committed against the society with
- such penalties as the law has established; whereby
" itis easy to discern who are, and are not, in polit-
ical society together. Those who are united into
i one body, and have a common established law and
A judicature to appeal to, with authority to decide
controversies between them and punish offenders,
are in civil society one with another; but those who
have no such common appeal, I mean on earth, are
§till in the state of Nature, each being where there
8 no other, judge for himself and executioner;
which is, as T have before showed it, the perfect
| State of Nature.

And thus the commonwealth comes by a
Power 1o set down what punishment shall belong
to the several transgressions they think worthy of
' committed amongst the members of that soci-
ety. (which is the power of making laws), as well
451t has the power to punish any injury done unto
any of its members by any one that is not of it
(which is the power of war and peace); and all this
Or the preservation of the property of all the
Members of that socicty, as far as is possible. But
”}m:gh every man entered into society has quitted
his power to punish offences against the law of

dure in prosecution of his own private judg
Ment, yet with the judgment of offences which he
as given up to the legislative, in all cases where
¢ can appeal to the magistrate, he has given up
 right to the commonwealth to employ his force
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for the execution of the judgments of the com-
monwealth whenever he shall be called to it,
which, indeed, are his own judgments, they being
made by himself or his representative. And herein
we have the original of the legislative and execu-
tive power of civil society, which is to judge by
standing laws how far offences are to be punished
when committed within the commonwealth; and
also by occasional judgments founded on the pres-
ent circumstances of the fact, how far injuries
from without are to be vindicated, and in both
these to employ all the force of all the members
when there shall be need.

Wherever, therefore, any number of men so
unite into one society as to quit every one his ex-
ecutive power of the law of Nature, and to resign
it to the public, there and there only is a political
or civil society. And this is done wherever any
number of men, in the state of Nature, eriter into
society to make one people one body politic under
one supreme government: or else when any one
joins himself to, and incorporates with any gov-
ernment already made. For hereby he authorises
the society, or which is all one, the legislative
thereof, to make laws for him as the public good
of the society shall require, to the execution
whereof his own assistance (as to his own decrees)
is due. And this puts men out of a state of Nature
into that of a commonwealth, by setting up a
judge on earth with authority to determine all the
controversies and redress the injuries that may
happen to any member of the commonwealth,
which judge is the legislative or magistrates ap-
pointed by it. And wherever there are any number
of men, however associated, that have no such de-
cisive power to appeal to, there they are still in the
state of Nature.

" And hence it is evident that absolute monar-
chy, which by some men is counted for the only
government in the world, is indeed inconsistent
with civil society, and so can be no form of civil
government at all. For the end of civil society be-
ing to avoid and remedy those inconveniencies of
the state of Nature which necessarily follow from
every man’s being judge in his own case, by setting
up a known authority to which every one of that




. are under his dominion.
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society may appeal upon any injury received, or
controversy that may arise, and
of the socicty ought o obey. Wherever any per
sons are who have not such an authority to appeal
to, and decide any difference between them there,
those persons are still in the state of Nature. And
in respect of those who

which every one

so is every absolute prince

For he being supposed to have all, both leg-
islative and executive, power in himself alone,
there is no judge to be found, no appeal lies open
d indifferently, and

to any one, who may fairly an
hence relief and

with authority decide, and from w
redress may be expected of any injury or incon-
veniency that may be cuffered from him, or by his
order. So that such a man, however entitled, Czar,
or Grand Signior, or how you please, is as much
in the state of Nature, with all under his domin-
ion, as he is with the res! of mankind. For wher-
ever any (wo men are, who have no standing rule
and common judge to appeal to on carth, for the
determination of controvetsies of right hetwixt
them, there they are still in the state of Nature,
and under all the inconveniencies of it with only
this woeful difference 1o the subject, or rather
slave of an absolute prince. That whereas, in the
ordinary state of Nature, he has a liberty to judge
of his right, according to the best of his powet to
maintain ity but whenever his property is invaded
by the will and order of his monarch, he has not
only no appeal, as those in society ought to have,
but, as il he were degraded from the common state
of rational creatures, is denied a liberty to judge
of, or defend his right, and so is exposed to all the
misery and inconveniencies that a man can fear
from one, who being in the untrestrained state of
Nature, is yel corrupted with flattery and armed

with power.

Chapter VI
Of the Beginning of Political Societies

by nature all free,

Men being, as has been said,
be put out of

equal, and independent, no one ¢an

16601789

this estate and subjected to the political power of any cc
another without his own consent, which is done no fart
by agreeing with other men, to join and unite inyg he hirr
a community for their comfortable, safe, ang This w
peacuabh: living, one amongst another, in a secure had be
enjoyment of their properties, and a greater se. state O
curity against any that are not of it. This any nup;. sent td
ber of men may do, because it injures not the
freedom of the rest; they are left, as they were, iy
the liberty of the state of Nature. When any num- WE
ber of men have so consented to make one com- e :
munity or gm-cmmcnt, they are lhcreby presently give U
incorporated, and make one body politic, wherein which
the majority have a right to act and conclude the the co1
rest. any U
For, when any number of men have, by the done b
consent of every individual, made a community, society,
they have thereby made that community ane be, bet
body, with a power to act as one body, which is o ake v
only by the will and determination of the majority, " begins.
For that which acts any community, being only is noth
the consent of the individuals of it, and it being men ca
one body, must move one way, it is necessary the & into su
body should move that way whither the greater which
force carries it, which is the consent of the ma- governi

jority, or else it is impossible it should act or
continue one body, one community, which the
consent of every individual that united into
agreed that it should; and so every one is boun
by that consent 1o be concluded by the majoritfi
And therefore we see that in assemblies empo W
ered to act by positive laws where no number i
set by that positive law which empowers them |
act of the majority passes for the act of the wholes
and of course determings as having, by the law oF
Nature and reason, the power of the whole- '
And thus every man, by consenting with 0
ers to make one body politic ander one £OVEES
ment, puts himsell under an obligation 10 © 4
one of that society to submit to the dcwrll"-‘““a-
of the majority, and to be concluded by 1% of
this original compact, whereby he with others
corporales into one society, would signify 'wl K|
and be no compact if he be left free an untﬁ
other ties than he was in before v the Sc
Nature. For what appearance would there”




- comP“‘—'t? What new engage_ment if he were
B her tied by any decrees of the society than
o noh'mself thought fit and did actually consent to?
| '!;;1 is‘wo uld be still as great a liberty as he h‘imself
b jad before his compact, or any one else in the
8 of Nature, who may submit himself and con-

state . :
to any acts of it if he thinks fit.

A I; gent

* * *

| Whosoever, therefore, out of a state of Nature
,I. unite into a community, must be understood to
. give up all the power necessary to the ends for
L hich they unite into society to the majority of
the community, unless they expressly agreed in
any number greater than the majority. And this is
done by barely agreeing to unite into one political
society, which is all the compact that is, or needs
be, between the individuals that enter into or
make up a commonwealth. And thus, that which
"begins and actually constitutes any political society
is nothing but the consent of any number of free-
men capable of majority, to unite and incorporate
into such a society. And this is that, and that only,
which did or could give beginning to any lawful
government in the world.

% * *

Every man being, as has been showed, natu-
rally free, and nothing being able to put him into
subjection to any earthly power, but only his own
consent, it is to be considered what shall be un-
derstood to be a sufficient declaration of a man’s
consent to make him subject to the laws of any
government. There is a common distinction of an
€xpress and a tacit consent, which will concern our
Present case. Nobody doubts but an express con-
Sent of any man, entering into any society, makes
him a perfect member of that society, a subject of
that government. The difficulty is, what ought to
h.t. looked upon as a tacit consent, and how far it
binds—ij.e., how far any one shall be looked on to
have consented, and thereby submitted 1o any gov-
ernment, where he has made no expressions of it
at all. And to this I say, that every man that hath
any possession or enjoyment of any part of the do-
Minions of any government doth hereby give his
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tacit consent, and is as far forth obliged to obedi-
ence to the laws of that government, during such
enjoyment, as any one under it, whether this his
possession be of land to him and his heirs for ever,
or a lodging only for a week; or whether it be barely
travelling freely on the highway; and, in effect, it
reaches as far as the very being of any one within
the territories of that government.

To understand this the better, it is fit to con-
sider that every man when he at first incorporates
himself into any commonwealth, he, by his unit-
ing himself thereunto, annexes also, and submits
to the community those possessions which he has,
or shall acquire, that do not already belong to any
other government. For it would be a direct con-
tradiction for any one to enter into society with
others for the securing and regulating of property,
and yet to suppose his land, whose property is to
be regulated by the laws of the society, should be
exempt from the jurisdiction of that government to
which he himself, and the property of the land, is
a subject. By the same act, therefore, whereby any
one unites his person, which was before free, to any
commonwealth, by the same he unites his posses-
sions, which were before free, to it also; and they
become, both of them, person and possession, sub-
ject to the government and dominion of that com-
monwealth as long as it hath a being. Whoever
therefore, from thenceforth, by inheritance, pur-
chases permission, or otherwise enjoys any part of
the land so annexed to, and under the government
of that commonweal, must take it with the condi-
tion it is under—that is, of submitting to the
government of the commonwealth, under whose
jurisdiction it s, as far forth as any subject of it.

~ But since the government has a direct juris-
diction only over the land and reaches the posses-
sor of it (before he has actually incorporated
himself in the society) only as he dwells upon and
enjoys that, the obligation any one is under by
virtue of such enjoyment to submit to the govern-
ment begins and ends with the enjoyment; so that
whenever the owner, who has given nothing but
such a tacit consent to the government will, by
donation, sale or otherwise, quit the said posses-
sion, he is at liberty to go and incorporate himself
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into any other commonwealth, or agree with oth-
ers to begin a new One it vacuis locis, in any part
of the world they can find free and unpussessed;
whereas he that has once, by actual agreement and
any express declaration, given his consent to be of
any commonweal, is perpetually and indispensably
obliged to be, and remain unalterably a subject 0
it, and can never be again in the liberty of the state
of Nature, unless by any calamity the government
he was under comes 0 be dissolved.

But submitting to the laws of any country, liv-
ing quietly and enjoying privileges and protection
under them, makes not a man a member of that
society; it is only a local protection and homage
due to and from all those whao, not being in a state
of war, come within the territories belonging to
any government, to all parts whereof the force of
its law extends. But this no mor¢ makes a man
member of that society, perpetual subject of that
commonwealth, than it would make a man a stib-
ject to another in whose family he found it con-
venient to abide for some time, though, whilst he
continued in it, he were obliged to comply with
the laws and submit to the government he found
there. And thus we see that foreigners, by living
all their lives under another government, and en-
joying the privileges and protection of it, though
they are bound, even in conscience, to submit to
its administration as far forth as any denizen, yet
do not thereby come to be subjects or members
of that commonwealth. Nothing can make any

man so but his actually entering into it by positive
engagement and express promise and compact.
This is that which, 1 think, concerning the begin-
ning of political societies, and that consent which
makes any one a member of any commonwealth.

Chapter IX
Of the Ends of Political Society

and Government

If man in the state of Nature be so free as has
been said, if he be absolute lord of his own person
and possessions, equal to the greatest and subject
to nobody, why will he part with his freedom, this

ABSOLUTISM AND EMPIRE, 1660-1789

empire, and subject himself to the dominion ang
control of any other power? To which it is obvioug
to answer, that though in the state of Nature he
hath such a right, yet the enjoyment of it is very
uncertain and constantly exposed to the invasion
of others; for all being kings as much as he, every
man his equal, and the greater part no strict oh-
servers of equity and justice, the enjoyment of the
property he has in this state is very unsafe; very
insecure. This makes him willing to quit this cop-
dition which, however free, is full of fears ang
continual dangers; and it is not without reasop
that he seeks out and 18 willing to join in society
with others who are already united, or have 5
mind to unite for the mutual preservation of thejy
lives, liberties and estates, which I call by the gen-
eral name—property.

The great and chief end, therefore, of men
uniting into commonwealths, and putting them-
selves under government, is the preservation of
their property; to which in the state of Nature
there are many things wanting.

Firstly, there wants an established, settled, "= .'
known law, received and allowed by common g
consent to be the standard of right and wrong, and i
the common measure to decide all controversies |

between them. For though the law of Nature be
plain and intelligible to all rational creatures, y&
men, being biased by their interest, as well asi
norant for want of study of it; are not apt to all
of it as a law binding to them in the applicat
of it to their particular cases. :

secondly, in the state of Nature there wantss
Kknown and indifferent judge, with authority 10
termine all differences according to the establishe
Jaw. For every one in that state being both ju
and executioner of the law of Nature, men 28
partial to themselves, passion and revengé?
apt to carry them to0 far, and with 100 mue
in their own cases, as well as negligence ?nd
concernedness, make them too remiss 19
men’s.

Thirdly, in the state of Nature the’
wants power to back and support the ¢
when right, and to give it due
who by any injustice offended Wil

v
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2. How does political society come into being?
3. How does Locke’s notion of a social contract

4. What are the ends of political society?
5. What are the implications of Locke’s reasoning

MARQUIS DE VAUBAN AND CuURrRE OF RUMEGIES

ReviEw QUESTIONS

. According to Locke, what is the nature of po-
litical society?

compare with that of Hobbes?

for early modern economic thinking?

survive.

E Early Modern Society

3 Much of our knowledge about the economy and society of early modern Europe
s comes from contemporary accounts. For many reasons, individuals described the life
! and times of which they were part. Some, like Sébastien Le Prestre, Marquis de
Vauban (1633—1707), labored in the service of the state. A French military engineer
and genius in the construction of fortifications under Lowis XIV, he studied the
society and economy of the Kingdom of France to determine its military capacity,
the human and material resources that could be mobilized for war in pursuit of
rayal policy. The result was a series of sober, accurate descriptions of the French
population. Others, like Henri Platelle, an obscure parish priest in the village of
Rumegies, chronicled their own experiences and observations. The chance survival
' of Platelle’s 1693 journal provides us with a firsthand account of the starkness of
daily life in early modern Europe and the struggles of poor peasants simply to

Collins, 1973), pp. 116-18.

Marquis de Vauban

fRom Description Geographique
de I'Flection de Vezelay

* * *

... All the so-called bas peuple live on nothing
but bread of mixed barley and oats, from which
they do not even remove the bran, which means

From Ancien Regime: French Society, 1600~1750, by Pierre Goubert (New York: Harper-

that bread can sometimes be lifted by the straw
sticking out of it. They also eat poor fruits, mainly
wild, and a few vegetables from their gardens,
boiled up with a little rape- or nut-oil sometimes,
but more often not, or with a pinch of salt. Only
the most prosperous eat bread made of rye mixed
with barley and wheat.

... The general run of people seldom drink,
eat meat not three times a year, and use little salt.
... So it is no cause for surprise if people who
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- Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712—1778) was one of the most original writers of the En-
B lightenment. A native of Geneva, he was raised by his father, a watchmaker. At

. sixteen years of age, he left home and eventually settled in Paris. His first attempts

- torments, yet the S to penetrate the world of philosophes and encyclopedists were not very successful. In
» a certain degree, 8 i 1750, however, he won a literary award from the Academy of Dijon for an essay

o proceed, be the S8 ! that contrasted the corruption of modern civilization with the natural goodness of
great. Tl_le fﬁff’*!d b F' simple, uncivilized human beings. Rousseau eventually settled in the town of Mont-
HEAACIEEHS lmut;cd i i morency. His years there proved to be the most fruitful of his life. In a two-year
xeessive bfl,rbﬂ_mf"' " span he wrote his most significant works: La nouvelle Héloise (1761), Emile

rary, it being i id (1761), Le contrat social (1762).

rted by a permias 8 _ ,"J_I In The Social Contract, as well as his other works, Rousseau struggled with the
f the laws be o freedom of the individual and how to balance it against the needs of the collectivity.
anarchy and im- He believed thie preservation of liberty depended on the creation of a new society by

en the crime and 8 ,
ious cruelty hath 8 !

. ] . -' means of a social contract. The idea was not new, having been adopted by other
sring with horron o8 g enlightened thinkers from the political theory of John Locke. Rousseau’s interpreta-
arous and us.elqu ' _ tion was highly original, however. Locke believed that the social contract preserved
ted and ex E(’umt [ . " freedom; Rousseau argued that the social contract preserved equality. Under his so-
2 Who does: & 3 cial contract, people voluntarily relinquished certain rights and submitted to the
sands of wrct::hleslr r. B general will, a vague entity that found expression in a set of positive laws under a
d or [OILimtedd ﬂg 3 virtuous legislator. These laws had absolute authority and would preserve absolute
and outrage stﬁte ' equality between people. 4

refurn to a X,
ssible crimes, the b From The Social Contract, by Jean-Jacques Rousseau, translated by Henry J. Tozer (New

ion, or guilty only __ York: Scribner’s, 1898).
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Book |

[ mean to inquire if, in the civil order, there can
be any sure and legitimate rule of administration,
men being taken as they are and laws as they
might be. In this inquiry I shall endeavour always
to unite what right sanctions with what is pre-
scribed by interest, in order that justice and utility
may in no case be divided.

" 1 enter upon my task without proving the im-
portance of the subject. I shall be asked if I am a
prince or a legislator, to write on politics. I answer
that I am neither, and that is why I do so. If I
were a prince or a legislator, I should not waste
time in saying what wants doing; I should do it,
or hold my peace.

As T was born a citizen of a free State, and a
member of the Sovereign, I feel that, however fee-
ble the influence my voice can have on public af-
fairs, the right of voting on them makes it my duty
to study them: and I am happy, when I reflect
upon governments, to find my inquiries always
furnish me with new reasons for loving that of my

| own country.

CHAPTER 1
SUBJECT OF THE FIRST BOOK

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

If I took into account only force, and the ef-
fects derived from it, I should say: “As long as a
people is compelled to obey, and obeys, it does
well; as soon as it can shake off the yoke, and
shakes it off, it does still better; for, regaining its
liberty by the same right as took it away, either it
is justified in resuming it, or there was no justi-
fication for those who took it away.” But the social
order is a sacred right which is the basis of all
rights. Nevertheless, this right does not come from
nature, and must therefore be founded on con-
ventions. Before coming to that, I have to prove

Lwhat I have just asserted.

CHAPTER 1!
THE FIRST SOCIETIES

[The most ancient of all §ocieties, and the only one
that is natural, is the family: and even so the chil.
dren remain attached to the father only so long 4
they need him for their preservation. As soon g4
this need ceases, the natural bond is dissolved, The
children, released from the obedience they owed
to the father, and the father, released from the cape
he owed his children, return equally to indeper.

o dence. If they remain united, they continue so pq
Ulonger naturally, but voluntarily; and the family
itself is then maintained only by convention.

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

comes his own master.

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

Grotius denies that all human power is estab-
lished in favour of the governed, and quotes slav-
ery as an example. His usual method of reasoning
is constantly to establish right by fact. It would be
possible to employ a more logical method, but
none could be more favourable to tyrants.

It is then, according to Grotius, doubtful
whether the human race belongs to a hundred
men, or that hundred men to the human race:
and, throughout his book, he seems to incline t0
the former alternative, which is also the view of
Hobbes. On this showing, the human species is
divided into so many herds of cattle, each with its
ruler, who keeps guard over them for the purpos¢
of devouring them.
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. shepherd is of a nature superior to that
fJock the shepherds of men, ie. their rulers,
fa pature superior to that of the peoples un-
i L’”] ;,m‘ Thus, Philo tells us, the Emperor Ca-
& ,soned, concluding equally well either that

gods, or that men were beasts.

a res
we]'t‘. A A
lSI."Iw reasoning of Caligula agrees with that of

bes and Grotius. Aristotle, before any of them,
| that men are by no means equal natu- (>
t that some are born for slavery, and oth-

Hobbe:
ad 54 I

calls but 1R
for dominion.

ers AriSlU"l" was right; but he took the effect for
(he cause- Nothing can be more certain than that
| gyery man born in s.iavery‘ is IJlorn for slavery.
glaves lose everything in their chains, even the de-
= e of escaping from them: they love their servi-
. ude, as the comrades of Ulysses loved their
© prutish condition. If then there are slaves by na-
= ure, it is because there have been slaves against
| ature. Force made the first slaves, and their cow-
ardice perpetuated the condition.
[ have said nothing of King Adam, or Emperor
Noah, father of the three great monarchs who
<hared out the universe, like the children of Sat-
urn, whom some scholars have recognized in
hem. I trust to getting due thanks for my mod-
| gration; for, being a direct descendant of one of
* these princes, perhaps of the eldest branch, how
"do I know that a verification of titles might not
leave me the legitimate king of the human race?
n any case, there can be no doubt that Adam was
sovereign of the world, as Robinson Crusoe was
of his island, as long as he was its only inhabitant;
and this empire had the advantage that the mon-
arch, safe on his throne, had no rebellions, wars,
or conspirators to fear.

-

CHAPTER 1II
THE RIGHT OF THE STRONGEST

IThe strongest is never strong enough to be always
the master, unless he transforms strength into
right, and obedience into duty. Hence the right of
the strongest, which, though to all seeming meant
ironically, is really laid down as a fundamental
principle. But are we never to have an explanation

|
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of this phrase? Force is a physical power, and I fail
to see what moral effect it can have. To yield to
force is an act of necessity, not of will—at the
most, an act of prudence. In what sense can it be
a duty?

Suppose for a moment that this so-called
“right” exists. I maintain that the sole result is a
mass of inexplicable nonsense. For, if force creates

sright, the effect changes with the cause: every force

that is greater than the first succeeds to its right.
As soon as it is possible to disobey with impunity,
disobedience is legitimate; and, the strongest being
always in the right, the only thing that matters is
to act so as to become the strongest. But what kind
of right is that which perishes when force fails? If
we must obey perforce, there is no need to obey
because we ought; and if we are not forced to
obey, we are under no obligation to do so. Clearly,
the word “right” adds nothing to force: in this
{connection, it means absolutely nothing.

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

Let us then admit that force does not create
right, and that we are obliged to obey only legit-
imate powers. In that case, my original question
recurs.

CHAPTER IV
SLAVERY

Since no man has a natural authority over his fel-

| low, and force creates no right, we must conclude

that conventions form the basis of all legitimate
authority among men.

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

Tt will be said that the despot assures his sub-
jects civil tranquillity. Granted; but what do they
gain, if the wars his ambition brings down upon
them, his insatiable avidity, and the vexatious con-
duct of his ministers press harder on them than
their own dissensions would have done? What do
they gain, if the very tranquillity they enjoy is one
of their miseries? Tranquillity is found also in
dungeons; but is that enough to make them de-
sirable places to live in? The Greeks imprisoned in
the cave of the Cyclops lived there very tranquilly,
while they were awaiting their turn to be de-
voured.

To say that a man gives himself gratuitously,
is to say what is absurd and inconceivable; such
an act is null and illegitimate, from the mere fact
that he who does it is out of his mind. To say the
same of a whole people is to suppose a people of
madmen; and madness creates no right.

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

To renounce liberty is to renounce being ,
man, to surrender the rights of humanity and evey
its duties. For him who renounces everything y
indemnity is possible. Such a renunciation is in.
compatible with man’s nature; to remove all |j},_
erty from his will is to remove all morality frop,
his acts. Finally, it is an empty and contradictory
convention that sets up, on the one side, absolyt,
authority, and, on the other, unlimited obedience
Is it not clear that we can be under no obligatioy,
to a person from whom we have the right to exact
everything? Does not this condition alone, in the
absence of equivalence or exchange, in itself jj.
volve the nullity of the act? For what right can my
slave have against me, when all that he has belongs
to me, and, his right being mine, this right of mine
against myself is a phrase devoid of meaning?

Grotius and the rest find in war another origin
for the so-called right of slavery. The victor hay-
ing, as they hold, the right of killing the van-
quished, the latter can buy back his life at the price
of his liberty; and this convention is the more le-
gitimate because it is to the advantage of both
parties.

But it is clear that this supposed right to kill
the conquered is by no means deducible from the
state of war. Men, from the mere fact that, while
they are living in their primitive independence, they
have no mutual relations stable enough to consti-
tute either the state of peace or the state of war, can-
not be naturally enemies. War is constituted by a
relation between things, and not between persons;
and, as the state of war cannot arise out of simple
personal relations, but only out of real relations,
private wat, or war of man with man, can exist nei-
ther in the state of nature, where there is no con-
stant property, nor in the social state, where
everything is under the authority of the laws.

Individual combats, duels, and encounters, at€
acts which cannot constitute a state; while the pri-
vate wars, authorized by the Establishments ©
Louis IX, King of France, and suspended by the
Peace of God, are abuses of feudalism, in itself an
absurd system if ever there was one, and contrary "
the principles of natural right and to all good polity-

War then is a relation, not between man al
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. quered peoples, the right to enslave them cannot
L be based upon a right which does not exist. No
~ one has a right to kill an enemy except when he
cannot make him a slave, and the right to enslave
him cannot therefore be derived from the right to
kill him. It is accordingly an unfair exchange to
make him buy at the price of his liberty his life,
over which the victor holds no right. Is it not clear
that there is a vicious circle in founding the right
of life and death on the right of slavery, and the
right of slavery on the right of life and death?
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Even if we assume this terrible right to kill
everybody, I maintain that a slave_made in war,
or a conquered people, is under no obligation to
a master, except to obey him as far as he is com-
pelled to do so. By taking an equivalent for his
life, the victor has not done him a favour; instead
of killing him without profit, he has killed him
usefully. So far then is he from acquiring over him
any authority in addition to that of force, that the
state of war continues to subsist between them:
their mutual relation is the effect of it, and the

5 usage of the right of war does not imply a treaty

of peace. A convention has indeed been made; but
this convention, so far from destroying the state
of war, presupposes its continuance.

So, from whatever aspect we regard the ques-
tion, the right of slavery is null and void, not only
as being illegitimate, but also because it is absurd
and meaningless. The words slave and right con-
tradict each other, and are mutually exclusive. It
will always be equally foolish for a man to say to
a man or to a people: “I make with you a con-
vention wholly at your expense and wholly to my
advantage; I shall keep it as long as I like, and you

erely men, whose life no one has any right to ywill keep it as long as I like.”

* * *

CHAPTER VI
THE SOCIAL COMPACT

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

But, as men cannot engender new forces, but
only unite and direct existing ones, they have no
other means of preserving themselves than the for-
mation, by aggregation, of a sum of forces great
enough to overcome the resistance. These they
have to bring into play by means of a single mo-
tive power, and cause to act in concert.
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This sum of forces can arise only where several
persons come together: but, as the force and lib-
erty of each man are the chief instruments of his
self-preservation, how can he pledge them without
harming his own interests, and neglecting the care
he owes to himself? This difficulty, in its bearing
. on my present subject, may be stated in the fol-
1§ lowing terms:
I ¥~ “The problem is to find a form of association
which will defend and protect with the whole
, common force the person and goods of each as-
i sociate, and in which each, while uniting himself
with all, may still obey himself alone, and remain
as free as before” This is the fundamental prob-
lem of which the Social Contract provides the so-
1 5 lution.
' The clauses of this contract are so determined
by the nature of the act that the slightest modifi-
| cation would make them vain and ineffective; so
2 | that, although they have perhaps never been for-
; ‘ mally set forth, they are everywhere the same and
g everywhere tacitly admitted and recognized, until,
, on the violation of the social compact, each re-
I gains his original rights and resumes his natural
I

liberty, while losing the conventional liberty in fa-

y vour of which he renounced it.

" These clauses, properly understood, may be re-
duced to one—the total alienation of each asso-
ciate, together with all his rights, to the whole
community; for, in the first place, as each gives
himself absolutely, the conditions are the same for
all; and, this being so, no one has any interest in
making them burdensome to others.

Moreover, the alienation being without re-
serve, the union is as perfect as it can be, and no

e associate has anything moré'to demand: for, if the
{1 individuals retained certain rights, as there would

be no common superior to decide between them

and the public, each, being on one point his own
judge, would ask to be so on all; the state of nature
would thus continue, and the association would
necessarily become inoperative or tyrannical.

' Finally, each man, in giving himself to all,

gives himself to nobody; and as there is no asso-
ciate over which he does not dcquire the same
right as he yields others over himself, he gains an

equivalent for everything he loses, and an increage
_of force for the preservation of what he has,

"7 If then we discard from the social compy
what is not of its essence, we shall find thag it
reduces itself to the following terms:

“Each of us puts his person and all his power ;,,
common under the supreme direction of the genery
will, and, in our corporate capacity, we receive each
member as an indivisible part of the whole.”

At once, in place of the individual personality
of each contracting party, this act of associatiop
creates a moral and collective body, composed of
as many members as the assembly contains voters,
and receiving from this act its unity, its commop
identity, its life, and its will. This public person,
so formed by the union of all other persons, for.

_ merly took the name of city, and now takes that

(PYof Republic or body politic; it is called by its mem-
bers State when passive, Sovereign when active,
and Power when compared with others like itself
Those who are associated in it take collectively the
name of people, and severally are called citizens, as
sharing in the sovereign power, and subjects, as
being under the laws of the State. But these terms
are often confused and taken one for another: it
is enough to know how to distinguish them when
gh_ey are being used with precision.

-

CHAPTER Vil
THE SOVEREIGN

This formula shows us that the act of association
comprises a mutual undertaking between the pub-
lic and the individuals, and that each individual,
in making a contract, as we may say, with him-
self, is bound in a double capacity; as a member
of the Sovereign he is bound to the individuals,
and as a member of the State to the Sovereign.
But the maxim of civil right, that no one is bound
by undertakings made to himself, does not apply
in this case; for there is a great difference be:
tween incurring an obligation to yourself and
incurring one to a whole of which you form 2
part.

Attention must further be called to the f.aCt
that public deliberation, while competent to bif
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- fringe. Being able l'u.r.egard itse.lf i.n‘only one
infr ity it is in the position of an individual who
capac .: contract with himself; and this makes it
mﬂkci’};‘al there neither is nor can be any kind of
dea;—u.ﬂenl'al law binding on the body of the
ﬁ;z;‘]e_—um even the social contract itself. This
goes not mean that the body politic cannot enter
into undertakings with others, provided the con-
tract is not infringed by them; for in relation to
what is external to it, it becomes a simple being,
an individual.

But the body politic or the Sovereign, draw-
ing its being wholly from the sanctity of the con-
tract, can never bind itself, even to an outsider,
to do anything derogatory to the original act,
for instance, to alienate any part of itself, or
to submit to another Sovereign. Violation of the
act by which it exists would be self-annihilation;
and that which is itself nothing can create noth-
ing.

As soon as this multitude is so united in one

body, it is impossible to offend against one of the
. members without attacking the body, and still

more to offend against the body without the

- members resenting it. Duty and interest therefore

equally oblige the two contracting parties to give
each other help; and the same men should seek to
combine, in their double capacity, all the advan-
tages dependent upon that capacity.

Again, the Sovereign, being formed wholly of
the individuals who compose it, neither has nor
can have any interest contrary to theirs; and con-
sequently the sovereign power need give no guar-
antee to its subjects, because it is impossible for
the body to wish to hurt all its members. We shall
also see later on that it cannot hurt any in partic-
ular, The Sovereign, merely by virtue of what it is,
is always what it should be.

This, however, is not the case with the relation
of the subjects to the Sovereign, which, despite the
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common interest, would have no security that they
would fulfil their undertakings, unless it found
means to assure itself of their fidelity.

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

In order then that the social compact may not
be an empty formula, it tacitly includes the un-
dertaking, which alone can give force to the rest,
that whoever refuses to obey the general will shall
be compelled to do so by the whole body. This
means nothing less than that he will be forced to
be free; for this is the condition which, by giving
each citizen to his country, secures him against all
personal dependence. In this lies the key to the
working of the political machine; this alone legit-
imizes civil undertakings, which, without it, would
be absurd, tyrannical, and liable to the most
frightful abuses.

CHAPTER VIl
THE CIVIL STATE

The passage from the state of nature to the civil
state produces a very remarkable change in man,
by substituting justice for instinct in his conduct,
and giving his actions the morality they had for-
merly lacked. Then only, when the voice of duty
takes the place of physical impulses and right of
appetite, does man, who so far had considered
only himself, find that he is forced to act on dif-
ferent principles, and to consult his reason before
listening to his inclinations. Although, in this
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state, he deprives himself of some advantages
which he got from nature, he gains in return oth-
ers so great, his faculties are so stimulated and
developed, his ideas so extended, his feelings so
ennobled, and his whole soul so uplifted, that, did
not the abuses of this new condition often degrade
him below that which he left, he would be bound
to bless continually the happy moment which took
him from it for ever, and, instead of a stupid and
unimaginative animal, made him an intelligent be-
ing and a man.

Let us draw up the whole account in terms
easily commensurable. What man loses by the so-
cial contract is his natural liberty and an unlimited
right to everything he tries to get and succeeds in
getting; what he gains is civil liberty and the pro-
prietorship of all he possesses. If we are to avoid
mistake in weighing one against the other, we
must clearly distinguish natural liberty, which is
bounded only by the strength of the individual,
from civil liberty, which is limited by the general
will; and possession, which is merely the effect
of force or the right of the first occupier, from
property which can be founded only on a positive
title.

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

* * *

Book 11

CHAPTER Il
WHETHER THE GENERAL WILL IS FALLIBLE

It follows from what has gone before that the gen-
eral will is always right and tends to the pub-

lic advantage; but it does not follow that the
deliberations of the people are always equally ;..
rect. Our will is always for our own good, but v,
do not always see what that is; the people is Neve,
corrupted, butvit is often deceived, and on gy,
occasions only does it seem to will what is bag,

There is often a great deal of difference pe.
tween the will of all and the general will; the latte,
considers only the common interest, while the fo,.
mer takes private interest into account, and is p,
more than a sum of particular wills: but take away
from these same wills the pluses and minuses thgy
cancel one another, and the general will remaing
as the sum of the differences.

If, when the people, being furnished with aq.
equate information, held its deliberations, the cjt.
izens had no communication one with another,
the grand total of the small differences would a]-
ways give the general will, and the decision would
always be good. But when factions arise, and par-
tial associations are formed at the expense of the
great association, the will of each of these associ-
ations becomes general in relation to its mem-
bers, while it remains particular in- relation to
the State; it may then be said that there are no
longer as many votes as there are men, but only as
many as there are associations. The differences
become less numerous and give a less general re-
sult. Lastly, when one of these associations is so

great as to prevail over all the rest, the result isno N

longer a sum of small differences, but a single dif-

ference; in this case there is no longer a general =
will, and the opinion which prevails is purely =

particular.

It is therefore essential, if the general will is to =8

be able to express itself, that there should be no
partial society within the State, and that each cit-
izen should think only his own thoughts: which
was indeed the sublime and unique system estab-
lished by the great Lycurgus. But if there are par-
tial societies, it is best to have as many as possible
and to prevent them from being unequal, as W23
done by Solon, Numa, and Servius. These preca%”
tions are the only ones that can guarantee that the
gencral will shall be always enlightened, and tht
the people shall in no way deceive itself.




follow that the
vays equally ¢
wn good, byy We
¢ people is Nevey
ad, and onp Such
Il what is bag

f difference be\
-al Wlll, the latter
st, while the for-
count, and is p
Is: but take awyq
ind minuses thqy
sral will remaip,

rnished with a4.
erations, the cjt.
1e with another,
rences would al-
2 decision would
1s arise, and par-
e expense of the

of these associ-
on to its mem-
r in relation to
aat there are no
men, but only as

The differences

1 less general re-

ssociations is so
;, the result is no
but a single dif-
longer a general
revails is purely

general will is to
re should be no
ad that each cit-
thoughts: which
ue system estab-
if there are par-
many as pOSSible
unequal, as was
1s. These precau~
uarantee that the
htened, and that
 itself.

CHAPTER IV
HE LIMITS OF THE SOVEREIGN POWER
i

f the State is a moral person whose life is in the
.o of its members, and if the most important
u’r_n]_tq cares is the care for its own preservation, it
::msi have a universal and compelling force, in
order to move and dispose each part as may be
most advantageous to the whole. As nature gives
each man absolute power over all his members,
the social compact gives the body politic absolute
power OVer all its members also; and it is this
ower which, under the direction of the general
will, bears, as I have said, the name of Sovereignty.
But, besides the public person, we have to con-
sider the private persons composing it, whose life
and liberty are naturally independent of it. We are
bound then to distinguish clearly between the re-
spective rights of the citizens and the Sovereign,
and between the duties the former have to fulfil
as subjects, and the natural rights they should en-
joy as mern.
Each man alienates, I admit, by the sqcial com-

: pact, only such part of his powers, goods, and
liberty as it is important for the community to
‘control; but it must also be granted that the Sov-
‘ereign is sole judge of what is important,

Every service a citizen can render the State he
ught to render as soon as the Sovereign demands

it; but the Sovereign, for its part, cannot impose

! - upon its subjects any fetters that are useless to the

community, nor can it even wish to do so; for no

. more by the law of reason than by the law of na-

- lure can anything occur without a cause.

The undertakings which bind us to the social
body are obligatory only because they are mutual;
and their nature is such that in fulfilling them we
cannot work for others without working for our-
selves. Why is it that the general will is always in
the right, and that all continually will the happi-
fess of each one, unless it is because there is not
4 man who does not think of “each” as meaning
him, and consider himself in voting for all? This
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proves that equality of rights and the idea of jus-
tice which such equality creates originate in the
preference each man gives to himself, and accord-
ingly in the very nature of man. It proves that the
general will, to be really such, must be general in
its object as well as its essence; that it must both
come from all and apply to all; and that it loses
its natural rectitude when it is directed to some
particular and determinate object, because in such
a case we are judging of something foreign to us,
and have no true principle of equity to guide us.

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

It should be seen from the foregoing that what
makes the will general is less the number of voters
than the common interest uniting them; for, un-
der this system, each necessarily submits to the
conditions he imposes on others: and this admi-
rable agreement between interest and justice gives
to the common deliberations an equitable char-
acter which at once vanishes when any particular
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question is discussed, in the absence of a common
interest to unite and identify the ruling of the
judge with that of the party.

From whatever side we approach our princi-
ple, we reach the same conclusion, that the social
compact sets up among the citizens an equality of
such a kind, that they all bind themselves to ob-
serve the same conditions and should therefore all
enjoy the same rights. Thus, from the very nature
of the compact, every act of Sovereignty, i.e. every
authentic act of the general will, binds or favours
all the citizens equally; so that the Sovereign rec-
ognizes only the body of the nation, and draws no
distinctions between those of whom it is made up.
What, then, strictly speaking, is an act of Sover-
eignty? It is not a convention between a superior
and an inferior, but a convention between the
body and each of its members. It is legitimate,
because based on the social contract, and equita-
ble, because common to all; useful, because it can
have no other object than the general good, and
stable, because guaranteed by the public force and
the supreme power. So long as the subjects have
to submit only to conventions of this sort, they
obey no one but their own will; and to ask how
far the respective rights of the Sovereign and the

citizens extend, is to ask up to what point the lat-"

ter can enter into undertakings with themselves,
each with all, and all with each.

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

When these distinctions have once been admit-
ted, it is seen to be so untrue that there is, in the so-
cial contract, any real renunciation on the part of

the individuals, that the position in which they fing
themselves as a result of the contract is really pref.
erable to that in which they were before. Instead of
a renunciation, they have made an advantageouS
exchange: instead of an uncertain and precarioy,
way of living they have got one that is better ang
more secure; instead of natural independence they
have got liberty, instead of the power to harm ot}
ers security for themselves, and instead of thej;
strength, which others might overcome, a right
which social union makes invincible. Their ver
life, which they have devoted to the State, is by j;
constantly protected; and when they risk it in the
State’s defence, what more are they doing than gjy.
ing back what they have received from it? What are
they doing that they would not do more often and
with greater danger in the state of nature, in which
they would inevitably have to fight battles at the
peril of their lives in defence of that which is the
means of their preservation? All have indeed to
fight when their country needs them; but then no
one has ever to fight for himself. Do we not gain
something by running, on behalf of what gives us
our security, only some of the risks we should have
to run for ourselves, as soon as we lost it?

* * *

RevieEw QUESTIONS

1. How does Rousseau’s conception of the origin
of political society compare with those of Fil-
mer and Locke?

2. What is the relation between human slavery
and human nature?

3. How do relations of subject and ruler come
into being?

4, What is the social contract?

5. What is its relation to nature? To reason? To
will?
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ity, they have been deck:::d with arl.lﬁ.::lal graces
that enable them to exercise a shurt—l.wcd tyranny.
[ove, in their bosoms, taking place of every nobler
passion, their sole ambition is to be fair, to raise
emotion instead of inspiring respect; and this ig-
noble desire, like the servility in absolute monar-
chies, destroys all strength of character. Liberty is
the mother of virtue, and if women be, by their
very constitution, slaves, and not allowed to
preathe the sharp invigorating air of freedom, they
must ever languish like exotics, and be reckoned
beautiful flaws in nature.

As to the argument respecting the subjection
in which the sex has ever been held, it retorts on
man. The many have always been enthralled by
the few; and monsters, who scarcely have shewn
any discernment of human excellence, have tyr-
annized over thousands of their fellow-creatures.
Why have men of superiour endowments submit-
ted to such degradation? For, is it not universally
acknowledged that kings, viewed collectively, have
ever been inferior, in abilities and virtue, to the
same number of men taken from the common
mass of mankind—yet, have they not, and are
they not still treated with a degree of reverence
that is an insult to reason? China is not the only
country where a living man has been made a God.
Men have submitted to superiour strength to en-
joy with impunity the pleasure of the moment—
women have only done the same, and therefore till
it is proved that the courtier, who servilely resigns
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the birthright of a man, is not a moral agent, it
cannot be demonstrated that woman is essentially
inferior to man because she has always been
subjugated.

Brutal force has hitherto governed the world,
and that the science of politics is in its infancy, is
evident from philosophers scrupling to give the
knowledge most useful to man that determinate
distinction.

I shall not pursue this argument any further
than to establish an obvious inference, that as
sound politics diffuse liberty, mankind, including
woman, will become more wise and virtuous.

% * *

REVIEW QUESTIONS

1. What does Wollstonecraft consider to be the
then-present state of women?

2. Why should women, according to Wollstone-
craft, be offered the same education as men?

3. What would the purpose of such an education
be?

4. What does Wollstonecraft take to be the social
role of women, and how does her conclusion
differ from that of Rousseau?

5. What is virtue, according to Wollstonecraft,
and how does it compare with Rousseau’s
conception?

6. How radical is Wollstonecraft’s thought?

IMMANUEL KANT

“What Is Enlightenment?”

Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) was born, lived, and died in Konigsberg, eastern Prus-
sia, but wandered much more widely in his mind. A rationalist and disciple of
Christian von Wolff, he set himself the task of working out the philosophical impli-
cations of Newtonian physics. Appointed to the chair of logic and metaphysics at the
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University of Konigsberg in 1770, he began work on his great system of critical
thought. His trilogy, Critique of Pure Reason (1781), Critique of Practical Reason
(1788), and Critique of Judgment (1790), provided the fouhdations for reliable hu-
man knowledge. In addition, he penned popular shorter essays that explained as-
pects of his thought. One of the most famous of these appears here. Publication of
his last great work, Religion in the Bounds of Reason (1793), earned the censure
of the Prussian government. Alone and silent, he died a decade later.

From “What Is Enlightenment,” translated by Peter Gay, in Introduction to Contemporary
Civilization, vol. 1 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1954), pp. 1071-76.

self-imposed nonage. Nonage is the inability
to use one’s own understanding without an-
other’s guidance. This nonage is self-imposed if its
cause lies not in lack of understanding but in in-
decision and lack of courage to use one’s own
mind without another’s guidance. Dare to know!
“Have the courage to use your own understand-
ing,” is therefore the motto of the enlightenment.
Laziness and cowardice are the reasons why
such a large part of mankind gladly remain minors
all their lives, long after nature has freed them
from external guidance. They are the reasons why
it is so easy for others to set themselves up as
guardians. It is so comfortable to be a minor. If I
have a book that thinks for me, a pastor who acts
as my conscience, a physician who prescribes my
diet, and so on—then I have no need to exert
myself. I have no need to think, if only I can pay;
others will take care of that disagreeable busi-
ness for me. Those guardians who have kindly
taken supervision upon themselves see to it that
the overwhelming majority of mankind—among
them the entire fair sex—should consider the step
to maturity not only as hard, but as extremely
dangerous. First, these guardians make their do-
mestic cattle stupid and carefully prevent the doc-
ile creatures from taking a single step without the
leading-strings to which they have fastened them.
Then they show them the danger that would
threaten them if they should try to walk by them-
selves. Now, this danger is really not very great;
after stumbling a few times they would, at last,
learn to walk. However, examples of such failures

E nlightenment is man’s emergence from his

intimidate and generally discourage all further
attempts.

Thus it is very difficult for the individual to
work himself out of the nonage which has become
almost second nature to him. He has even grown
to like it and is at first really incapable of using
his own understanding, because he has never been
permitted to try it. Dogmas and formulas, these
mechanical tools designed for reasonable use—or
rather abuse—of his natural gifts, are the fetters
of an everlasting nonage. The man who casts them
off would make an uncertain leap over the nar-
rowest ditch, because he is not used to such free
movement. That is why there are only a few men
who walk firmly, and who have emerged from
nonage by cultivating their own minds.

It is more nearly possible, however, for the
public to enlighten itself; indeed, if it is only given
freedom, enlightenment is almost inevitable.
There will always be a few independent thinkers,
even among the self-appointed guardians of the
multitude. Once such men have thrown off the
yoke of nonage, they will spread about them
the spirit of a reasonable appreciation of man’s
value and of his duty to think for himself. It is
especially to be noted that the public which was
earlier brought under the yoke by these men af-
terward forces these very guardians to remain in
submission, if it is so incited by some of its guard-
ians who are themselves incapable of any enlight-
enment. That shows how pernicious it is to0
implant prejudices: they will eventually revenge
themselves upon their authors or their authors
descendants. Therefore, a public can achieve en-
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1t only slowly. A revolution may bring
aboul end of a personal despotism or of ava-
;.icjmls and tyrannical oppression, but never a true
ceform of modes of thought. New. prgudxces will
cerve, in place of the old, as guidelines for the
lmthinking multitude.

This enlightenment requires nothing but
eedom—and the most innocent of all that may
be called “freedom™ freedom to make public use
of one’s reason in all matters. Now I hear the cry
from all sides: “Do not argue!” The officer says:
«po not argue—drilll” The tax collector: “Do not
argue-—pay!” The pastor: “Do not argue—be-
lieve!” Only one ruler in the world says: “Argue
as much as you please, and about what you please,
but obey!” We find restrictions on freedom ev-
erywhere. But which restriction is harmful to en-
lightenment? Which restriction is innocent, and
which advances enlightenment? I reply: the public
use of one’s reason must be free at all times, and
this alone can bring enlightenment to mankind.

On the other hand, the private use of reason
may frequently be narrowly restricted without es-
pecially hindering the progress of enlightenment.
By “public use of one’s reason” I mean that use
which a man, as scholar, makes of it before the
reading public. I call “private use” that use which
a man makes of his reason in a civic post that has
been entrusted to him. In some affairs affecting
the interest of the community a certain govern-
mental mechanism is necessary in which some
members of the community remain passive. This
creates an artificial unanimity which will serve the
fulfillment of public objectives, or at least keep
these objectives from being destroyed. Here ar-
guing is not permitted: one must obey. Insofar as
a part of this machine considers himself at the
same time a member of a universal community—
a world society of citizens—(let us say that he
thinks of himself as a scholar rationally addressing
his public through his writings) he may indeed
argue, and the affairs with which he is associated
in part as a passive member will not suffer. Thus,
it would be very unfortunate if an officer on duty
and under orders from his superiors should want
to criticize the appropriateness or utility of his or-

[ighten met
the
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ders. He must obey. But as a scholar he could not
rightfully be prevented from taking notice of the
mistakes in the military service and from submit-
ting his views to his public for its judgment. The
citizen cannot refuse to pay the taxes levied upon
him; indeed, impertinent censure of such taxes
could be punished as a scandal that might cause
general disobedience. Nevertheless, this man does
not violate the duties of a citizen if, as a scholar,
he publicly expresses his objections to the impro-
priety or possible injustice of such levies, A pastor
too is bound to preach to his congregation in ac-
cord with the doctrines of the church which he
serves, for he was ordained on that condition.
But as a scholar he has full freedom, indeed the
obligation, to communicate to his public all his
carefully examined and constructive thoughts con-
cerning errors in that doctrine and his proposals
concerning improvement of religious dogma and
church institutions. This is nothing that could
burden his conscience. For what he teaches in pur-
suance of his office as representative of the church,
he represents as something which he is not free to
teach as he sees it. He speaks as one who is em-
ployed to speak in the name and under the orders
of another. He will say: “Our church teaches this
or that; these are the proofs which it employs.”
Thus he will benefit his congregation as much as
possible by presenting doctrines to which he may
not subscribe with full conviction. He can commit
himself to teach them because it is not completely
impossible that they may contain hidden truth. In
any event, he has found nothing in the doctrines
that contradicts the heart of religion. For if he be-
lieved that such contradictions existed he would
not be able to administer his office with a clear
conscience. He would have to resign it. Therefore
the use which a scholar makes of his reason before
the congregation that employs him is only a pri-
vate use, for, no matter how sizable, this is only a
domestic audience. In view of this he, as preacher,
is not free and ought not to be free, since he is
carrying out the orders of others. On the other
hand, as the scholar who speaks to his own public
(the world) through his writings, the minister in
the public use of his reason enjoys unlimited free-
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dom to use his own reason and to speak for him-
self. That the spiritual guardians of the people
should themselves be treated as minors is an ab-
surdity which would result in perpetuating ab-
surdities.

But should a society of ministers, say a Church
Council, . . . have the right to commit itself by
oath to a certain unalterable doctrine, in order to
secure perpetual guardianship over all its members
and through them over the people? I say that this
is quite impossible. Such a contract; concluded to
keep all further enlightenment from humanity, is
simply null and void even if it should be con-
firmed by the sovereign power, by parliaments,
and by the most solemn treaties. An epoch cannot
conclude a pact that will commit succeeding ages,
prevent them from increasing their significant in-
sights, purging themselves of errors, and generally
progressing in enlightenmerit. That would be a
crime against human nature, whose proper des-
tiny lies precisely in such progress. Therefore,
succeeding ages are fully entitled to repudiate such
decisions as unauthorized and outrageous. The
touchstone of all those decisions that may be made
into law for a people lies in this question: Could
a people impose such a law upon itself? Now, it
might be possible to introduce a certain order for
a definite short period of time in expectation of a
better order. But while this provisional order con-
tinues, each citizen (above all, each pastor acting
as a scholar) should be left free to publish his crit-
icisms of the faults of existing institutions. This
should continue until public understanding of
these matters has gone so far that, by uniting the
voices of many (although not necessarily all)
scholars, reform proposals could be brought be-
fore the sovereign to protect those congregations
which had decided according to their best lights
upon an altered religious order, without, however,
hindering those who want to remain true to the
old institutions. But to agree to a perpetual re-
ligious constitution which is not to be publicly
questioned by anyone would be, as it were, to an-
nihilate a period of time in the progress of man’s
improvement. This must be absolutely forbidden.
A man may postpone his own enlightenment,

but only for a limited period of time. And to give
up enlightenment altogether, either for oneself o
one’s descendants, is to violate and to trample
upon the sacred rights of man. What a people may
not decide for itself may even less be decided for
it by a monarch, for his reputation as a ruler cop-
sists precisely in the way in which he unites the
will of the whole people within his own. If he only
sees to it that all true or supposed improvement
remains in step with the civic order, he can for
the rest leave his subjects alone to do what they
find necessary for the salvation of their souls. Sa]-
vation is none of his business; it is his business to
prevent one man from forcibly keeping another
from determining and promoting his salvation to
the best of his ability. Indeed, it would be preju-
dicial to his majesty if he meddled in these matters
and supervised the writings in which his subjects
seek to bring their views into the open, even when
he does this from his own highest insight, because
then he exposes himself to the reproach: Caesar
non est supra grammaticos.! It is worse when he
debases his sovereign power so far as to support
the spiritual despotism of a few tyrants in his state
over the rest of his subjects.

When we ask, Are we now living in an enlight-
ened age? the answer is, No, but we live in an age
of enlightenment. As matters now stand it is still
far from true that men are already capable of using
their own reason in religious matters confidently
and correctly without external guidance. Still, we
have some obvious indications that the field of
working toward the goal of religious truth is now
being opened. What is more, the hindrances
against general enlightenment or the emergence
from self-imposed nonage are gradually dimin-
ishing. In this respect this is the age of the enlight-
enment and the century of Frederick.

A prince ought not to deem it beneath his dig-
nity to state that he considers it his duty not to
dictate anything to his subjects in religious mat-
ters, but to leave them complete freedom. If he
repudiates the arrogant word tolerant, he is him-
self enlightened; he deserves to be praised by a

! “Caesar is not above grammarians.”
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and posterity as that man who was
to liberate mankind from dependence, at
(he government, and let everybody use his
ast " .on in matters of conscience. Under his
oW rt]?;mmble pastors, acting as scholars and
Jess of the duties of their office, can free;ty
openly publish their ideas to the world for
and tion, although they deviate here and there
inspcf cce}:ted doctrine. This is even more true of
g ‘;Ither person not restrained by any oath of
e‘;rc); This spirit of freedom is spreading beyond
3]8 b;mndaries of Prussia, even where it has to
struggle against the external 'hindra.nces‘ estab-
lished by 2 government that fails to grasp its true
interest. Frederick’s Prussia is a shining example
that freedom need not cause the leatst WOITY con-
cerning public order or the unity of the commu-
nity. When one does not deliberately attempt to
keep men in barbarismy they will gradually work
‘out of that condition by themselves.
[ have emphasized the main point of the
enlightenment—man’s emergence from his self-

imposed nonage-—primarily in religious matters,

'~ hecause our rulers have no interest in playirig the

guardian to their subjects in the arts and sciences.

" Above all, honage in religion is not only the most

harmful but the most dishonorable. But the dis-
position of a sovereign ruler who favors freedom
in the arts and sciences goes even further: he
knows that there is no danger in permitting his

" subjects to make public use of their reason and to

publish their ideas concerning a better constitu-

tion, as well as candid criticism of existing basic

laws. We already have a striking example [of such
freedom], and no monarch can match the one

whom we venerate.
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But only the man who is himself enlightened,
who is not afraid of shadows, and who commands
at the same time a well-disciplined and numerous
army as guarantor of public peace—only he can
say what a free state cannot dare to say: “Argue
as much as you like, and about what you like, but
obey!” Thus we observe here as elsewhere in hu-
man affairs, in which almost everything is para-
doxical, a surprising and unexpected course of
events: a large degree of civic freedom appears to
be of advantage to the intellectual freedom of the
people, yet at the same time it establishes insur-
mountable barriers. A lesser degree of civic free-
dom, however, creates room to let that free spirit
expand to the limits of its capacity. Nature, then,
has carefully cultivated the seed within the hard
core—namely, the urge for and the vocation of
free thought. And this free thought gradually re-
acts back on the modes of thought of the people,
and men become more and more capable of acting
in freedom. At last free thought acts even on the
fundamentals of government, and the state finds
it agreeable to treat man, who is now more than
a machine, in accord with his dignity.

ReviEW QUESTIONS

1. What is enlightenment?

2. What is its relation to habit? To freedom? To
revolution?

3. What is the relation of enlightenment to ar-
gument? Why?

4. Why should reasoning be public?

. How does Kant define “public™?

6. Is the church public or private?
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