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Democracy in America by Alexis de Tocqueville (1835, 1840) 

Book I, Chapter VI: Judicial Power in the United States 

The Anglo-Americans have retained the characteristics of judicial power which are common to all nations—

They have, however, made it a powerful political organ—How—In what the judicial system of the Anglo-

Americans differs from that of all other nations—Why the American judges have the right of declaring the 

laws to be unconstitutional—How they use this right—Precautions taken by the legislator to prevent its abuse. 

Judicial Power In The United States And Its Influence On Political Society. 

I have thought it essential to devote a separate chapter to the judicial authorities of the United States, lest 

their great political importance should be lessened in the reader's eyes by a merely incidental mention of 

them. Confederations have existed in other countries beside America, and republics have not been established 

upon the shores of the New World alone; the representative system of government has been adopted in 

several States of Europe, but I am not aware that any nation of the globe has hitherto organized a judicial 

power on the principle now adopted by the Americans. The judicial organization of the United States is the 

institution which a stranger has the greatest difficulty in understanding. He hears the authority of a judge 

invoked in the political occurrences of every day, and he naturally concludes that in the United States the 

judges are important political functionaries; nevertheless, when he examines the nature of the tribunals, they 

offer nothing which is contrary to the usual habits and privileges of those bodies, and the magistrates seem to 

him to interfere in public affairs of chance, but by a chance which recurs every day. 

When the Parliament of Paris remonstrated, or refused to enregister an edict, or when it summoned a 

functionary accused of malversation to its bar, its political influence as a judicial body was clearly visible; but 

nothing of the kind is to be seen in the United States. The Americans have retained all the ordinary 

characteristics of judicial authority, and have carefully restricted its action to the ordinary circle of its 

functions. 

The first characteristic of judicial power in all nations is the duty of arbitration. But rights must be contested in 

order to warrant the interference of a tribunal; and an action must be brought to obtain the decision of a 

judge. As long, therefore, as the law is uncontested, the judicial authority is not called upon to discuss it, and it 

may exist without being perceived. When a judge in a given case attacks a law relating to that case, he extends 

the circle of his customary duties, without however stepping beyond it; since he is in some measure obliged to 

decide upon the law in order to decide the case. But if he pronounces upon a law without resting upon a case, 

he clearly steps beyond his sphere, and invades that of the legislative authority. 

The second characteristic of judicial power is that it pronounces on special cases, and not upon general 

principles. If a judge in deciding a particular point destroys a general principle, by passing a judgment which 

tends to reject all the inferences from that principle, and consequently to annul it, he remains within the 

ordinary limits of his functions. But if he directly attacks a general principle without having a particular case in 

view, he leaves the circle in which all nations have agreed to confine his authority, he assumes a more 

important, and perhaps a more useful, influence than that of the magistrate, but he ceases to be a 

representative of the judicial power. 



The third characteristic of the judicial power is its inability to act unless it is appealed to, or until it has taken 

cognizance of an affair. This characteristic is less general than the other two; but, notwithstanding the 

exceptions, I think it may be regarded as essential. The judicial power is by its nature devoid of action; it must 

be put in motion in order to produce a result. When it is called upon to repress a crime, it punishes the 

criminal; when a wrong is to be redressed, it is ready to redress it; when an act requires interpretation, it is 

prepared to interpret it; but it does not pursue criminals, hunt out wrongs, or examine into evidence of its 

own accord. A judicial functionary who should open proceedings, and usurp the censorship of the laws, would 

in some measure do violence to the passive nature of his authority. 

The Americans have retained these three distinguishing characteristics of the judicial power; an American 

judge can only pronounce a decision when litigation has arisen, he is only conversant with special cases, and 

he cannot act until the cause has been duly brought before the court. His position is therefore perfectly similar 

to that of the magistrate of other nations; and he is nevertheless invested with immense political power. If the 

sphere of his authority and his means of action are the same as those of other judges, it may be asked whence 

he derives a power which they do not possess. The cause of this difference lies in the simple fact that the 

Americans have acknowledged the right of the judges to found their decisions on the constitution rather than 

on the laws. In other words, they have left them at liberty not to apply such laws as may appear to them to be 

unconstitutional. 

I am aware that a similar right has been claimed—but claimed in vain—by courts of justice in other countries; 

but in America it is recognized by all authorities; and not a party, nor so much as an individual, is found to 

contest it. This fact can only be explained by the principles of the American constitution. In France the 

constitution is (or at least is supposed to be) immutable; and the received theory is that no power has the 

right of changing any part of it. In England the Parliament has an acknowledged right to modify the 

constitution; as, therefore, the constitution may undergo perpetual changes, it does not in reality exist; the 

Parliament is at once a legislative and a constituent assembly. The political theories of America are more 

simple and more rational. An American constitution is not supposed to be immutable as in France, nor is it 

susceptible of modification by the ordinary powers of society as in England. It constitutes a detached whole, 

which, as it represents the determination of the whole people, is no less binding on the legislator than on the 

private citizen, but which may be altered by the will of the people in predetermined cases, according to 

established rules. In America the constitution may therefore vary, but as long as it exists it is the origin of all 

authority, and the sole vehicle of the predominating force. *a 

a  

[ [The fifth article of the original Constitution of the United States provides the mode in which amendments of 

the Constitution may be made. Amendments must be proposed by two-thirds of both Houses of Congress, and 

ratified by the Legislatures of three-fourths of the several States. Fifteen amendments of the Constitution 

have been made at different times since 1789, the most important of which are the Thirteenth, Fourteenth, 

and Fifteenth, framed and ratified after the Civil War. The original Constitution of the United States, followed 

by these fifteen amendments, is printed at the end of this edition. —Translator's Note, 1874.]] 

It is easy to perceive in what manner these differences must act upon the position and the rights of the judicial 

bodies in the three countries I have cited. If in France the tribunals were authorized to disobey the laws on the 



ground of their being opposed to the constitution, the supreme power would in fact be placed in their hands, 

since they alone would have the right of interpreting a constitution, the clauses of which can be modified by 

no authority. They would therefore take the place of the nation, and exercise as absolute a sway over society 

as the inherent weakness of judicial power would allow them to do. Undoubtedly, as the French judges are 

incompetent to declare a law to be unconstitutional, the power of changing the constitution is indirectly given 

to the legislative body, since no legal barrier would oppose the alterations which it might prescribe. But it is 

better to grant the power of changing the constitution of the people to men who represent (however 

imperfectly) the will of the people, than to men who represent no one but themselves. 

It would be still more unreasonable to invest the English judges with the right of resisting the decisions of the 

legislative body, since the Parliament which makes the laws also makes the constitution; and consequently a 

law emanating from the three powers of the State can in no case be unconstitutional. But neither of these 

remarks is applicable to America. 

In the United States the constitution governs the legislator as much as the private citizen; as it is the first of 

laws it cannot be modified by a law, and it is therefore just that the tribunals should obey the constitution in 

preference to any law. This condition is essential to the power of the judicature, for to select that legal 

obligation by which he is most strictly bound is the natural right of every magistrate. 

In France the constitution is also the first of laws, and the judges have the same right to take it as the ground 

of their decisions, but were they to exercise this right they must perforce encroach on rights more sacred than 

their own, namely, on those of society, in whose name they are acting. In this case the State-motive clearly 

prevails over the motives of an individual. In America, where the nation can always reduce its magistrates to 

obedience by changing its constitution, no danger of this kind is to be feared. Upon this point, therefore, the 

political and the logical reasons agree, and the people as well as the judges preserve their privileges. 

Whenever a law which the judge holds to be unconstitutional is argued in a tribunal of the United States he 

may refuse to admit it as a rule; this power is the only one which is peculiar to the American magistrate, but it 

gives rise to immense political influence. Few laws can escape the searching analysis of the judicial power for 

any length of time, for there are few which are not prejudicial to some private interest or other, and none 

which may not be brought before a court of justice by the choice of parties, or by the necessity of the case. 

But from the time that a judge has refused to apply any given law in a case, that law loses a portion of its 

moral cogency. The persons to whose interests it is prejudicial learn that means exist of evading its authority, 

and similar suits are multiplied, until it becomes powerless. One of two alternatives must then be resorted to: 

the people must alter the constitution, or the legislature must repeal the law. The political power which the 

Americans have intrusted to their courts of justice is therefore immense, but the evils of this power are 

considerably diminished by the obligation which has been imposed of attacking the laws through the courts of 

justice alone. If the judge had been empowered to contest the laws on the ground of theoretical generalities, 

if he had been enabled to open an attack or to pass a censure on the legislator, he would have played a 

prominent part in the political sphere; and as the champion or the antagonist of a party, he would have 

arrayed the hostile passions of the nation in the conflict. But when a judge contests a law applied to some 

particular case in an obscure proceeding, the importance of his attack is concealed from the public gaze, his 

decision bears upon the interest of an individual, and if the law is slighted it is only collaterally. Moreover, 

although it is censured, it is not abolished; its moral force may be diminished, but its cogency is by no means 



suspended, and its final destruction can only be accomplished by the reiterated attacks of judicial 

functionaries. It will readily be understood that by connecting the censorship of the laws with the private 

interests of members of the community, and by intimately uniting the prosecution of the law with the 

prosecution of an individual, legislation is protected from wanton assailants, and from the daily aggressions of 

party spirit. The errors of the legislator are exposed whenever their evil consequences are most felt, and it is 

always a positive and appreciable fact which serves as the basis of a prosecution. 

I am inclined to believe this practice of the American courts to be at once the most favorable to liberty as well 

as to public order. If the judge could only attack the legislator openly and directly, he would sometimes be 

afraid to oppose any resistance to his will; and at other moments party spirit might encourage him to brave it 

at every turn. The laws would consequently be attacked when the power from which they emanate is weak, 

and obeyed when it is strong. That is to say, when it would be useful to respect them they would be 

contested, and when it would be easy to convert them into an instrument of oppression they would be 

respected. But the American judge is brought into the political arena independently of his own will. He only 

judges the law because he is obliged to judge a case. The political question which he is called upon to resolve 

is connected with the interest of the suitors, and he cannot refuse to decide it without abdicating the duties of 

his post. He performs his functions as a citizen by fulfilling the precise duties which belong to his profession as 

a magistrate. It is true that upon this system the judicial censorship which is exercised by the courts of justice 

over the legislation cannot extend to all laws indiscriminately, inasmuch as some of them can never give rise 

to that exact species of contestation which is termed a lawsuit; and even when such a contestation is possible, 

it may happen that no one cares to bring it before a court of justice. The Americans have often felt this 

disadvantage, but they have left the remedy incomplete, lest they should give it an efficacy which might in 

some cases prove dangerous. Within these limits the power vested in the American courts of justice of 

pronouncing a statute to be unconstitutional forms one of the most powerful barriers which has ever been 

devised against the tyranny of political assemblies. 

Other Powers Granted To American Judges 

The United States all the citizens have the right of indicting public functionaries before the ordinary 

tribunals—How they use this right—Art. 75 of the French Constitution of the An VIII—The Americans and the 

English cannot understand the purport of this clause. 

It is perfectly natural that in a free country like America all the citizens should have the right of indicting public 

functionaries before the ordinary tribunals, and that all the judges should have the power of punishing public 

offences. The right granted to the courts of justice of judging the agents of the executive government, when 

they have violated the laws, is so natural a one that it cannot be looked upon as an extraordinary privilege. 

Nor do the springs of government appear to me to be weakened in the United States by the custom which 

renders all public officers responsible to the judges of the land. The Americans seem, on the contrary, to have 

increased by this means that respect which is due to the authorities, and at the same time to have rendered 

those who are in power more scrupulous of offending public opinion. I was struck by the small number of 

political trials which occur in the United States, but I had no difficulty in accounting for this circumstance. A 

lawsuit, of whatever nature it may be, is always a difficult and expensive undertaking. It is easy to attack a 

public man in a journal, but the motives which can warrant an action at law must be serious. A solid ground of 



complaint must therefore exist to induce an individual to prosecute a public officer, and public officers are 

careful not to furnish these grounds of complaint when they are afraid of being prosecuted. 

This does not depend upon the republican form of American institutions, for the same facts present 

themselves in England. These two nations do not regard the impeachment of the principal officers of State as 

a sufficient guarantee of their independence. But they hold that the right of minor prosecutions, which are 

within the reach of the whole community, is a better pledge of freedom than those great judicial actions 

which are rarely employed until it is too late. 

In the Middle Ages, when it was very difficult to overtake offenders, the judges inflicted the most dreadful 

tortures on the few who were arrested, which by no means diminished the number of crimes. It has since 

been discovered that when justice is more certain and more mild, it is at the same time more efficacious. The 

English and the Americans hold that tyranny and oppression are to be treated like any other crime, by 

lessening the penalty and facilitating conviction. 

In the year VIII of the French Republic a constitution was drawn up in which the following clause was 

introduced: "Art. 75. All the agents of the government below the rank of ministers can only be prosecuted for 

offences relating to their several functions by virtue of a decree of the Conseil d'Etat; in which the case the 

prosecution takes place before the ordinary tribunals." This clause survived the "Constitution de l'An VIII," and 

it is still maintained in spite of the just complaints of the nation. I have always found the utmost difficulty in 

explaining its meaning to Englishmen or Americans. They were at once led to conclude that the Conseil d'Etat 

in France was a great tribunal, established in the centre of the kingdom, which exercised a preliminary and 

somewhat tyrannical jurisdiction in all political causes. But when I told them that the Conseil d'Etat was not a 

judicial body, in the common sense of the term, but an administrative council composed of men dependent on 

the Crown, so that the king, after having ordered one of his servants, called a Prefect, to commit an injustice, 

has the power of commanding another of his servants, called a Councillor of State, to prevent the former from 

being punished; when I demonstrated to them that the citizen who has been injured by the order of the 

sovereign is obliged to solicit from the sovereign permission to obtain redress, they refused to credit so 

flagrant an abuse, and were tempted to accuse me of falsehood or of ignorance. It frequently happened 

before the Revolution that a Parliament issued a warrant against a public officer who had committed an 

offence, and sometimes the proceedings were stopped by the authority of the Crown, which enforced 

compliance with its absolute and despotic will. It is painful to perceive how much lower we are sunk than our 

forefathers, since we allow things to pass under the color of justice and the sanction of the law which violence 

alone could impose upon them. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



2. 

The Republic by Plato (380 BCE) 

Book II: A continued discussion of Justice 

With these words I was thinking that I had made an end of the discussion; but the end, in truth, proved to be 

only a beginning. For Glaucon, who is always the most pugnacious of men, was dissatisfied at Thrasymachus' 

retirement; he wanted to have the battle out. So he said to me: Socrates, do you wish really to persuade us, or 

only to seem to have persuaded us, that to be just is always better than to be unjust? 

I should wish really to persuade you, I replied, if I could. 

Then you certainly have not succeeded. Let me ask you now:—How would you arrange goods—are there not 

some which we welcome for their own sakes, and independently of their consequences, as, for example, 

harmless pleasures and enjoyments, which delight us at the time, although nothing follows from them? 

I agree in thinking that there is such a class, I replied. 

Is there not also a second class of goods, such as knowledge, sight, health, which are desirable not only in 

themselves, but also for their results? 

Certainly, I said. 

And would you not recognize a third class, such as gymnastic, and the care of the sick, and the physician's art; 

also the various ways of money-making—these do us good but we regard them as disagreeable; and no one 

would choose them for their own sakes, but only for the sake of some reward or result which flows from 

them? 

There is, I said, this third class also. But why do you ask? 

Because I want to know in which of the three classes you would place justice? 

In the highest class, I replied,—among those goods which he who would be happy desires both for their own 

sake and for the sake of their results. 

Then the many are of another mind; they think that justice is to be reckoned in the troublesome class, among 

goods which are to be pursued for the sake of rewards and of reputation, but in themselves are disagreeable 

and rather to be avoided. 

I know, I said, that this is their manner of thinking, and that this was the thesis which Thrasymachus was 

maintaining just now, when he censured justice and praised injustice. But I am too stupid to be convinced by 

him. 

I wish, he said, that you would hear me as well as him, and then I shall see whether you and I agree. For 

Thrasymachus seems to me, like a snake, to have been charmed by your voice sooner than he ought to have 

been; but to my mind the nature of justice and injustice have not yet been made clear. Setting aside their 

rewards and results, I want to know what they are in themselves, and how they inwardly work in the soul. If 



you, please, then, I will revive the argument of Thrasymachus. And first I will speak of the nature and origin of 

justice according to the common view of them. Secondly, I will show that all men who practise justice do so 

against their will, of necessity, but not as a good. And thirdly, I will argue that there is reason in this view, for 

the life of the unjust is after all better far than the life of the just—if what they say is true, Socrates, since I 

myself am not of their opinion. But still I acknowledge that I am perplexed when I hear the voices of 

Thrasymachus and myriads of others dinning in my ears; and, on the other hand, I have never yet heard the 

superiority of justice to injustice maintained by any one in a satisfactory way. I want to hear justice praised in 

respect of itself; then I shall be satisfied, and you are the person from whom I think that I am most likely to 

hear this; and therefore I will praise the unjust life to the utmost of my power, and my manner of speaking will 

indicate the manner in which I desire to hear you too praising justice and censuring injustice. Will you say 

whether you approve of my proposal? 

Indeed I do; nor can I imagine any theme about which a man of sense would oftener wish to converse. 

I am delighted, he replied, to hear you say so, and shall begin by speaking, as I proposed, of the nature and 

origin of justice. 

They say that to do injustice is, by nature, good; to suffer injustice, evil; but that the evil is greater than the 

good. And so when men have both done and suffered injustice and have had experience of both, not being 

able to avoid the one and obtain the other, they think that they had better agree among themselves to have 

neither; hence there arise laws and mutual covenants; and that which is ordained by law is termed by them 

lawful and just. This they affirm to be the origin and nature of justice;—it is a mean or compromise, between 

the best of all, which is to do injustice and not be punished, and the worst of all, which is to suffer injustice 

without the power of retaliation; and justice, being at a middle point between the two, is tolerated not as a 

good, but as the lesser evil, and honoured by reason of the inability of men to do injustice. For no man who is 

worthy to be called a man would ever submit to such an agreement if he were able to resist; he would be mad 

if he did. Such is the received account, Socrates, of the nature and origin of justice. 

Now that those who practise justice do so involuntarily and because they have not the power to be unjust will 

best appear if we imagine something of this kind: having given both to the just and the unjust power to do 

what they will, let us watch and see whither desire will lead them; then we shall discover in the very act the 

just and unjust man to be proceeding along the same road, following their interest, which all natures deem to 

be their good, and are only diverted into the path of justice by the force of law. The liberty which we are 

supposing may be most completely given to them in the form of such a power as is said to have been 

possessed by Gyges, the ancestor of Croesus the Lydian. According to the tradition, Gyges was a shepherd in 

the service of the king of Lydia; there was a great storm, and an earthquake made an opening in the earth at 

the place where he was feeding his flock. Amazed at the sight, he descended into the opening, where, among 

other marvels, he beheld a hollow brazen horse, having doors, at which he stooping and looking in saw a dead 

body of stature, as appeared to him, more than human, and having nothing on but a gold ring; this he took 

from the finger of the dead and reascended. Now the shepherds met together, according to custom, that they 

might send their monthly report about the flocks to the king; into their assembly he came having the ring on 

his finger, and as he was sitting among them he chanced to turn the collet of the ring inside his hand, when 

instantly he became invisible to the rest of the company and they began to speak of him as if he were no 

longer present. He was astonished at this, and again touching the ring he turned the collet outwards and 



reappeared; he made several trials of the ring, and always with the same result—when he turned the collet 

inwards he became invisible, when outwards he reappeared. Whereupon he contrived to be chosen one of 

the messengers who were sent to the court; whereas soon as he arrived he seduced the queen, and with her 

help conspired against the king and slew him, and took the kingdom. Suppose now that there were two such 

magic rings, and the just put on one of them and the unjust the other; no man can be imagined to be of such 

an iron nature that he would stand fast in justice. No man would keep his hands off what was not his own 

when he could safely take what he liked out of the market, or go into houses and lie with any one at his 

pleasure, or kill or release from prison whom he would, and in all respects be like a God among men. Then the 

actions of the just would be as the actions of the unjust; they would both come at last to the same point. And 

this we may truly affirm to be a great proof that a man is just, not willingly or because he thinks that justice is 

any good to him individually, but of necessity, for wherever any one thinks that he can safely be unjust, there 

he is unjust. For all men believe in their hearts that injustice is far more profitable to the individual than 

justice, and he who argues as I have been supposing, will say that they are right. If you could imagine any one 

obtaining this power of becoming invisible, and never doing any wrong or touching what was another's, he 

would be thought by the lookers-on to be a most wretched idiot, although they would praise him to one 

another's faces, and keep up appearances with one another from a fear that they too might suffer injustice. 

Enough of this. 

Now, if we are to form a real judgment of the life of the just and unjust, we must isolate them; there is no 

other way; and how is the isolation to be effected? I answer: Let the unjust man be entirely unjust, and the 

just man entirely just; nothing is to be taken away from either of them, and both are to be perfectly furnished 

for the work of their respective lives. First, let the unjust be like other distinguished masters of craft; like the 

skilful pilot or physician, who knows intuitively his own powers and keeps within their limits, and who, if he 

fails at any point, is able to recover himself. So let the unjust make his unjust attempts in the right way, and lie 

hidden if he means to be great in his injustice: (he who is found out is nobody:) for the highest reach of 

injustice is, to be deemed just when you are not. Therefore I say that in the perfectly unjust man we must 

assume the most perfect injustice; there is to be no deduction, but we must allow him, while doing the most 

unjust acts, to have acquired the greatest reputation for justice. If he have taken a false step he must be able 

to recover himself; he must be one who can speak with effect, if any of his deeds come to light, and who can 

force his way where force is required by his courage and strength, and command of money and friends. And at 

his side let us place the just man in his nobleness and simplicity, wishing, as Aeschylus says, to be and not to 

seem good. There must be no seeming, for if he seem to be just he will be honoured and rewarded, and then 

we shall not know whether he is just for the sake of justice or for the sake of honours and rewards; therefore, 

let him be clothed in justice only, and have no other covering; and he must be imagined in a state of life the 

opposite of the former. Let him be the best of men, and let him be thought the worst; then he will have been 

put to the proof; and we shall see whether he will be affected by the fear of infamy and its consequences. And 

let him continue thus to the hour of death; being just and seeming to be unjust. When both have reached the 

uttermost extreme, the one of justice and the other of injustice, let judgment be given which of them is the 

happier of the two. 

Heavens! my dear Glaucon, I said, how energetically you polish them up for the decision, first one and then 

the other, as if they were two statues. 



I do my best, he said. And now that we know what they are like there is no difficulty in tracing out the sort of 

life which awaits either of them. This I will proceed to describe; but as you may think the description a little 

too coarse, I ask you to suppose, Socrates, that the words which follow are not mine.—Let me put them into 

the mouths of the eulogists of injustice: They will tell you that the just man who is thought unjust will be 

scourged, racked, bound—will have his eyes burnt out; and, at last, after suffering every kind of evil, he will be 

impaled: Then he will understand that he ought to seem only, and not to be, just; the words of Aeschylus may 

be more truly spoken of the unjust than of the just. For the unjust is pursuing a reality; he does not live with a 

view to appearances—he wants to be really unjust and not to seem only:— 

'His mind has a soil deep and fertile, Out of which spring his prudent counsels.' 

In the first place, he is thought just, and therefore bears rule in the city; he can marry whom he will, and give 

in marriage to whom he will; also he can trade and deal where he likes, and always to his own advantage, 

because he has no misgivings about injustice; and at every contest, whether in public or private, he gets the 

better of his antagonists, and gains at their expense, and is rich, and out of his gains he can benefit his friends, 

and harm his enemies; moreover, he can offer sacrifices, and dedicate gifts to the gods abundantly and 

magnificently, and can honour the gods or any man whom he wants to honour in a far better style than the 

just, and therefore he is likely to be dearer than they are to the gods. And thus, Socrates, gods and men are 

said to unite in making the life of the unjust better than the life of the just. 

I was going to say something in answer to Glaucon, when Adeimantus, his brother, interposed: Socrates, he 

said, you do not suppose that there is nothing more to be urged? 

Why, what else is there? I answered. 

The strongest point of all has not been even mentioned, he replied. 

Well, then, according to the proverb, 'Let brother help brother'—if he fails in any part do you assist him; 

although I must confess that Glaucon has already said quite enough to lay me in the dust, and take from me 

the power of helping justice. 

Nonsense, he replied. But let me add something more: There is another 

side to Glaucon's argument about the praise and censure of justice 

and injustice, which is equally required in order to bring out what I 

believe to be his meaning. Parents and tutors are always telling their 

sons and their wards that they are to be just; but why? not for the sake 

of justice, but for the sake of character and reputation; in the hope of 

obtaining for him who is reputed just some of those offices, marriages, 

and the like which Glaucon has enumerated among the advantages accruing 

to the unjust from the reputation of justice. More, however, is made of 



appearances by this class of persons than by the others; for they 

throw in the good opinion of the gods, and will tell you of a shower of 

benefits which the heavens, as they say, rain upon the pious; and this 

accords with the testimony of the noble Hesiod and Homer, the first of 

whom says, that the gods make the oaks of the just— 

 

   'To bear acorns at their summit, and bees in the middle; 

   And the sheep are bowed down with the weight of their fleeces,' 

and many other blessings of a like kind are provided for them. And Homer has a very similar strain; for he 

speaks of one whose fame is— 

'As the fame of some blameless king who, like a god, Maintains justice; to whom the black earth brings forth 

Wheat and barley, whose trees are bowed with fruit, And his sheep never fail to bear, and the sea gives him 

fish.' 

Still grander are the gifts of heaven which Musaeus and his son vouchsafe to the just; they take them down 

into the world below, where they have the saints lying on couches at a feast, everlastingly drunk, crowned 

with garlands; their idea seems to be that an immortality of drunkenness is the highest meed of virtue. Some 

extend their rewards yet further; the posterity, as they say, of the faithful and just shall survive to the third 

and fourth generation. This is the style in which they praise justice. But about the wicked there is another 

strain; they bury them in a slough in Hades, and make them carry water in a sieve; also while they are yet 

living they bring them to infamy, and inflict upon them the punishments which Glaucon described as the 

portion of the just who are reputed to be unjust; nothing else does their invention supply. Such is their 

manner of praising the one and censuring the other. 

Once more, Socrates, I will ask you to consider another way of speaking about justice and injustice, which is 

not confined to the poets, but is found in prose writers. The universal voice of mankind is always declaring 

that justice and virtue are honourable, but grievous and toilsome; and that the pleasures of vice and injustice 

are easy of attainment, and are only censured by law and opinion. They say also that honesty is for the most 

part less profitable than dishonesty; and they are quite ready to call wicked men happy, and to honour them 

both in public and private when they are rich or in any other way influential, while they despise and overlook 

those who may be weak and poor, even though acknowledging them to be better than the others. But most 

extraordinary of all is their mode of speaking about virtue and the gods: they say that the gods apportion 

calamity and misery to many good men, and good and happiness to the wicked. And mendicant prophets go 

to rich men's doors and persuade them that they have a power committed to them by the gods of making an 

atonement for a man's own or his ancestor's sins by sacrifices or charms, with rejoicings and feasts; and they 

promise to harm an enemy, whether just or unjust, at a small cost; with magic arts and incantations binding 

heaven, as they say, to execute their will. And the poets are the authorities to whom they appeal, now 

smoothing the path of vice with the words of Hesiod;— 



'Vice may be had in abundance without trouble; the way is smooth and her dwelling-place is near. But before 

virtue the gods have set toil,' 

and a tedious and uphill road: then citing Homer as a witness that the gods may be influenced by men; for he 

also says:— 

'The gods, too, may be turned from their purpose; and men pray to them and avert their wrath by sacrifices 

and soothing entreaties, and by libations and the odour of fat, when they have sinned and transgressed.' 

And they produce a host of books written by Musaeus and Orpheus, who were children of the Moon and the 

Muses—that is what they say—according to which they perform their ritual, and persuade not only 

individuals, but whole cities, that expiations and atonements for sin may be made by sacrifices and 

amusements which fill a vacant hour, and are equally at the service of the living and the dead; the latter sort 

they call mysteries, and they redeem us from the pains of hell, but if we neglect them no one knows what 

awaits us. 

He proceeded: And now when the young hear all this said about virtue and vice, and the way in which gods 

and men regard them, how are their minds likely to be affected, my dear Socrates,—those of them, I mean, 

who are quickwitted, and, like bees on the wing, light on every flower, and from all that they hear are prone to 

draw conclusions as to what manner of persons they should be and in what way they should walk if they 

would make the best of life? Probably the youth will say to himself in the words of Pindar— 

'Can I by justice or by crooked ways of deceit ascend a loftier tower which may be a fortress to me all my 

days?' 

For what men say is that, if I am really just and am not also thought just profit there is none, but the pain and 

loss on the other hand are unmistakeable. But if, though unjust, I acquire the reputation of justice, a heavenly 

life is promised to me. Since then, as philosophers prove, appearance tyrannizes over truth and is lord of 

happiness, to appearance I must devote myself. I will describe around me a picture and shadow of virtue to be 

the vestibule and exterior of my house; behind I will trail the subtle and crafty fox, as Archilochus, greatest of 

sages, recommends. But I hear some one exclaiming that the concealment of wickedness is often difficult; to 

which I answer, Nothing great is easy. Nevertheless, the argument indicates this, if we would be happy, to be 

the path along which we should proceed. With a view to concealment we will establish secret brotherhoods 

and political clubs. And there are professors of rhetoric who teach the art of persuading courts and 

assemblies; and so, partly by persuasion and partly by force, I shall make unlawful gains and not be punished. 

Still I hear a voice saying that the gods cannot be deceived, neither can they be compelled. But what if there 

are no gods? or, suppose them to have no care of human things—why in either case should we mind about 

concealment? And even if there are gods, and they do care about us, yet we know of them only from tradition 

and the genealogies of the poets; and these are the very persons who say that they may be influenced and 

turned by 'sacrifices and soothing entreaties and by offerings.' Let us be consistent then, and believe both or 

neither. If the poets speak truly, why then we had better be unjust, and offer of the fruits of injustice; for if we 

are just, although we may escape the vengeance of heaven, we shall lose the gains of injustice; but, if we are 

unjust, we shall keep the gains, and by our sinning and praying, and praying and sinning, the gods will be 

propitiated, and we shall not be punished. 'But there is a world below in which either we or our posterity will 

suffer for our unjust deeds.' Yes, my friend, will be the reflection, but there are mysteries and atoning deities, 



and these have great power. That is what mighty cities declare; and the children of the gods, who were their 

poets and prophets, bear a like testimony. 

On what principle, then, shall we any longer choose justice rather than the worst injustice? when, if we only 

unite the latter with a deceitful regard to appearances, we shall fare to our mind both with gods and men, in 

life and after death, as the most numerous and the highest authorities tell us. Knowing all this, Socrates, how 

can a man who has any superiority of mind or person or rank or wealth, be willing to honour justice; or indeed 

to refrain from laughing when he hears justice praised? And even if there should be some one who is able to 

disprove the truth of my words, and who is satisfied that justice is best, still he is not angry with the unjust, 

but is very ready to forgive them, because he also knows that men are not just of their own free will; unless, 

peradventure, there be some one whom the divinity within him may have inspired with a hatred of injustice, 

or who has attained knowledge of the truth—but no other man. He only blames injustice who, owing to 

cowardice or age or some weakness, has not the power of being unjust. And this is proved by the fact that 

when he obtains the power, he immediately becomes unjust as far as he can be. 

The cause of all this, Socrates, was indicated by us at the beginning of the argument, when my brother and I 

told you how astonished we were to find that of all the professing panegyrists of justice—beginning with the 

ancient heroes of whom any memorial has been preserved to us, and ending with the men of our own time—

no one has ever blamed injustice or praised justice except with a view to the glories, honours, and benefits 

which flow from them. No one has ever adequately described either in verse or prose the true essential nature 

of either of them abiding in the soul, and invisible to any human or divine eye; or shown that of all the things 

of a man's soul which he has within him, justice is the greatest good, and injustice the greatest evil. Had this 

been the universal strain, had you sought to persuade us of this from our youth upwards, we should not have 

been on the watch to keep one another from doing wrong, but every one would have been his own 

watchman, because afraid, if he did wrong, of harbouring in himself the greatest of evils. I dare say that 

Thrasymachus and others would seriously hold the language which I have been merely repeating, and words 

even stronger than these about justice and injustice, grossly, as I conceive, perverting their true nature. But I 

speak in this vehement manner, as I must frankly confess to you, because I want to hear from you the 

opposite side; and I would ask you to show not only the superiority which justice has over injustice, but what 

effect they have on the possessor of them which makes the one to be a good and the other an evil to him. And 

please, as Glaucon requested of you, to exclude reputations; for unless you take away from each of them his 

true reputation and add on the false, we shall say that you do not praise justice, but the appearance of it; we 

shall think that you are only exhorting us to keep injustice dark, and that you really agree with Thrasymachus 

in thinking that justice is another's good and the interest of the stronger, and that injustice is a man's own 

profit and interest, though injurious to the weaker. Now as you have admitted that justice is one of that 

highest class of goods which are desired indeed for their results, but in a far greater degree for their own 

sakes—like sight or hearing or knowledge or health, or any other real and natural and not merely conventional 

good—I would ask you in your praise of justice to regard one point only: I mean the essential good and evil 

which justice and injustice work in the possessors of them. Let others praise justice and censure injustice, 

magnifying the rewards and honours of the one and abusing the other; that is a manner of arguing which, 

coming from them, I am ready to tolerate, but from you who have spent your whole life in the consideration 

of this question, unless I hear the contrary from your own lips, I expect something better. And therefore, I say, 

not only prove to us that justice is better than injustice, but show what they either of them do to the 



possessor of them, which makes the one to be a good and the other an evil, whether seen or unseen by gods 

and men. 

I had always admired the genius of Glaucon and Adeimantus, but on hearing these words I was quite 

delighted, and said: Sons of an illustrious father, that was not a bad beginning of the Elegiac verses which the 

admirer of Glaucon made in honour of you after you had distinguished yourselves at the battle of Megara:— 

'Sons of Ariston,' he sang, 'divine offspring of an illustrious hero.' 

The epithet is very appropriate, for there is something truly divine in being able to argue as you have done for 

the superiority of injustice, and remaining unconvinced by your own arguments. And I do believe that you are 

not convinced—this I infer from your general character, for had I judged only from your speeches I should 

have mistrusted you. But now, the greater my confidence in you, the greater is my difficulty in knowing what 

to say. For I am in a strait between two; on the one hand I feel that I am unequal to the task; and my inability 

is brought home to me by the fact that you were not satisfied with the answer which I made to Thrasymachus, 

proving, as I thought, the superiority which justice has over injustice. And yet I cannot refuse to help, while 

breath and speech remain to me; I am afraid that there would be an impiety in being present when justice is 

evil spoken of and not lifting up a hand in her defence. And therefore I had best give such help as I can. 

Glaucon and the rest entreated me by all means not to let the question drop, but to proceed in the 

investigation. They wanted to arrive at the truth, first, about the nature of justice and injustice, and secondly, 

about their relative advantages. I told them, what I really thought, that the enquiry would be of a serious 

nature, and would require very good eyes. Seeing then, I said, that we are no great wits, I think that we had 

better adopt a method which I may illustrate thus; suppose that a short-sighted person had been asked by 

some one to read small letters from a distance; and it occurred to some one else that they might be found in 

another place which was larger and in which the letters were larger—if they were the same and he could read 

the larger letters first, and then proceed to the lesser—this would have been thought a rare piece of good 

fortune. 

Very true, said Adeimantus; but how does the illustration apply to our enquiry? 

I will tell you, I replied; justice, which is the subject of our enquiry, is, as you know, sometimes spoken of as 

the virtue of an individual, and sometimes as the virtue of a State. 

True, he replied. 

And is not a State larger than an individual? 

It is. 

Then in the larger the quantity of justice is likely to be larger and more easily discernible. I propose therefore 

that we enquire into the nature of justice and injustice, first as they appear in the State, and secondly in the 

individual, proceeding from the greater to the lesser and comparing them. 

That, he said, is an excellent proposal. 



And if we imagine the State in process of creation, we shall see the justice and injustice of the State in process 

of creation also. 

I dare say. 

When the State is completed there may be a hope that the object of our search will be more easily discovered. 

Yes, far more easily. 

But ought we to attempt to construct one? I said; for to do so, as I am inclined to think, will be a very serious 

task. Reflect therefore. 

I have reflected, said Adeimantus, and am anxious that you should proceed. 

A State, I said, arises, as I conceive, out of the needs of mankind; no one is self-sufficing, but all of us have 

many wants. Can any other origin of a State be imagined? 

There can be no other. 

Then, as we have many wants, and many persons are needed to supply them, one takes a helper for one 

purpose and another for another; and when these partners and helpers are gathered together in one 

habitation the body of inhabitants is termed a State. 

True, he said. 

And they exchange with one another, and one gives, and another receives, under the idea that the exchange 

will be for their good. 

Very true. 

Then, I said, let us begin and create in idea a State; and yet the true creator is necessity, who is the mother of 

our invention. 

Of course, he replied. 

... 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3. 

Leviathan by Thomas Hobbes (1651) 

Part I, Chapter 13: Of the natural condition of mankind 

AS CONCERNING THEIR FELICITY, AND MISERY 

Nature hath made men so equall, in the faculties of body, and mind; as that though there bee found one man 

sometimes manifestly stronger in body, or of quicker mind then another; yet when all is reckoned together, 

the difference between man, and man, is not so considerable, as that one man can thereupon claim to 

himselfe any benefit, to which another may not pretend, as well as he. For as to the strength of body, the 

weakest has strength enough to kill the strongest, either by secret machination, or by confederacy with 

others, that are in the same danger with himselfe. 

And as to the faculties of the mind, (setting aside the arts grounded upon words, and especially that skill of 

proceeding upon generall, and infallible rules, called Science; which very few have, and but in few things; as 

being not a native faculty, born with us; nor attained, (as Prudence,) while we look after somewhat els,) I find 

yet a greater equality amongst men, than that of strength. For Prudence, is but Experience; which equall time, 

equally bestowes on all men, in those things they equally apply themselves unto. That which may perhaps 

make such equality incredible, is but a vain conceipt of ones owne wisdome, which almost all men think they 

have in a greater degree, than the Vulgar; that is, than all men but themselves, and a few others, whom by 

Fame, or for concurring with themselves, they approve. For such is the nature of men, that howsoever they 

may acknowledge many others to be more witty, or more eloquent, or more learned; Yet they will hardly 

believe there be many so wise as themselves: For they see their own wit at hand, and other mens at a 

distance. But this proveth rather that men are in that point equall, than unequall. For there is not ordinarily a 

greater signe of the equall distribution of any thing, than that every man is contented with his share. 

From Equality Proceeds Diffidence 

From this equality of ability, ariseth equality of hope in the attaining of our Ends. And therefore if any two 

men desire the same thing, which neverthelesse they cannot both enjoy, they become enemies; and in the 

way to their End, (which is principally their owne conservation, and sometimes their delectation only,) 

endeavour to destroy, or subdue one an other. And from hence it comes to passe, that where an Invader hath 

no more to feare, than an other mans single power; if one plant, sow, build, or possesse a convenient Seat, 

others may probably be expected to come prepared with forces united, to dispossesse, and deprive him, not 

only of the fruit of his labour, but also of his life, or liberty. And the Invader again is in the like danger of 

another. 

From Diffidence Warre 

And from this diffidence of one another, there is no way for any man to secure himselfe, so reasonable, as 

Anticipation; that is, by force, or wiles, to master the persons of all men he can, so long, till he see no other 

power great enough to endanger him: And this is no more than his own conservation requireth, and is 

generally allowed. Also because there be some, that taking pleasure in contemplating their own power in the 

acts of conquest, which they pursue farther than their security requires; if others, that otherwise would be 



glad to be at ease within modest bounds, should not by invasion increase their power, they would not be able, 

long time, by standing only on their defence, to subsist. And by consequence, such augmentation of dominion 

over men, being necessary to a mans conservation, it ought to be allowed him. 

Againe, men have no pleasure, (but on the contrary a great deale of griefe) in keeping company, where there 

is no power able to over-awe them all. For every man looketh that his companion should value him, at the 

same rate he sets upon himselfe: And upon all signes of contempt, or undervaluing, naturally endeavours, as 

far as he dares (which amongst them that have no common power, to keep them in quiet, is far enough to 

make them destroy each other,) to extort a greater value from his contemners, by dommage; and from others, 

by the example. 

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

Diffidence; Thirdly, Glory. 

The first, maketh men invade for Gain; the second, for Safety; and the third, for Reputation. The first use 

Violence, to make themselves Masters of other mens persons, wives, children, and cattell; the second, to 

defend them; the third, for trifles, as a word, a smile, a different opinion, and any other signe of undervalue, 

either direct in their Persons, or by reflexion in their Kindred, their Friends, their Nation, their Profession, or 

their Name. 

Out Of Civil States, 

There Is Alwayes Warre Of Every One Against Every One Hereby it is manifest, that during the time men live 

without a common Power to keep them all in awe, they are in that condition which is called Warre; and such a 

warre, as is of every man, against every man. For WARRE, consisteth not in Battell onely, or the act of fighting; 

but in a tract of time, wherein the Will to contend by Battell is sufficiently known: and therefore the notion of 

Time, is to be considered in the nature of Warre; as it is in the nature of Weather. For as the nature of Foule 

weather, lyeth not in a showre or two of rain; but in an inclination thereto of many dayes together: So the 

nature of War, consisteth not in actuall fighting; but in the known disposition thereto, during all the time there 

is no assurance to the contrary. All other time is PEACE. 

The Incommodites Of Such A War 

Whatsoever therefore is consequent to a time of Warre, where every man is Enemy to every man; the same is 

consequent to the time, wherein men live without other security, than what their own strength, and their own 

invention shall furnish them withall. In such condition, there is no place for Industry; because the fruit thereof 

is uncertain; and consequently no Culture of the Earth; no Navigation, nor use of the commodities that may be 

imported by Sea; no commodious Building; no Instruments of moving, and removing such things as require 

much force; no Knowledge of the face of the Earth; no account of Time; no Arts; no Letters; no Society; and 

which is worst of all, continuall feare, and danger of violent death; And the life of man, solitary, poore, nasty, 

brutish, and short. 

It may seem strange to some man, that has not well weighed these things; that Nature should thus dissociate, 

and render men apt to invade, and destroy one another: and he may therefore, not trusting to this Inference, 

made from the Passions, desire perhaps to have the same confirmed by Experience. Let him therefore 

consider with himselfe, when taking a journey, he armes himselfe, and seeks to go well accompanied; when 



going to sleep, he locks his dores; when even in his house he locks his chests; and this when he knows there 

bee Lawes, and publike Officers, armed, to revenge all injuries shall bee done him; what opinion he has of his 

fellow subjects, when he rides armed; of his fellow Citizens, when he locks his dores; and of his children, and 

servants, when he locks his chests. Does he not there as much accuse mankind by his actions, as I do by my 

words? But neither of us accuse mans nature in it. The Desires, and other Passions of man, are in themselves 

no Sin. No more are the Actions, that proceed from those Passions, till they know a Law that forbids them; 

which till Lawes be made they cannot know: nor can any Law be made, till they have agreed upon the Person 

that shall make it. 

It may peradventure be thought, there was never such a time, nor condition of warre as this; and I believe it 

was never generally so, over all the world: but there are many places, where they live so now. For the savage 

people in many places of America, except the government of small Families, the concord whereof dependeth 

on naturall lust, have no government at all; and live at this day in that brutish manner, as I said before. 

Howsoever, it may be perceived what manner of life there would be, where there were no common Power to 

feare; by the manner of life, which men that have formerly lived under a peacefull government, use to 

degenerate into, in a civill Warre. 

But though there had never been any time, wherein particular men were in a condition of warre one against 

another; yet in all times, Kings, and persons of Soveraigne authority, because of their Independency, are in 

continuall jealousies, and in the state and posture of Gladiators; having their weapons pointing, and their eyes 

fixed on one another; that is, their Forts, Garrisons, and Guns upon the Frontiers of their Kingdomes; and 

continuall Spyes upon their neighbours; which is a posture of War. But because they uphold thereby, the 

Industry of their Subjects; there does not follow from it, that misery, which accompanies the Liberty of 

particular men. 

In Such A Warre, Nothing Is Unjust 

To this warre of every man against every man, this also is consequent; that nothing can be Unjust. The notions 

of Right and Wrong, Justice and Injustice have there no place. Where there is no common Power, there is no 

Law: where no Law, no Injustice. Force, and Fraud, are in warre the two Cardinall vertues. Justice, and Injustice 

are none of the Faculties neither of the Body, nor Mind. If they were, they might be in a man that were alone 

in the world, as well as his Senses, and Passions. They are Qualities, that relate to men in Society, not in 

Solitude. It is consequent also to the same condition, that there be no Propriety, no Dominion, no Mine and 

Thine distinct; but onely that to be every mans that he can get; and for so long, as he can keep it. And thus 

much for the ill condition, which man by meer Nature is actually placed in; though with a possibility to come 

out of it, consisting partly in the Passions, partly in his Reason. 

The Passions That Incline Men To Peace 

The Passions that encline men to Peace, are Feare of Death; Desire of such things as are necessary to 

commodious living; and a Hope by their Industry to obtain them. And Reason suggesteth convenient Articles 

of Peace, upon which men may be drawn to agreement. These Articles, are they, which otherwise are called 

the Lawes of Nature: whereof I shall speak more particularly, in the two following Chapters. 

 



4. 

The Communist Manifesto by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels (1848) 

Chapter 1: Bourgeois and Proletarians 

The history of all hitherto existing society(b) is the history of class struggles. 

Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guildmaster(c) and journeyman, in a word, oppressor 

and oppressed, stood in constant opposition to one another, carried on an uninterrupted, now hidden, now 

open fight, that each time ended, either in the revolutionary reconstitution of society at large, or in the 

common ruin of the contending classes. 

In the earlier epochs of history we find almost everywhere a complicated arrangement of society into various 

orders, a manifold gradation of social rank. In ancient Rome we have patricians, knights, plebeians, slaves; in 

the middle ages, feudal lords, vassals, guild masters, journeymen, apprentices, serfs; in almost all of these 

classes, again, subordinate gradations. 

The modern bourgeois society that has sprouted from the ruins of feudal society, has not done away with 

class antagonisms. It has but established new classes, new conditions of oppression, new forms of struggle in 

place of the old ones. 

Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeois, possesses, however, this distinctive feature: it has simplified the class 

antagonisms. Society as a whole is more and more splitting up into two great hostile camps, into two great 

classes directly facing each other: Bourgeoisie and Proletariat. 

From the serfs of the middle ages sprang the chartered burghers of the earliest towns. From these burgesses 

the first elements of the bourgeoisie were developed. 

The discovery of America, the rounding of the Cape, opened up fresh ground for the rising bourgeoisie. The 

East Indian and Chinese markets, the colonization of America, trade with the colonies, the increase in the 

means of exchange and in commodities generally, gave to commerce, to navigation, to industry, an impulse 

never before known, and thereby, to the revolutionary element in the tottering feudal society, a rapid 

development. 

The feudal system of industry, under which industrial production was monopolized by close guilds, now no 

longer sufficed for the growing wants of the new markets. The manufacturing system took its place. The guild 

masters were pushed on one side by the manufacturing middle class; division of labor between the different 

corporate guilds vanished in the face of division of labor in each single workshop. 

Meantime the markets kept ever growing, the demand ever rising. Even manufacture no longer sufficed. 

Thereupon steam and machinery revolutionized industrial production. The place of manufacture was taken by 

the giant, Modern Industry, the place of the industrial middle class, by industrial millionaires, the leaders of 

whole industrial armies, the modern bourgeois. 

Modern industry has established the world's market, for which the discovery of America paved the way. The 

market has given an immense development to commerce, to navigation, to communication by land. This 



development has, in its turn, reacted on the extension of industry; and in proportion as industry, commerce, 

navigation and railways extended, in the same proportion the bourgeoisie developed, increased its capital, 

and pushed into the background every class handed down from the middle ages. 

We see, therefore, how the modern bourgeoisie is itself the product of a long course of development, of a 

series of revolutions in the modes of production and of exchange. 

Each step in the development of the bourgeoisie was accompanied by a corresponding political advance of 

that class. An oppressed class under the sway of the feudal nobility, an armed and self-governing association 

in the medieval commune(d), here independent urban republic (as in Italy and Germany), there taxable "third 

estate" of the monarchy (as in France), afterwards, in the period of manufacture proper, serving either the 

semi-feudal or the absolute monarchy as a counterpoise against the nobility, and, in fact, corner-stone of the 

great monarchies in general, the bourgeoisie has at last, since the establishment of Modern Industry and of 

the world's market, conquered for itself, in the modern representative State, exclusive political sway. The 

executive of the modern State is but a committee for managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie. 

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

The bourgeoisie, wherever it has got the upper hand, has put an end to all feudal, patriarchal, idyllic relations. 

It has pitilessly torn asunder the motley feudal ties that bound man to his "natural superiors," and has left 

remaining no other nexus between man and man than naked self-interest, callous "cash payment." It has 

drowned the most heavenly ecstacies of religious fervor, of chivalrous enthusiasm, of philistine 

sentimentalism, in the icy water of egotistical calculation. It has resolved personal worth into exchange value, 

and in place of the numberless indefeasible chartered freedoms, has set up that single, unconscionable 

freedom—Free Trade. In one word, for exploitation, veiled by religious and political illusions, it has substituted 

naked, shameless, direct, brutal exploitation. 

The bourgeoisie has stripped of its halo every occupation hitherto honored and looked up to with reverent 

awe. It has converted the physician, the lawyer, the priest, the poet, the man of science, into its paid wage 

laborers. 

The bourgeoisie has torn away from the family its sentimental veil, and has reduced the family relation to a 

mere money relation. 

The bourgeoisie has disclosed how it came to pass that the brutal display of vigor in the middle ages, which 

Reactionists so much admire, found its fitting complement in the most slothful indolence. It has been the first 

to show what man's activity can bring about. It has accomplished wonders far surpassing Egyptian pyramids, 

Roman aqueducts, and Gothic cathedrals; it has conducted expeditions that put in the shade all former 

Exoduses of nations and crusades. 

The bourgeoisie cannot exist without constantly revolutionizing the instruments of production, and thereby 

the relations of production, and with them the whole relations of society. Conservation of the old modes of 

production in unaltered forms, was, on the contrary, the first condition of existence for all earlier industrial 

classes. Constant revolutionizing of production, uninterrupted disturbance of all social conditions, everlasting 

uncertainty and agitation, distinguish the bourgeois epoch from all earlier ones. All fixed, fast-frozen relations, 

with their train of ancient and venerable prejudices and opinions, are swept away; all new-formed ones 



become antiquated before they can ossify. All that is solid melts into air, all that is holy is profaned, and man is 

at last compelled to face with sober senses his real conditions of life and his relations with his kind. 

The need of a constantly expanding market for its products chases the bourgeoisie over the whole surface of 

the globe. It must nestle everywhere, settle everywhere, establish connections everywhere. 

The bourgeoisie has through its exploitation of the world's market given a cosmopolitan character to 

production and consumption in every country. To the great chagrin of Reactionists, it has drawn from under 

the feet of industry the national ground on which it stood. All old-established national industries have been 

destroyed or are daily being destroyed. They are dislodged by new industries, whose introduction becomes a 

life and death question for all civilized nations, by industries that no longer work up indigenous raw material, 

but raw material drawn from the remotest zones, industries whose products are consumed, not only at home, 

but in every quarter of the globe. In place of the old wants, satisfied by the productions of the country, we find 

new wants, requiring for their satisfaction the products of distant lands and climes. In place of the old local 

and national seclusion and self-sufficiency, we have intercourse in every direction, universal inter-dependence 

of nations. And as in material, so also in intellectual production. The intellectual creations of individual nations 

become common property. National one-sidedness and narrow-mindedness become more and more 

impossible, and from the numerous national and local literatures, there arises a world literature. 

The bourgeoisie, by the rapid improvement of all instruments of production, by the immensely facilitated 

means of communication, draws all, even the most barbarian, nations into civilization. The cheap prices of its 

commodities are the heavy artillery with which it batters down all Chinese walls, with which it forces the 

barbarians' intensely obstinate hatred of foreigners to capitulate. It compels all nations, on pain of extinction, 

to adopt the bourgeois mode of production; it compels them to introduce what it calls civilization into their 

midst, i.e., to become bourgeois themselves. In one word, it creates a world after its own image. 

The bourgeoisie has subjected the country to the rule of the towns. It has created enormous cities, has greatly 

increased the urban population as compared with the rural, and has thus rescued a considerable part of the 

population from the idiocy of rural life. Just as it has made the country dependent on the towns, so it has 

made barbarian and semi-barbarian countries dependent on the civilized ones, nations of peasants on nations 

of bourgeois, the East on the West. 

The bourgeoisie keeps more and more doing away with the scattered state of the population, of the means of 

production, and of property. It has agglomerated population, centralized means of production, and has 

concentrated property in a few hands. The necessary consequence of this was political centralization. 

Independent, or but loosely connected provinces, with separate interests, laws, governments and systems of 

taxation, became lumped together into one nation, with one government, one code of laws, one national class 

interest, one frontier, and one customs tariff. 

The bourgeoisie, during its rule of scarce one hundred years, has created more massive and more colossal 

productive forces than have all preceding generations together. Subjection of Nature's forces to man, 

machinery, application of chemistry to industry and agriculture, steam navigation, railways, electric 

telegraphs, clearing of whole continents for cultivation, canalization of rivers, whole populations conjured out 

of the ground—what earlier century had even a presentiment that such productive forces slumbered in the 

lap of social labor? 



We see then: the means of production and of exchange on whose foundation the bourgeoisie built itself up, 

were generated in feudal society. At a certain stage in the development of these means of production and of 

exchange, the conditions under which feudal society produced and exchanged, the feudal organization of 

agriculture and manufacturing industry, in one word, the feudal relations of property, became no longer 

compatible with the already developed productive forces; they became so many fetters. They had to be burst 

asunder. 

Into their place stepped free competition, accompanied by a social and political constitution adapted to it, and 

by the economical and political sway of the bourgeois class. 

A similar movement is going on before our own eyes. Modern bourgeois society with its relations of 

production, of exchange, and of property, a society that has conjured up such gigantic means of production 

and of exchange, is like the sorcerer, who is no longer able to control the powers of the nether world whom he 

has called up by his spells. For many a decade past the history of industry and commerce is but the history of 

the revolt of modern productive forces against modern conditions of production, against the property 

relations that are the conditions for the existence of the bourgeoisie and of its rule. It is enough to mention 

the commercial crises that by their periodical return put on its trial, each time more threateningly, the 

existence of the bourgeois society. In these crises a great part not only of the existing products, but also of the 

previously created productive forces, is periodically destroyed. In these crises there breaks out an epidemic 

that, in all earlier epochs, would have seemed an absurdity—the epidemic of overproduction. Society 

suddenly finds itself put back into a state of momentary barbarism; it appears as if a famine, a universal war of 

devastation had cut off the supply of every means of subsistence; industry and commerce seem to be 

destroyed; and why? because there is too much civilization, too much means of subsistence, too much 

industry, too much commerce. The productive forces at the disposal of society no longer tend to further the 

development of the conditions of bourgeois property; on the contrary, they have become too powerful for 

these conditions, by which they are fettered, and so soon as they overcome these fetters, they bring disorder 

into the whole of bourgeois society, endanger the existence of bourgeois property. The conditions of 

bourgeois society are too narrow to comprise the wealth created by them. And how does the bourgeoisie get 

over these crises? On the one hand by enforced destruction of a mass of productive forces; on the other, by 

the conquest of new markets, and by the more thorough exploitation of the old ones. That is to say, by paving 

the way for more extensive and more destructive crises, and by diminishing the means whereby crises are 

prevented. 

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

bourgeoisie itself. 

But not only has the bourgeoisie forged the weapons that bring death to itself; it has also called into existence 

the men who are to wield those weapons—the modern working class—the proletarians. 

In proportion as the bourgeoisie, i.e., capital, is developed, in the same proportion is the proletariat, the 

modern working class, developed; a class of laborers, who live only so long as they find work, and who find 

work only so long as their labor increases capital. These laborers, who must sell themselves piecemeal, are a 

commodity, like every other article of commerce, and are consequently exposed to all the vicissitudes of 

competition, to all the fluctuations of the market. 



Owing to the extensive use of machinery and to division of labor, the work of the proletarians has lost all 

individual character, and, consequently, all charm for the workman. He becomes an appendage of the 

machine, and it is only the most simple, most monotonous, and most easily acquired knack, that is required of 

him. Hence, the cost of production of a workman is restricted almost entirely to the means of subsistence that 

he requires for his maintenance, and for the propagation of his race. But the price of a commodity, and 

therefore also of labor, is equal, in the long run, to its cost of production. In proportion, therefore, as the 

repulsiveness of the work increases, the wage decreases. Nay, more, in proportion as the use of machinery 

and division of labor increase, in the same proportion the burden of toil also increases, whether by 

prolongation of the working hours, by increase of the work exacted in a given time, or by increased speed of 

the machinery, etc. 

Modern industry has converted the little workshop of the patriarchal master into the great factory of the 

industrial capitalist. Masses of laborers, crowded into the factory, are organized like soldiers. As privates of the 

industrial army they are placed under the command of a perfect hierarchy of officers and sergeants. Not only 

are they slaves of the bourgeois class, and of the bourgeois State, they are daily and hourly enslaved by the 

machine, by the over-seer, and, above all, by the individual bourgeois manufacturer himself. The more openly 

this despotism proclaims gain to be its end and aim, the more petty, the more hateful and the more 

embittering it is. 

The less skill and exertion of strength is implied in manual labor, in other words, the more modern industry 

becomes developed, the more is the labor of men superseded by that of women. Differences of age and sex 

have no longer any distinctive social validity for the working class. All are instruments of labor, more or less 

expensive to use, according to age and sex. 

No sooner is the exploitation of the laborer by the manufacturer so far at an end that he receives his wages in 

cash, than he is set upon by the other portions of the bourgeoisie, the landlord, the shopkeeper, the 

pawnbroker, etc. 

The lower strata of the middle class—the small trades-people, shopkeepers, and retired tradesmen generally, 

the handicraftsmen and peasants—all these sink gradually into the proletariat, partly because their diminutive 

capital does not suffice for the scale on which modern industry is carried on, and is swamped in the 

competition with the large capitalists, partly because their specialized skill is rendered worthless by new 

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

 

The proletariat goes through various stages of development. With its birth begins its struggle with the 

bourgeoisie. At first the contest is carried on by individual laborers, then by the workpeople of a factory, then 

by the operatives of one trade, in one locality, against the individual bourgeois who directly exploits them. 

They direct their attacks not against the bourgeois conditions of production, but against the instruments of 

production themselves; they destroy imported wares that compete with their labor, they smash to pieces 

machinery, they set factories ablaze, they seek to restore by force the vanished status of the workman of the 

middle ages. 

 



At this stage the laborers still form an incoherent mass scattered over the whole country, and broken up by 

their mutual competition. If anywhere they unite to form more compact bodies, this is not yet the 

consequence of their own active union, but of the union of the bourgeoisie, which class, in order to attain its 

own political ends, is compelled to set the whole proletariat in motion, and is moreover yet, for a time, able to 

do so. At this stage, therefore, the proletarians do not fight their enemies, but the enemies of their enemies, 

the remnants of absolute monarchy, and land owners, the non-industrial bourgeois, the petty bourgeoisie. 

Thus the whole historical movement is concentrated in the hands of the bourgeoisie; every victory so obtained 

is a victory for the bourgeoisie. 

But with the development of industry the proletariat not only increases in number; it becomes concentrated 

in greater masses, its strength grows and it feels that strength more. The various interests and conditions of 

life within the ranks of the proletariat are more and more equalized, in proportion as machinery obliterates all 

distinctions of labor, and nearly everywhere reduces wages to the same low level. The growing competition 

among the bourgeois, and the resulting commercial crises, make the wages of the workers ever more 

fluctuating. The unceasing improvement of machinery, ever more rapidly developing, makes their livelihood 

more and more precarious; the collisions between individual workman and individual bourgeois take more 

and more the character of collisions between two classes. Thereupon the workers begin to form combinations 

(Trades' Unions) against the bourgeois; they club together in order to keep up the rate of wages; they found 

permanent associations in order to make provision beforehand for these occasional revolts. Here and there 

the contest breaks out into riots. 

Now and then the workers are victorious, but only for a time. The real fruit of their battles lies not in the 

immediate result but in the ever improved means of communication that are created in modern industry and 

that place the workers of different localities in contact with one another. It was just this contact that was 

needed to centralize the numerous local struggles, all of the same character, into one national struggle 

between classes. But every class struggle is a political struggle. And that union, to attain which the burghers of 

the middle ages, with their miserable highways, required centuries, the modern proletarians, thanks to 

railways, achieve in a few years. 

This organization of the proletarians into a class and consequently into a political party, is continually being 

upset again by the competition between the workers themselves. But it ever rises up again; stronger, firmer, 

mightier. It compels legislative recognition of particular interests of the workers, by taking advantage of the 

divisions among the bourgeoisie itself. Thus the ten-hours' bill in England was carried. 

Altogether collisions between the classes of the old society further, in many ways, the course of the 

development of the proletariat. The bourgeoisie finds itself involved in a constant battle. At first with the 

aristocracy; later on, with those portions of the bourgeoisie itself whose interests have become antagonistic to 

the progress of industry; at all times with the bourgeoisie of foreign countries. In all these countries it sees 

itself compelled to appeal to the proletariat, to ask for its help, and thus to drag it into the political arena. The 

bourgeoisie itself, therefore, supplies the proletariat with weapons for fighting the bourgeoisie. 

Further, as we have already seen, entire sections of the ruling classes are, by the advance of industry, 

precipitated into the proletariat, or are at least threatened in their conditions of existence. These also supply 

the proletariat with fresh elements of enlightenment and progress. 



Finally, in times when the class struggle nears the decisive hour, the process of dissolution going on within the 

ruling class, in fact within the whole range of old society, assumes such a violent, glaring character, that a 

small section of the ruling class cuts itself adrift, and joins the revolutionary class, the class that holds the 

future in its hands. Just as, therefore, at an earlier period, a section of the nobility went over to the 

bourgeoisie, so now a portion of the bourgeoisie goes over to the proletariat, and in particular, a portion of 

the bourgeois ideologists, who have raised themselves to the level of comprehending theoretically the 

historical movement as a whole. 

Of all the classes that stand face to face with the bourgeoisie to-day, the proletariat alone is a really 

revolutionary class. The other classes decay and finally disappear in the face of modern industry; the 

proletariat is its special and essential product. 

The lower middle class, the small manufacturer, the shopkeeper, the artisan, the peasant, all these fight 

against the bourgeoisie to save from extinction their existence as fractions of the middle class. They are 

therefore not revolutionary, but conservative. Nay, more, they are reactionary, for they try to roll back the 

wheel of history. If by chance they are revolutionary, they are so only in view of their impending transfer into 

the proletariat; they thus defend not their present, but their future interests, they desert their own standpoint 

to place themselves at that of the proletariat. 

The "dangerous class," the social scum, that passively rotting class thrown off by the lowest layers of old 

society, may, here and there, be swept into the movement by a proletarian revolution; its conditions of life, 

however, prepare it far more for the part of a bribed tool of reactionary intrigue. 

In the conditions of the proletariat, those of old society at large are already virtually swamped. The proletarian 

is without property; his relation to his wife and children has no longer anything in common with the bourgeois 

family relations; modern industrial labor, modern subjection to capital, the same in England as in France, in 

America as in Germany, has stripped him of every trace of national character. Law, morality, religion, are to 

him so many bourgeois prejudices, behind which lurk in ambush just as many bourgeois interests. 

All the preceding classes that got the upper hand sought to fortify their already acquired status by subjecting 

society at large to their conditions of appropriation. The proletarians cannot become masters of the 

productive forces of society, except by abolishing their own previous mode of appropriation, and thereby also 

every other previous mode of appropriation. They have nothing of their own to secure and to fortify; their 

mission is to destroy all previous securities for, and insurances of, individual property. 

All previous historical movements were movements of minorities, or in the interest of minorities. The 

proletarian movement is the self-conscious, independent movement of the immense majority, in the interest 

of the immense majority. The proletariat, the lowest stratum of our present society, cannot stir, cannot raise 

itself up, without the whole super-incumbent strata of official society being sprung into the air. 

Though not in substance, yet in form, the struggle of the proletariat with the bourgeoisie is at first a national 

struggle. The proletariat of each country must, of course, first of all settle matters with its own bourgeoisie. 

In depicting the most general phases of the development of the proletariat, we traced the more or less veiled 

civil war, raging within existing society, up to the point where that war breaks out into open revolution, and 

where the violent overthrow of the bourgeoisie lays the foundation for the sway of the proletariat. 



Hitherto every form of society has been based, as we have already seen, on the antagonism of oppressing and 

oppressed classes. But in order to oppress a class certain conditions must be assured to it under which it can, 

at least, continue its slavish existence. The serf, in the period of serfdom, raised himself to membership in the 

commune, just as the petty bourgeois, under the yoke of feudal absolutism, managed to develop into a 

bourgeois. The modern laborer, on the contrary, instead of rising with the progress of industry, sinks deeper 

and deeper below the conditions of existence of his own class. He becomes a pauper, and pauperism develops 

more rapidly than population and wealth. And here it becomes evident that the bourgeoisie is unfit any longer 

to be the ruling class in society and to impose its conditions of existence upon society as an over-riding law. It 

is unfit to rule because it is incompetent to assure an existence to its slave within his slavery, because it cannot 

help letting him sink into such a state that it has to feed him instead of being fed by him. Society can no longer 

live under this bourgeoisie; in other words, its existence is no longer compatible with society. 

The essential condition for the existence, and for the sway of the bourgeois class, is the formation and 

augmentation of capital; the condition for capital is wage-labor. Wage-labor rests exclusively on competition 

between the laborers. The advance of industry, whose involuntary promoter is the bourgeoisie, replaces the 

isolation of the laborers, due to competition, by their revolutionary combination, due to association. The 

development of modern industry, therefore, cuts from under its feet the very foundation on which the 

bourgeoisie produces and appropriates products. What the bourgeoisie therefore produces, above all, are its 

own grave diggers. Its fall and the victory of the proletariat are equally inevitable. 

(a) By bourgeoisie is meant the class of modern Capitalists, owners of the means of social production and 

employers of wage-labor. By proletariat, the class of modern wage-laborers who, having no means of 

production of their own, are reduced to selling their labor-power in order to live. 

(b) That is, all written history. In 1847, the pre-history of society, the social organization existing previous to 

recorded history, was all but unknown. Since then, Haxthausen discovered common ownership of land in 

Russia, Maurer proved it to be the social foundation from which all Teutonic races started in history, and by 

and by village communities were found to be, or to have been the primitive form of society everywhere from 

India to Ireland. The inner organization of this primitive Communistic society was laid bare, in its typical form, 

by Morgan's crowning discovery of the true nature of the Gens and its relation to the Tribe. With the 

dissolution of these primaeval communities society begins to be differentiated into separate and finally 

antagonistic classes. I have attempted to retrace this process of dissolution in: "Der Ursprung der Familie, des 

Privateigenthums und des Staats," 2nd edit., Stuttgart, 1886. 

(c) Guildmaster, that is a full member of a guild, a master within, not a head of a guild. 

(d) "Commune" was the name taken, in France, by the nascent towns even before they had conquered from 

their feudal lords and masters, local self-government and political rights as the "Third Estate." Generally 

speaking, for the economical development of the bourgeoisie, England is here taken as the typical country; for 

its political development, France. 

 

 

 



5. 

Utopia by Thomas More (1516) 

Of Their Slaves and of Their Marriages 

“They do not make slaves of prisoners of war, except those that are taken in battle, nor of the sons of their 

slaves, nor of those of other nations: the slaves among them are only such as are condemned to that state of 

life for the commission of some crime, or, which is more common, such as their merchants find condemned to 

die in those parts to which they trade, whom they sometimes redeem at low rates, and in other places have 

them for nothing.  They are kept at perpetual labour, and are always chained, but with this difference, that 

their own natives are treated much worse than others: they are considered as more profligate than the rest, 

and since they could not be restrained by the advantages of so excellent an education, are judged worthy of 

harder usage.  Another sort of slaves are the poor of the neighbouring countries, who offer of their own 

accord to come and serve them: they treat these better, and use them in all other respects as well as their 

own countrymen, except their imposing more labour upon them, which is no hard task to those that have 

been accustomed to it; and if any of these have a mind to go back to their own country, which, indeed, falls 

out but seldom, as they do not force them to stay, so they do not send them away empty-handed. 

“I have already told you with what care they look after their sick, so that nothing is left undone that can 

contribute either to their case or health; and for those who are taken with fixed and incurable diseases, they 

use all possible ways to cherish them and to make their lives as comfortable as possible.  They visit them often 

and take great pains to make their time pass off easily; but when any is taken with a torturing and lingering 

pain, so that there is no hope either of recovery or ease, the priests and magistrates come and exhort them, 

that, since they are now unable to go on with the business of life, are become a burden to themselves and to 

all about them, and they have really out-lived themselves, they should no longer nourish such a rooted 

distemper, but choose rather to die since they cannot live but in much misery; being assured that if they thus 

deliver themselves from torture, or are willing that others should do it, they shall be happy after death: since, 

by their acting thus, they lose none of the pleasures, but only the troubles of life, they think they behave not 

only reasonably but in a manner consistent with religion and piety; because they follow the advice given them 

by their priests, who are the expounders of the will of God.  Such as are wrought on by these persuasions 

either starve themselves of their own accord, or take opium, and by that means die without pain.  But no man 

is forced on this way of ending his life; and if they cannot be persuaded to it, this does not induce them to fail 

in their attendance and care of them: but as they believe that a voluntary death, when it is chosen upon such 

an authority, is very honourable, so if any man takes away his own life without the approbation of the priests 

and the senate, they give him none of the honours of a decent funeral, but throw his body into a ditch. 

“Their women are not married before eighteen nor their men before two-and-twenty, and if any of them run 

into forbidden embraces before marriage they are severely punished, and the privilege of marriage is denied 

them unless they can obtain a special warrant from the Prince.  Such disorders cast a great reproach upon the 

master and mistress of the family in which they happen, for it is supposed that they have failed in their duty.  

The reason of punishing this so severely is, because they think that if they were not strictly restrained from all 

vagrant appetites, very few would engage in a state in which they venture the quiet of their whole lives, by 

being confined to one person, and are obliged to endure all the inconveniences with which it is accompanied.  



In choosing their wives they use a method that would appear to us very absurd and ridiculous, but it is 

constantly observed among them, and is accounted perfectly consistent with wisdom.  Before marriage some 

grave matron presents the bride, naked, whether she is a virgin or a widow, to the bridegroom, and after that 

some grave man presents the bridegroom, naked, to the bride.  We, indeed, both laughed at this, and 

condemned it as very indecent.  But they, on the other hand, wondered at the folly of the men of all other 

nations, who, if they are but to buy a horse of a small value, are so cautious that they will see every part of 

him, and take off both his saddle and all his other tackle, that there may be no secret ulcer hid under any of 

them, and that yet in the choice of a wife, on which depends the happiness or unhappiness of the rest of his 

life, a man should venture upon trust, and only see about a handsbreadth of the face, all the rest of the body 

being covered, under which may lie hid what may be contagious as well as loathsome.  All men are not so wise 

as to choose a woman only for her good qualities, and even wise men consider the body as that which adds 

not a little to the mind, and it is certain there may be some such deformity covered with clothes as may totally 

alienate a man from his wife, when it is too late to part with her; if such a thing is discovered after marriage a 

man has no remedy but patience; they, therefore, think it is reasonable that there should be good provision 

made against such mischievous frauds. 

“There was so much the more reason for them to make a regulation in this matter, because they are the only 

people of those parts that neither allow of polygamy nor of divorces, except in the case of adultery or 

insufferable perverseness, for in these cases the Senate dissolves the marriage and grants the injured person 

leave to marry again; but the guilty are made infamous and are never allowed the privilege of a second 

marriage.  None are suffered to put away their wives against their wills, from any great calamity that may have 

fallen on their persons, for they look on it as the height of cruelty and treachery to abandon either of the 

married persons when they need most the tender care of their consort, and that chiefly in the case of old age, 

which, as it carries many diseases along with it, so it is a disease of itself.  But it frequently falls out that when 

a married couple do not well agree, they, by mutual consent, separate, and find out other persons with whom 

they hope they may live more happily; yet this is not done without obtaining leave of the Senate, which never 

admits of a divorce but upon a strict inquiry made, both by the senators and their wives, into the grounds 

upon which it is desired, and even when they are satisfied concerning the reasons of it they go on but slowly, 

for they imagine that too great easiness in granting leave for new marriages would very much shake the 

kindness of married people.  They punish severely those that defile the marriage bed; if both parties are 

married they are divorced, and the injured persons may marry one another, or whom they please, but the 

adulterer and the adulteress are condemned to slavery, yet if either of the injured persons cannot shake off 

the love of the married person they may live with them still in that state, but they must follow them to that 

labour to which the slaves are condemned, and sometimes the repentance of the condemned, together with 

the unshaken kindness of the innocent and injured person, has prevailed so far with the Prince that he has 

taken off the sentence; but those that relapse after they are once pardoned are punished with death. 

“Their law does not determine the punishment for other crimes, but that is left to the Senate, to temper it 

according to the circumstances of the fact.  Husbands have power to correct their wives and parents to 

chastise their children, unless the fault is so great that a public punishment is thought necessary for striking 

terror into others.  For the most part slavery is the punishment even of the greatest crimes, for as that is no 

less terrible to the criminals themselves than death, so they think the preserving them in a state of servitude is 

more for the interest of the commonwealth than killing them, since, as their labour is a greater benefit to the 



public than their death could be, so the sight of their misery is a more lasting terror to other men than that 

which would be given by their death.  If their slaves rebel, and will not bear their yoke and submit to the 

labour that is enjoined them, they are treated as wild beasts that cannot be kept in order, neither by a prison 

nor by their chains, and are at last put to death.  But those who bear their punishment patiently, and are so 

much wrought on by that pressure that lies so hard on them, that it appears they are really more troubled for 

the crimes they have committed than for the miseries they suffer, are not out of hope, but that, at last, either 

the Prince will, by his prerogative, or the people, by their intercession, restore them again to their liberty, or, 

at least, very much mitigate their slavery.  He that tempts a married woman to adultery is no less severely 

punished than he that commits it, for they believe that a deliberate design to commit a crime is equal to the 

fact itself, since its not taking effect does not make the person that miscarried in his attempt at all the less 

guilty. 

“They take great pleasure in fools, and as it is thought a base and unbecoming thing to use them ill, so they do 

not think it amiss for people to divert themselves with their folly; and, in their opinion, this is a great 

advantage to the fools themselves; for if men were so sullen and severe as not at all to please themselves with 

their ridiculous behaviour and foolish sayings, which is all that they can do to recommend themselves to 

others, it could not be expected that they would be so well provided for nor so tenderly used as they must 

otherwise be.  If any man should reproach another for his being misshaped or imperfect in any part of his 

body, it would not at all be thought a reflection on the person so treated, but it would be accounted 

scandalous in him that had upbraided another with what he could not help.  It is thought a sign of a sluggish 

and sordid mind not to preserve carefully one’s natural beauty; but it is likewise infamous among them to use 

paint.  They all see that no beauty recommends a wife so much to her husband as the probity of her life and 

her obedience; for as some few are caught and held only by beauty, so all are attracted by the other 

excellences which charm all the world. 

“As they fright men from committing crimes by punishments, so they invite them to the love of virtue by 

public honours; therefore they erect statues to the memories of such worthy men as have deserved well of 

their country, and set these in their market-places, both to perpetuate the remembrance of their actions and 

to be an incitement to their posterity to follow their example. 

“If any man aspires to any office he is sure never to compass it.  They all live easily together, for none of the 

magistrates are either insolent or cruel to the people; they affect rather to be called fathers, and, by being 

really so, they well deserve the name; and the people pay them all the marks of honour the more freely 

because none are exacted from them.  The Prince himself has no distinction, either of garments or of a crown; 

but is only distinguished by a sheaf of corn carried before him; as the High Priest is also known by his being 

preceded by a person carrying a wax light. 

“They have but few laws, and such is their constitution that they need not many.  They very much condemn 

other nations whose laws, together with the commentaries on them, swell up to so many volumes; for they 

think it an unreasonable thing to oblige men to obey a body of laws that are both of such a bulk, and so dark 

as not to be read and understood by every one of the subjects. 

“They have no lawyers among them, for they consider them as a sort of people whose profession it is to 

disguise matters and to wrest the laws, and, therefore, they think it is much better that every man should 



plead his own cause, and trust it to the judge, as in other places the client trusts it to a counsellor; by this 

means they both cut off many delays and find out truth more certainly; for after the parties have laid open the 

merits of the cause, without those artifices which lawyers are apt to suggest, the judge examines the whole 

matter, and supports the simplicity of such well-meaning persons, whom otherwise crafty men would be sure 

to run down; and thus they avoid those evils which appear very remarkably among all those nations that 

labour under a vast load of laws.  Every one of them is skilled in their law; for, as it is a very short study, so the 

plainest meaning of which words are capable is always the sense of their laws; and they argue thus: all laws 

are promulgated for this end, that every man may know his duty; and, therefore, the plainest and most 

obvious sense of the words is that which ought to be put upon them, since a more refined exposition cannot 

be easily comprehended, and would only serve to make the laws become useless to the greater part of 

mankind, and especially to those who need most the direction of them; for it is all one not to make a law at all 

or to couch it in such terms that, without a quick apprehension and much study, a man cannot find out the 

true meaning of it, since the generality of mankind are both so dull, and so much employed in their several 

trades, that they have neither the leisure nor the capacity requisite for such an inquiry. 

“Some of their neighbours, who are masters of their own liberties (having long ago, by the assistance of the 

Utopians, shaken off the yoke of tyranny, and being much taken with those virtues which they observe among 

them), have come to desire that they would send magistrates to govern them, some changing them every 

year, and others every five years; at the end of their government they bring them back to Utopia, with great 

expressions of honour and esteem, and carry away others to govern in their stead.  In this they seem to have 

fallen upon a very good expedient for their own happiness and safety; for since the good or ill condition of a 

nation depends so much upon their magistrates, they could not have made a better choice than by pitching on 

men whom no advantages can bias; for wealth is of no use to them, since they must so soon go back to their 

own country, and they, being strangers among them, are not engaged in any of their heats or animosities; and 

it is certain that when public judicatories are swayed, either by avarice or partial affections, there must follow 

a dissolution of justice, the chief sinew of society. 

“The Utopians call those nations that come and ask magistrates from them Neighbours; but those to whom 

they have been of more particular service, Friends; and as all other nations are perpetually either making 

leagues or breaking them, they never enter into an alliance with any state.  They think leagues are useless 

things, and believe that if the common ties of humanity do not knit men together, the faith of promises will 

have no great effect; and they are the more confirmed in this by what they see among the nations round 

about them, who are no strict observers of leagues and treaties.  We know how religiously they are observed 

in Europe, more particularly where the Christian doctrine is received, among whom they are sacred and 

inviolable! which is partly owing to the justice and goodness of the princes themselves, and partly to the 

reverence they pay to the popes, who, as they are the most religious observers of their own promises, so they 

exhort all other princes to perform theirs, and, when fainter methods do not prevail, they compel them to it 

by the severity of the pastoral censure, and think that it would be the most indecent thing possible if men who 

are particularly distinguished by the title of ‘The Faithful’ should not religiously keep the faith of their treaties.  

But in that new-found world, which is not more distant from us in situation than the people are in their 

manners and course of life, there is no trusting to leagues, even though they were made with all the pomp of 

the most sacred ceremonies; on the contrary, they are on this account the sooner broken, some slight 

pretence being found in the words of the treaties, which are purposely couched in such ambiguous terms that 



they can never be so strictly bound but they will always find some loophole to escape at, and thus they break 

both their leagues and their faith; and this is done with such impudence, that those very men who value 

themselves on having suggested these expedients to their princes would, with a haughty scorn, declaim 

against such craft; or, to speak plainer, such fraud and deceit, if they found private men make use of it in their 

bargains, and would readily say that they deserved to be hanged. 

“By this means it is that all sort of justice passes in the world for a low-spirited and vulgar virtue, far below the 

dignity of royal greatness—or at least there are set up two sorts of justice; the one is mean and creeps on the 

ground, and, therefore, becomes none but the lower part of mankind, and so must be kept in severely by 

many restraints, that it may not break out beyond the bounds that are set to it; the other is the peculiar virtue 

of princes, which, as it is more majestic than that which becomes the rabble, so takes a freer compass, and 

thus lawful and unlawful are only measured by pleasure and interest.  These practices of the princes that lie 

about Utopia, who make so little account of their faith, seem to be the reasons that determine them to 

engage in no confederacy.  Perhaps they would change their mind if they lived among us; but yet, though 

treaties were more religiously observed, they would still dislike the custom of making them, since the world 

has taken up a false maxim upon it, as if there were no tie of nature uniting one nation to another, only 

separated perhaps by a mountain or a river, and that all were born in a state of hostility, and so might lawfully 

do all that mischief to their neighbours against which there is no provision made by treaties; and that when 

treaties are made they do not cut off the enmity or restrain the licence of preying upon each other, if, by the 

unskilfulness of wording them, there are not effectual provisoes made against them; they, on the other hand, 

judge that no man is to be esteemed our enemy that has never injured us, and that the partnership of human 

nature is instead of a league; and that kindness and good nature unite men more effectually and with greater 

strength than any agreements whatsoever, since thereby the engagements of men’s hearts become stronger 

than the bond and obligation of words. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



6. 

The Federalist Papers #1 by Alexander Hamilton (October 27, 1787) 

Introduction 

To the People of the State of New York: 

AFTER an unequivocal experience of the inefficiency of the subsisting federal government, you are called upon 

to deliberate on a new Constitution for the United States of America. The subject speaks its own importance; 

comprehending in its consequences nothing less than the existence of the UNION, the safety and welfare of 

the parts of which it is composed, the fate of an empire in many respects the most interesting in the world. It 

has been frequently remarked that it seems to have been reserved to the people of this country, by their 

conduct and example, to decide the important question, whether societies of men are really capable or not of 

establishing good government from reflection and choice, or whether they are forever destined to depend for 

their political constitutions on accident and force. If there be any truth in the remark, the crisis at which we 

are arrived may with propriety be regarded as the era in which that decision is to be made; and a wrong 

election of the part we shall act may, in this view, deserve to be considered as the general misfortune of 

mankind. 

This idea will add the inducements of philanthropy to those of patriotism, to heighten the solicitude which all 

considerate and good men must feel for the event. Happy will it be if our choice should be directed by a 

judicious estimate of our true interests, unperplexed and unbiased by considerations not connected with the 

public good. But this is a thing more ardently to be wished than seriously to be expected. The plan offered to 

our deliberations affects too many particular interests, innovates upon too many local institutions, not to 

involve in its discussion a variety of objects foreign to its merits, and of views, passions and prejudices little 

favorable to the discovery of truth. 

Among the most formidable of the obstacles which the new Constitution will have to encounter may readily 

be distinguished the obvious interest of a certain class of men in every State to resist all changes which may 

hazard a diminution of the power, emolument, and consequence of the offices they hold under the State 

establishments; and the perverted ambition of another class of men, who will either hope to aggrandize 

themselves by the confusions of their country, or will flatter themselves with fairer prospects of elevation 

from the subdivision of the empire into several partial confederacies than from its union under one 

government. 

It is not, however, my design to dwell upon observations of this nature. I am well aware that it would be 

disingenuous to resolve indiscriminately the opposition of any set of men (merely because their situations 

might subject them to suspicion) into interested or ambitious views. Candor will oblige us to admit that even 

such men may be actuated by upright intentions; and it cannot be doubted that much of the opposition which 

has made its appearance, or may hereafter make its appearance, will spring from sources, blameless at least, if 

not respectable--the honest errors of minds led astray by preconceived jealousies and fears. So numerous 

indeed and so powerful are the causes which serve to give a false bias to the judgment, that we, upon many 

occasions, see wise and good men on the wrong as well as on the right side of questions of the first magnitude 

to society. This circumstance, if duly attended to, would furnish a lesson of moderation to those who are ever 



so much persuaded of their being in the right in any controversy. And a further reason for caution, in this 

respect, might be drawn from the reflection that we are not always sure that those who advocate the truth 

are influenced by purer principles than their antagonists. Ambition, avarice, personal animosity, party 

opposition, and many other motives not more laudable than these, are apt to operate as well upon those who 

support as those who oppose the right side of a question. Were there not even these inducements to 

moderation, nothing could be more ill-judged than that intolerant spirit which has, at all times, characterized 

political parties. For in politics, as in religion, it is equally absurd to aim at making proselytes by fire and sword. 

Heresies in either can rarely be cured by persecution. 

And yet, however just these sentiments will be allowed to be, we have already sufficient indications that it will 

happen in this as in all former cases of great national discussion. A torrent of angry and malignant passions will 

be let loose. To judge from the conduct of the opposite parties, we shall be led to conclude that they will 

mutually hope to evince the justness of their opinions, and to increase the number of their converts by the 

loudness of their declamations and the bitterness of their invectives. An enlightened zeal for the energy and 

efficiency of government will be stigmatized as the offspring of a temper fond of despotic power and hostile to 

the principles of liberty. An over-scrupulous jealousy of danger to the rights of the people, which is more 

commonly the fault of the head than of the heart, will be represented as mere pretense and artifice, the stale 

bait for popularity at the expense of the public good. It will be forgotten, on the one hand, that jealousy is the 

usual concomitant of love, and that the noble enthusiasm of liberty is apt to be infected with a spirit of narrow 

and illiberal distrust. On the other hand, it will be equally forgotten that the vigor of government is essential to 

the security of liberty; that, in the contemplation of a sound and well-informed judgment, their interest can 

never be separated; and that a dangerous ambition more often lurks behind the specious mask of zeal for the 

rights of the people than under the forbidden appearance of zeal for the firmness and efficiency of 

government. History will teach us that the former has been found a much more certain road to the 

introduction of despotism than the latter, and that of those men who have overturned the liberties of 

republics, the greatest number have begun their career by paying an obsequious court to the people; 

commencing demagogues, and ending tyrants. 

In the course of the preceding observations, I have had an eye, my fellow-citizens, to putting you upon your 

guard against all attempts, from whatever quarter, to influence your decision in a matter of the utmost 

moment to your welfare, by any impressions other than those which may result from the evidence of truth. 

You will, no doubt, at the same time, have collected from the general scope of them, that they proceed from a 

source not unfriendly to the new Constitution. Yes, my countrymen, I own to you that, after having given it an 

attentive consideration, I am clearly of opinion it is your interest to adopt it. I am convinced that this is the 

safest course for your liberty, your dignity, and your happiness. I affect not reserves which I do not feel. I will 

not amuse you with an appearance of deliberation when I have decided. I frankly acknowledge to you my 

convictions, and I will freely lay before you the reasons on which they are founded. The consciousness of good 

intentions disdains ambiguity. I shall not, however, multiply professions on this head. My motives must remain 

in the depository of my own breast. My arguments will be open to all, and may be judged of by all. They shall 

at least be offered in a spirit which will not disgrace the cause of truth. 

I propose, in a series of papers, to discuss the following interesting particulars: 

 



THE UTILITY OF THE UNION TO YOUR POLITICAL PROSPERITY 

THE INSUFFICIENCY OF THE PRESENT CONFEDERATION TO PRESERVE THAT UNION  

THE NECESSITY OF A GOVERNMENT AT LEAST EQUALLY ENERGETIC WITH THE ONE PROPOSED, TO THE 

ATTAINMENT OF THIS OBJECT  

THE CONFORMITY OF THE PROPOSED CONSTITUTION TO THE TRUE PRINCIPLES OF REPUBLICAN 

GOVERNMENT  

ITS ANALOGY TO YOUR OWN STATE CONSTITUTION  

and lastly, THE ADDITIONAL SECURITY WHICH ITS ADOPTION WILL AFFORD TO THE PRESERVATION OF THAT 

SPECIES OF GOVERNMENT, TO LIBERTY, AND TO PROPERTY. 

In the progress of this discussion I shall endeavor to give a satisfactory answer to all the objections which shall 

have made their appearance, that may seem to have any claim to your attention. 

It may perhaps be thought superfluous to offer arguments to prove the utility of the UNION, a point, no doubt, 

deeply engraved on the hearts of the great body of the people in every State, and one, which it may be 

imagined, has no adversaries. But the fact is, that we already hear it whispered in the private circles of those 

who oppose the new Constitution, that the thirteen States are of too great extent for any general system, and 

that we must of necessity resort to separate confederacies of distinct portions of the whole.1 This doctrine 

will, in all probability, be gradually propagated, till it has votaries enough to countenance an open avowal of it. 

For nothing can be more evident, to those who are able to take an enlarged view of the subject, than the 

alternative of an adoption of the new Constitution or a dismemberment of the Union. It will therefore be of 

use to begin by examining the advantages of that Union, the certain evils, and the probable dangers, to which 

every State will be exposed from its dissolution. This shall accordingly constitute the subject of my next 

address. 

PUBLIUS. 

1 The same idea, tracing the arguments to their consequences, is held out in several of the late publications 

against the new Constitution. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



7. 

The Federalist Papers #2 by John Jay (October 31, 1787) 

Concerning Dangers from Foreign Force and Influence 

To the People of the State of New York: 

WHEN the people of America reflect that they are now called upon to decide a question, which, in its 

consequences, must prove one of the most important that ever engaged their attention, the propriety of their 

taking a very comprehensive, as well as a very serious, view of it, will be evident. 

Nothing is more certain than the indispensable necessity of government, and it is equally undeniable, that 

whenever and however it is instituted, the people must cede to it some of their natural rights in order to vest 

it with requisite powers. It is well worthy of consideration therefore, whether it would conduce more to the 

interest of the people of America that they should, to all general purposes, be one nation, under one federal 

government, or that they should divide themselves into separate confederacies, and give to the head of each 

the same kind of powers which they are advised to place in one national government. 

It has until lately been a received and uncontradicted opinion that the prosperity of the people of America 

depended on their continuing firmly united, and the wishes, prayers, and efforts of our best and wisest 

citizens have been constantly directed to that object. But politicians now appear, who insist that this opinion is 

erroneous, and that instead of looking for safety and happiness in union, we ought to seek it in a division of 

the States into distinct confederacies or sovereignties. However extraordinary this new doctrine may appear, 

it nevertheless has its advocates; and certain characters who were much opposed to it formerly, are at 

present of the number. Whatever may be the arguments or inducements which have wrought this change in 

the sentiments and declarations of these gentlemen, it certainly would not be wise in the people at large to 

adopt these new political tenets without being fully convinced that they are founded in truth and sound 

policy. 

It has often given me pleasure to observe that independent America was not composed of detached and 

distant territories, but that one connected, fertile, widespreading country was the portion of our western sons 

of liberty. Providence has in a particular manner blessed it with a variety of soils and productions, and watered 

it with innumerable streams, for the delight and accommodation of its inhabitants. A succession of navigable 

waters forms a kind of chain round its borders, as if to bind it together; while the most noble rivers in the 

world, running at convenient distances, present them with highways for the easy communication of friendly 

aids, and the mutual transportation and exchange of their various commodities. 

With equal pleasure I have as often taken notice that Providence has been pleased to give this one connected 

country to one united people--a people descended from the same ancestors, speaking the same language, 

professing the same religion, attached to the same principles of government, very similar in their manners and 

customs, and who, by their joint counsels, arms, and efforts, fighting side by side throughout a long and 

bloody war, have nobly established general liberty and independence. 



This country and this people seem to have been made for each other, and it appears as if it was the design of 

Providence, that an inheritance so proper and convenient for a band of brethren, united to each other by the 

strongest ties, should never be split into a number of unsocial, jealous, and alien sovereignties. 

Similar sentiments have hitherto prevailed among all orders and denominations of men among us. To all 

general purposes we have uniformly been one people each individual citizen everywhere enjoying the same 

national rights, privileges, and protection. As a nation we have made peace and war; as a nation we have 

vanquished our common enemies; as a nation we have formed alliances, and made treaties, and entered into 

various compacts and conventions with foreign states. 

A strong sense of the value and blessings of union induced the people, at a very early period, to institute a 

federal government to preserve and perpetuate it. They formed it almost as soon as they had a political 

existence; nay, at a time when their habitations were in flames, when many of their citizens were bleeding, 

and when the progress of hostility and desolation left little room for those calm and mature inquiries and 

reflections which must ever precede the formation of a wise and wellbalanced government for a free people. 

It is not to be wondered at, that a government instituted in times so inauspicious, should on experiment be 

found greatly deficient and inadequate to the purpose it was intended to answer. 

This intelligent people perceived and regretted these defects. Still continuing no less attached to union than 

enamored of liberty, they observed the danger which immediately threatened the former and more remotely 

the latter; and being pursuaded that ample security for both could only be found in a national government 

more wisely framed, they as with one voice, convened the late convention at Philadelphia, to take that 

important subject under consideration. 

This convention composed of men who possessed the confidence of the people, and many of whom had 

become highly distinguished by their patriotism, virtue and wisdom, in times which tried the minds and hearts 

of men, undertook the arduous task. In the mild season of peace, with minds unoccupied by other subjects, 

they passed many months in cool, uninterrupted, and daily consultation; and finally, without having been 

awed by power, or influenced by any passions except love for their country, they presented and 

recommended to the people the plan produced by their joint and very unanimous councils. 

Admit, for so is the fact, that this plan is only RECOMMENDED, not imposed, yet let it be remembered that it is 

neither recommended to BLIND approbation, nor to BLIND reprobation; but to that sedate and candid 

consideration which the magnitude and importance of the subject demand, and which it certainly ought to 

receive. But this (as was remarked in the foregoing number of this paper) is more to be wished than expected, 

that it may be so considered and examined. Experience on a former occasion teaches us not to be too 

sanguine in such hopes. It is not yet forgotten that well-grounded apprehensions of imminent danger induced 

the people of America to form the memorable Congress of 1774. That body recommended certain measures 

to their constituents, and the event proved their wisdom; yet it is fresh in our memories how soon the press 

began to teem with pamphlets and weekly papers against those very measures. Not only many of the officers 

of government, who obeyed the dictates of personal interest, but others, from a mistaken estimate of 

consequences, or the undue influence of former attachments, or whose ambition aimed at objects which did 

not correspond with the public good, were indefatigable in their efforts to pursuade the people to reject the 



advice of that patriotic Congress. Many, indeed, were deceived and deluded, but the great majority of the 

people reasoned and decided judiciously; and happy they are in reflecting that they did so. 

They considered that the Congress was composed of many wise and experienced men. That, being convened 

from different parts of the country, they brought with them and communicated to each other a variety of 

useful information. That, in the course of the time they passed together in inquiring into and discussing the 

true interests of their country, they must have acquired very accurate knowledge on that head. That they 

were individually interested in the public liberty and prosperity, and therefore that it was not less their 

inclination than their duty to recommend only such measures as, after the most mature deliberation, they 

really thought prudent and advisable. 

These and similar considerations then induced the people to rely greatly on the judgment and integrity of the 

Congress; and they took their advice, notwithstanding the various arts and endeavors used to deter them from 

it. But if the people at large had reason to confide in the men of that Congress, few of whom had been fully 

tried or generally known, still greater reason have they now to respect the judgment and advice of the 

convention, for it is well known that some of the most distinguished members of that Congress, who have 

been since tried and justly approved for patriotism and abilities, and who have grown old in acquiring political 

information, were also members of this convention, and carried into it their accumulated knowledge and 

experience. 

It is worthy of remark that not only the first, but every succeeding Congress, as well as the late convention, 

have invariably joined with the people in thinking that the prosperity of America depended on its Union. To 

preserve and perpetuate it was the great object of the people in forming that convention, and it is also the 

great object of the plan which the convention has advised them to adopt. With what propriety, therefore, or 

for what good purposes, are attempts at this particular period made by some men to depreciate the 

importance of the Union? Or why is it suggested that three or four confederacies would be better than one? I 

am persuaded in my own mind that the people have always thought right on this subject, and that their 

universal and uniform attachment to the cause of the Union rests on great and weighty reasons, which I shall 

endeavor to develop and explain in some ensuing papers. They who promote the idea of substituting a 

number of distinct confederacies in the room of the plan of the convention, seem clearly to foresee that the 

rejection of it would put the continuance of the Union in the utmost jeopardy. That certainly would be the 

case, and I sincerely wish that it may be as clearly foreseen by every good citizen, that whenever the 

dissolution of the Union arrives, America will have reason to exclaim, in the words of the poet: ``FAREWELL! A 

LONG FAREWELL TO ALL MY GREATNESS.'' 

 

 

 

 

 

 



8. 

The Federalist Papers #6 by Alexander Hamilton (November 14, 1787) 

Concerning Dangers from Dissensions Between the States 

To the People of the State of New York: 

THE three last numbers of this paper have been dedicated to an enumeration of the dangers to which we 

should be exposed, in a state of disunion, from the arms and arts of foreign nations. I shall now proceed to 

delineate dangers of a different and, perhaps, still more alarming kind--those which will in all probability flow 

from dissensions between the States themselves, and from domestic factions and convulsions. These have 

been already in some instances slightly anticipated; but they deserve a more particular and more full 

investigation. 

A man must be far gone in Utopian speculations who can seriously doubt that, if these States should either be 

wholly disunited, or only united in partial confederacies, the subdivisions into which they might be thrown 

would have frequent and violent contests with each other. To presume a want of motives for such contests as 

an argument against their existence, would be to forget that men are ambitious, vindictive, and rapacious. To 

look for a continuation of harmony between a number of independent, unconnected sovereignties in the 

same neighborhood, would be to disregard the uniform course of human events, and to set at defiance the 

accumulated experience of ages. 

The causes of hostility among nations are innumerable. There are some which have a general and almost 

constant operation upon the collective bodies of society. Of this description are the love of power or the 

desire of pre-eminence and dominion--the jealousy of power, or the desire of equality and safety. There are 

others which have a more circumscribed though an equally operative influence within their spheres. Such are 

the rivalships and competitions of commerce between commercial nations. And there are others, not less 

numerous than either of the former, which take their origin entirely in private passions; in the attachments, 

enmities, interests, hopes, and fears of leading individuals in the communities of which they are members. 

Men of this class, whether the favorites of a king or of a people, have in too many instances abused the 

confidence they possessed; and assuming the pretext of some public motive, have not scrupled to sacrifice the 

national tranquillity to personal advantage or personal gratification. 

The celebrated Pericles, in compliance with the resentment of a prostitute,1 at the expense of much of the 

blood and treasure of his countrymen, attacked, vanquished, and destroyed the city of the SAMNIANS. The 

same man, stimulated by private pique against the MEGARENSIANS,2 another nation of Greece, or to avoid a 

prosecution with which he was threatened as an accomplice of a supposed theft of the statuary Phidias,3 or to 

get rid of the accusations prepared to be brought against him for dissipating the funds of the state in the 

purchase of popularity,4 or from a combination of all these causes, was the primitive author of that famous 

and fatal war, distinguished in the Grecian annals by the name of the PELOPONNESIAN war; which, after 

various vicissitudes, intermissions, and renewals, terminated in the ruin of the Athenian commonwealth. 

 



The ambitious cardinal, who was prime minister to Henry VIII., permitting his vanity to aspire to the triple 

crown,5 entertained hopes of succeeding in the acquisition of that splendid prize by the influence of the 

Emperor Charles V. To secure the favor and interest of this enterprising and powerful monarch, he 

precipitated England into a war with France, contrary to the plainest dictates of policy, and at the hazard of 

the safety and independence, as well of the kingdom over which he presided by his counsels, as of Europe in 

general. For if there ever was a sovereign who bid fair to realize the project of universal monarchy, it was the 

Emperor Charles V., of whose intrigues Wolsey was at once the instrument and the dupe. 

The influence which the bigotry of one female,6 the petulance of another,7 and the cabals of a third,8 had in 

the contemporary policy, ferments, and pacifications, of a considerable part of Europe, are topics that have 

been too often descanted upon not to be generally known. 

To multiply examples of the agency of personal considerations in the production of great national events, 

either foreign or domestic, according to their direction, would be an unnecessary waste of time. Those who 

have but a superficial acquaintance with the sources from which they are to be drawn, will themselves 

recollect a variety of instances; and those who have a tolerable knowledge of human nature will not stand in 

need of such lights to form their opinion either of the reality or extent of that agency. Perhaps, however, a 

reference, tending to illustrate the general principle, may with propriety be made to a case which has lately 

happened among ourselves. If Shays had not been a DESPERATE DEBTOR, it is much to be doubted whether 

Massachusetts would have been plunged into a civil war. 

But notwithstanding the concurring testimony of experience, in this particular, there are still to be found 

visionary or designing men, who stand ready to advocate the paradox of perpetual peace between the States, 

though dismembered and alienated from each other. The genius of republics (say they) is pacific; the spirit of 

commerce has a tendency to soften the manners of men, and to extinguish those inflammable humors which 

have so often kindled into wars. Commercial republics, like ours, will never be disposed to waste themselves in 

ruinous contentions with each other. They will be governed by mutual interest, and will cultivate a spirit of 

mutual amity and concord. 

Is it not (we may ask these projectors in politics) the true interest of all nations to cultivate the same 

benevolent and philosophic spirit? If this be their true interest, have they in fact pursued it? Has it not, on the 

contrary, invariably been found that momentary passions, and immediate interest, have a more active and 

imperious control over human conduct than general or remote considerations of policy, utility or justice? Have 

republics in practice been less addicted to war than monarchies? Are not the former administered by MEN as 

well as the latter? Are there not aversions, predilections, rivalships, and desires of unjust acquisitions, that 

affect nations as well as kings? Are not popular assemblies frequently subject to the impulses of rage, 

resentment, jealousy, avarice, and of other irregular and violent propensities? Is it not well known that their 

determinations are often governed by a few individuals in whom they place confidence, and are, of course, 

liable to be tinctured by the passions and views of those individuals? Has commerce hitherto done anything 

more than change the objects of war? Is not the love of wealth as domineering and enterprising a passion as 

that of power or glory? Have there not been as many wars founded upon commercial motives since that has 

become the prevailing system of nations, as were before occasioned by the cupidity of territory or dominion? 

Has not the spirit of commerce, in many instances, administered new incentives to the appetite, both for the 



one and for the other? Let experience, the least fallible guide of human opinions, be appealed to for an 

answer to these inquiries. 

Sparta, Athens, Rome, and Carthage were all republics; two of them, Athens and Carthage, of the commercial 

kind. Yet were they as often engaged in wars, offensive and defensive, as the neighboring monarchies of the 

same times. Sparta was little better than a well regulated camp; and Rome was never sated of carnage and 

conquest. 

Carthage, though a commercial republic, was the aggressor in the very war that ended in her destruction. 

Hannibal had carried her arms into the heart of Italy and to the gates of Rome, before Scipio, in turn, gave him 

an overthrow in the territories of Carthage, and made a conquest of the commonwealth. 

Venice, in later times, figured more than once in wars of ambition, till, becoming an object to the other Italian 

states, Pope Julius II. found means to accomplish that formidable league,9 which gave a deadly blow to the 

power and pride of this haughty republic. 

The provinces of Holland, till they were overwhelmed in debts and taxes, took a leading and conspicuous part 

in the wars of Europe. They had furious contests with England for the dominion of the sea, and were among 

the most persevering and most implacable of the opponents of Louis XIV. 

In the government of Britain the representatives of the people compose one branch of the national 

legislature. Commerce has been for ages the predominant pursuit of that country. Few nations, nevertheless, 

have been more frequently engaged in war; and the wars in which that kingdom has been engaged have, in 

numerous instances, proceeded from the people. 

There have been, if I may so express it, almost as many popular as royal wars. The cries of the nation and the 

importunities of their representatives have, upon various occasions, dragged their monarchs into war, or 

continued them in it, contrary to their inclinations, and sometimes contrary to the real interests of the State. 

In that memorable struggle for superiority between the rival houses of AUSTRIA and BOURBON, which so long 

kept Europe in a flame, it is well known that the antipathies of the English against the French, seconding the 

ambition, or rather the avarice, of a favorite leader,10 protracted the war beyond the limits marked out by 

sound policy, and for a considerable time in opposition to the views of the court. 

The wars of these two last-mentioned nations have in a great measure grown out of commercial 

considerations,--the desire of supplanting and the fear of being supplanted, either in particular branches of 

traffic or in the general advantages of trade and navigation. 

From this summary of what has taken place in other countries, whose situations have borne the nearest 

resemblance to our own, what reason can we have to confide in those reveries which would seduce us into an 

expectation of peace and cordiality between the members of the present confederacy, in a state of 

separation? Have we not already seen enough of the fallacy and extravagance of those idle theories which 

have amused us with promises of an exemption from the imperfections, weaknesses and evils incident to 

society in every shape? Is it not time to awake from the deceitful dream of a golden age, and to adopt as a 

practical maxim for the direction of our political conduct that we, as well as the other inhabitants of the globe, 

are yet remote from the happy empire of perfect wisdom and perfect virtue? 



Let the point of extreme depression to which our national dignity and credit have sunk, let the inconveniences 

felt everywhere from a lax and ill administration of government, let the revolt of a part of the State of North 

Carolina, the late menacing disturbances in Pennsylvania, and the actual insurrections and rebellions in 

Massachusetts, declare--! 

So far is the general sense of mankind from corresponding with the tenets of those who endeavor to lull 

asleep our apprehensions of discord and hostility between the States, in the event of disunion, that it has from 

long observation of the progress of society become a sort of axiom in politics, that vicinity or nearness of 

situation, constitutes nations natural enemies. An intelligent writer expresses himself on this subject to this 

effect: ``NEIGHBORING NATIONS (says he) are naturally enemies of each other unless their common weakness 

forces them to league in a CONFEDERATE REPUBLIC, and their constitution prevents the differences that 

neighborhood occasions, extinguishing that secret jealousy which disposes all states to aggrandize themselves 

at the expense of their neighbors.''11 This passage, at the same time, points out the EVIL and suggests the 

REMEDY. 

PUBLIUS. 

1 Aspasia, vide ``Plutarch's Life of Pericles.'' 

2 Ibid. 

3 Ibid. 

4 ] Ibid. Phidias was supposed to have stolen some public gold, with the connivance of Pericles, for the 

embellishment of the statue of Minerva. 

5 P Worn by the popes. 

6 Madame de Maintenon. 

7 Duchess of Marlborough. 

8 Madame de Pompadour. 

9 The League of Cambray, comprehending the Emperor, the King of France, the King of Aragon, and most of 

the Italian princes and states. 

10 The Duke of Marlborough. 

11 Vide ``Principes des Negociations'' par 1'Abbe de Mably. 

 

 

 

 

 



9. 

The Federalist Papers #39 by James Madison (January 18, 1788) 

The Conformity of the Plan to Republican Principles 

To the People of the State of New York: 

THE last paper having concluded the observations which were meant to introduce a candid survey of the plan 

of government reported by the convention, we now proceed to the execution of that part of our undertaking. 

The first question that offers itself is, whether the general form and aspect of the government be strictly 

republican. It is evident that no other form would be reconcilable with the genius of the people of America; 

with the fundamental principles of the Revolution; or with that honorable determination which animates 

every votary of freedom, to rest all our political experiments on the capacity of mankind for self-government. 

If the plan of the convention, therefore, be found to depart from the republican character, its advocates must 

abandon it as no longer defensible. 

What, then, are the distinctive characters of the republican form? Were an answer to this question to be 

sought, not by recurring to principles, but in the application of the term by political writers, to the constitution 

of different States, no satisfactory one would ever be found. Holland, in which no particle of the supreme 

authority is derived from the people, has passed almost universally under the denomination of a republic. The 

same title has been bestowed on Venice, where absolute power over the great body of the people is 

exercised, in the most absolute manner, by a small body of hereditary nobles. Poland, which is a mixture of 

aristocracy and of monarchy in their worst forms, has been dignified with the same appellation. The 

government of England, which has one republican branch only, combined with an hereditary aristocracy and 

monarchy, has, with equal impropriety, been frequently placed on the list of republics. These examples, which 

are nearly as dissimilar to each other as to a genuine republic, show the extreme inaccuracy with which the 

term has been used in political disquisitions. 

If we resort for a criterion to the different principles on which different forms of government are established, 

we may define a republic to be, or at least may bestow that name on, a government which derives all its 

powers directly or indirectly from the great body of the people, and is administered by persons holding their 

offices during pleasure, for a limited period, or during good behavior. It is ESSENTIAL to such a government 

that it be derived from the great body of the society, not from an inconsiderable proportion, or a favored class 

of it; otherwise a handful of tyrannical nobles, exercising their oppressions by a delegation of their powers, 

might aspire to the rank of republicans, and claim for their government the honorable title of republic. It is 

SUFFICIENT for such a government that the persons administering it be appointed, either directly or indirectly, 

by the people; and that they hold their appointments by either of the tenures just specified; otherwise every 

government in the United States, as well as every other popular government that has been or can be well 

organized or well executed, would be degraded from the republican character. According to the constitution 

of every State in the Union, some or other of the officers of government are appointed indirectly only by the 

people. According to most of them, the chief magistrate himself is so appointed. And according to one, this 

mode of appointment is extended to one of the co-ordinate branches of the legislature. According to all the 

constitutions, also, the tenure of the highest offices is extended to a definite period, and in many instances, 

both within the legislative and executive departments, to a period of years. According to the provisions of 



most of the constitutions, again, as well as according to the most respectable and received opinions on the 

subject, the members of the judiciary department are to retain their offices by the firm tenure of good 

behavior. 

On comparing the Constitution planned by the convention with the standard here fixed, we perceive at once 

that it is, in the most rigid sense, conformable to it. The House of Representatives, like that of one branch at 

least of all the State legislatures, is elected immediately by the great body of the people. The Senate, like the 

present Congress, and the Senate of Maryland, derives its appointment indirectly from the people. The 

President is indirectly derived from the choice of the people, according to the example in most of the States. 

Even the judges, with all other officers of the Union, will, as in the several States, be the choice, though a 

remote choice, of the people themselves, the duration of the appointments is equally conformable to the 

republican standard, and to the model of State constitutions The House of Representatives is periodically 

elective, as in all the States; and for the period of two years, as in the State of South Carolina. The Senate is 

elective, for the period of six years; which is but one year more than the period of the Senate of Maryland, and 

but two more than that of the Senates of New York and Virginia. The President is to continue in office for the 

period of four years; as in New York and Delaware, the chief magistrate is elected for three years, and in South 

Carolina for two years. In the other States the election is annual. In several of the States, however, no 

constitutional provision is made for the impeachment of the chief magistrate. And in Delaware and Virginia he 

is not impeachable till out of office. The President of the United States is impeachable at any time during his 

continuance in office. The tenure by which the judges are to hold their places, is, as it unquestionably ought to 

be, that of good behavior. The tenure of the ministerial offices generally, will be a subject of legal regulation, 

conformably to the reason of the case and the example of the State constitutions. 

Could any further proof be required of the republican complexion of this system, the most decisive one might 

be found in its absolute prohibition of titles of nobility, both under the federal and the State governments; and 

in its express guaranty of the republican form to each of the latter. 

``But it was not sufficient,'' say the adversaries of the proposed Constitution, ``for the convention to adhere to 

the republican form. They ought, with equal care, to have preserved the FEDERAL form, which regards the 

Union as a CONFEDERACY of sovereign states; instead of which, they have framed a NATIONAL government, 

which regards the Union as a CONSOLIDATION of the States.'' And it is asked by what authority this bold and 

radical innovation was undertaken? The handle which has been made of this objection requires that it should 

be examined with some precision. 

Without inquiring into the accuracy of the distinction on which the objection is founded, it will be necessary to 

a just estimate of its force, first, to ascertain the real character of the government in question; secondly, to 

inquire how far the convention were authorized to propose such a government; and thirdly, how far the duty 

they owed to their country could supply any defect of regular authority. 

First. In order to ascertain the real character of the government, it may be considered in relation to the 

foundation on which it is to be established; to the sources from which its ordinary powers are to be drawn; to 

the operation of those powers; to the extent of them; and to the authority by which future changes in the 

government are to be introduced. 

 



On examining the first relation, it appears, on one hand, that the Constitution is to be founded on the assent 

and ratification of the people of America, given by deputies elected for the special purpose; but, on the other, 

that this assent and ratification is to be given by the people, not as individuals composing one entire nation, 

but as composing the distinct and independent States to which they respectively belong. It is to be the assent 

and ratification of the several States, derived from the supreme authority in each State, the authority of the 

people themselves. The act, therefore, establishing the Constitution, will not be a NATIONAL, but a FEDERAL 

act. 

That it will be a federal and not a national act, as these terms are understood by the objectors; the act of the 

people, as forming so many independent States, not as forming one aggregate nation, is obvious from this 

single consideration, that it is to result neither from the decision of a MAJORITY of the people of the Union, 

nor from that of a MAJORITY of the States. It must result from the UNANIMOUS assent of the several States 

that are parties to it, differing no otherwise from their ordinary assent than in its being expressed, not by the 

legislative authority, but by that of the people themselves. Were the people regarded in this transaction as 

forming one nation, the will of the majority of the whole people of the United States would bind the minority, 

in the same manner as the majority in each State must bind the minority; and the will of the majority must be 

determined either by a comparison of the individual votes, or by considering the will of the majority of the 

States as evidence of the will of a majority of the people of the United States. Neither of these rules have been 

adopted. Each State, in ratifying the Constitution, is considered as a sovereign body, independent of all others, 

and only to be bound by its own voluntary act. In this relation, then, the new Constitution will, if established, 

be a FEDERAL, and not a NATIONAL constitution. 

The next relation is, to the sources from which the ordinary powers of government are to be derived. The 

House of Representatives will derive its powers from the people of America; and the people will be 

represented in the same proportion, and on the same principle, as they are in the legislature of a particular 

State. So far the government is NATIONAL, not FEDERAL. The Senate, on the other hand, will derive its powers 

from the States, as political and coequal societies; and these will be represented on the principle of equality in 

the Senate, as they now are in the existing Congress. So far the government is FEDERAL, not NATIONAL. The 

executive power will be derived from a very compound source. The immediate election of the President is to 

be made by the States in their political characters. The votes allotted to them are in a compound ratio, which 

considers them partly as distinct and coequal societies, partly as unequal members of the same society. The 

eventual election, again, is to be made by that branch of the legislature which consists of the national 

representatives; but in this particular act they are to be thrown into the form of individual delegations, from 

so many distinct and coequal bodies politic. From this aspect of the government it appears to be of a mixed 

character, presenting at least as many FEDERAL as NATIONAL features. 

The difference between a federal and national government, as it relates to the OPERATION OF THE 

GOVERNMENT, is supposed to consist in this, that in the former the powers operate on the political bodies 

composing the Confederacy, in their political capacities; in the latter, on the individual citizens composing the 

nation, in their individual capacities. On trying the Constitution by this criterion, it falls under the NATIONAL, 

not the FEDERAL character; though perhaps not so completely as has been understood. In several cases, and 

particularly in the trial of controversies to which States may be parties, they must be viewed and proceeded 

against in their collective and political capacities only. So far the national countenance of the government on 

this side seems to be disfigured by a few federal features. But this blemish is perhaps unavoidable in any plan; 



and the operation of the government on the people, in their individual capacities, in its ordinary and most 

essential proceedings, may, on the whole, designate it, in this relation, a NATIONAL government. 

But if the government be national with regard to the OPERATION of its powers, it changes its aspect again 

when we contemplate it in relation to the EXTENT of its powers. The idea of a national government involves in 

it, not only an authority over the individual citizens, but an indefinite supremacy over all persons and things, 

so far as they are objects of lawful government. Among a people consolidated into one nation, this supremacy 

is completely vested in the national legislature. Among communities united for particular purposes, it is vested 

partly in the general and partly in the municipal legislatures. In the former case, all local authorities are 

subordinate to the supreme; and may be controlled, directed, or abolished by it at pleasure. In the latter, the 

local or municipal authorities form distinct and independent portions of the supremacy, no more subject, 

within their respective spheres, to the general authority, than the general authority is subject to them, within 

its own sphere. In this relation, then, the proposed government cannot be deemed a NATIONAL one; since its 

jurisdiction extends to certain enumerated objects only, and leaves to the several States a residuary and 

inviolable sovereignty over all other objects. It is true that in controversies relating to the boundary between 

the two jurisdictions, the tribunal which is ultimately to decide, is to be established under the general 

government. But this does not change the principle of the case. The decision is to be impartially made, 

according to the rules of the Constitution; and all the usual and most effectual precautions are taken to secure 

this impartiality. Some such tribunal is clearly essential to prevent an appeal to the sword and a dissolution of 

the compact; and that it ought to be established under the general rather than under the local governments, 

or, to speak more properly, that it could be safely established under the first alone, is a position not likely to 

be combated. 

If we try the Constitution by its last relation to the authority by which amendments are to be made, we find it 

neither wholly NATIONAL nor wholly FEDERAL. Were it wholly national, the supreme and ultimate authority 

would reside in the MAJORITY of the people of the Union; and this authority would be competent at all times, 

like that of a majority of every national society, to alter or abolish its established government. Were it wholly 

federal, on the other hand, the concurrence of each State in the Union would be essential to every alteration 

that would be binding on all. The mode provided by the plan of the convention is not founded on either of 

these principles. In requiring more than a majority, and principles. In requiring more than a majority, and 

particularly in computing the proportion by STATES, not by CITIZENS, it departs from the NATIONAL and 

advances towards the FEDERAL character; in rendering the concurrence of less than the whole number of 

States sufficient, it loses again the FEDERAL and partakes of the NATIONAL character. 

The proposed Constitution, therefore, is, in strictness, neither a national nor a federal Constitution, but a 

composition of both. In its foundation it is federal, not national; in the sources from which the ordinary 

powers of the government are drawn, it is partly federal and partly national; in the operation of these powers, 

it is national, not federal; in the extent of them, again, it is federal, not national; and, finally, in the 

authoritative mode of introducing amendments, it is neither wholly federal nor wholly national. 

PUBLIUS. 

 

 



10. 

The Federalist Papers #70 by Alexander Hamilton (March 15, 1788) 

The Executive Department Further Considered 

To the People of the State of New York: 

THERE is an idea, which is not without its advocates, that a vigorous Executive is inconsistent with the genius 

of republican government. The enlightened well-wishers to this species of government must at least hope that 

the supposition is destitute of foundation; since they can never admit its truth, without at the same time 

admitting the condemnation of their own principles. Energy in the Executive is a leading character in the 

definition of good government. It is essential to the protection of the community against foreign attacks; it is 

not less essential to the steady administration of the laws; to the protection of property against those irregular 

and high-handed combinations which sometimes interrupt the ordinary course of justice; to the security of 

liberty against the enterprises and assaults of ambition, of faction, and of anarchy. Every man the least 

conversant in Roman story, knows how often that republic was obliged to take refuge in the absolute power of 

a single man, under the formidable title of Dictator, as well against the intrigues of ambitious individuals who 

aspired to the tyranny, and the seditions of whole classes of the community whose conduct threatened the 

existence of all government, as against the invasions of external enemies who menaced the conquest and 

destruction of Rome. 

There can be no need, however, to multiply arguments or examples on this head. A feeble Executive implies a 

feeble execution of the government. A feeble execution is but another phrase for a bad execution; and a 

government ill executed, whatever it may be in theory, must be, in practice, a bad government. 

Taking it for granted, therefore, that all men of sense will agree in the necessity of an energetic Executive, it 

will only remain to inquire, what are the ingredients which constitute this energy? How far can they be 

combined with those other ingredients which constitute safety in the republican sense? And how far does this 

combination characterize the plan which has been reported by the convention? 

The ingredients which constitute energy in the Executive are, first, unity; secondly, duration; thirdly, an 

adequate provision for its support; fourthly, competent powers. 

The ingredients which constitute safety in the republican sense are, first, a due dependence on the people, 

secondly, a due responsibility. 

Those politicians and statesmen who have been the most celebrated for the soundness of their principles and 

for the justice of their views, have declared in favor of a single Executive and a numerous legislature. They 

have with great propriety, considered energy as the most necessary qualification of the former, and have 

regarded this as most applicable to power in a single hand, while they have, with equal propriety, considered 

the latter as best adapted to deliberation and wisdom, and best calculated to conciliate the confidence of the 

people and to secure their privileges and interests. 



That unity is conducive to energy will not be disputed. Decision, activity, secrecy, and despatch will generally 

characterize the proceedings of one man in a much more eminent degree than the proceedings of any greater 

number; and in proportion as the number is increased, these qualities will be diminished. 

This unity may be destroyed in two ways: either by vesting the power in two or more magistrates of equal 

dignity and authority; or by vesting it ostensibly in one man, subject, in whole or in part, to the control and co-

operation of others, in the capacity of counsellors to him. Of the first, the two Consuls of Rome may serve as 

an example; of the last, we shall find examples in the constitutions of several of the States. New York and New 

Jersey, if I recollect right, are the only States which have intrusted the executive authority wholly to single 

men.1 Both these methods of destroying the unity of the Executive have their partisans; but the votaries of an 

executive council are the most numerous. They are both liable, if not to equal, to similar objections, and may 

in most lights be examined in conjunction. 

The experience of other nations will afford little instruction on this head. As far, however, as it teaches any 

thing, it teaches us not to be enamoured of plurality in the Executive. We have seen that the Achaeans, on an 

experiment of two Praetors, were induced to abolish one. The Roman history records many instances of 

mischiefs to the republic from the dissensions between the Consuls, and between the military Tribunes, who 

were at times substituted for the Consuls. But it gives us no specimens of any peculiar advantages derived to 

the state from the circumstance of the plurality of those magistrates. That the dissensions between them 

were not more frequent or more fatal, is a matter of astonishment, until we advert to the singular position in 

which the republic was almost continually placed, and to the prudent policy pointed out by the circumstances 

of the state, and pursued by the Consuls, of making a division of the government between them. The 

patricians engaged in a perpetual struggle with the plebeians for the preservation of their ancient authorities 

and dignities; the Consuls, who were generally chosen out of the former body, were commonly united by the 

personal interest they had in the defense of the privileges of their order. In addition to this motive of union, 

after the arms of the republic had considerably expanded the bounds of its empire, it became an established 

custom with the Consuls to divide the administration between themselves by lot one of them remaining at 

Rome to govern the city and its environs, the other taking the command in the more distant provinces. This 

expedient must, no doubt, have had great influence in preventing those collisions and rivalships which might 

otherwise have embroiled the peace of the republic. 

But quitting the dim light of historical research, attaching ourselves purely to the dictates of reason and good 

sense, we shall discover much greater cause to reject than to approve the idea of plurality in the Executive, 

under any modification whatever. 

Wherever two or more persons are engaged in any common enterprise or pursuit, there is always danger of 

difference of opinion. If it be a public trust or office, in which they are clothed with equal dignity and 

authority, there is peculiar danger of personal emulation and even animosity. From either, and especially from 

all these causes, the most bitter dissensions are apt to spring. Whenever these happen, they lessen the 

respectability, weaken the authority, and distract the plans and operation of those whom they divide. If they 

should unfortunately assail the supreme executive magistracy of a country, consisting of a plurality of persons, 

they might impede or frustrate the most important measures of the government, in the most critical 

emergencies of the state. And what is still worse, they might split the community into the most violent and 

irreconcilable factions, adhering differently to the different individuals who composed the magistracy. 



Men often oppose a thing, merely because they have had no agency in planning it, or because it may have 

been planned by those whom they dislike. But if they have been consulted, and have happened to disapprove, 

opposition then becomes, in their estimation, an indispensable duty of self-love. They seem to think 

themselves bound in honor, and by all the motives of personal infallibility, to defeat the success of what has 

been resolved upon contrary to their sentiments. Men of upright, benevolent tempers have too many 

opportunities of remarking, with horror, to what desperate lengths this disposition is sometimes carried, and 

how often the great interests of society are sacrificed to the vanity, to the conceit, and to the obstinacy of 

individuals, who have credit enough to make their passions and their caprices interesting to mankind. Perhaps 

the question now before the public may, in its consequences, afford melancholy proofs of the effects of this 

despicable frailty, or rather detestable vice, in the human character. 

Upon the principles of a free government, inconveniences from the source just mentioned must necessarily be 

submitted to in the formation of the legislature; but it is unnecessary, and therefore unwise, to introduce 

them into the constitution of the Executive. It is here too that they may be most pernicious. In the legislature, 

promptitude of decision is oftener an evil than a benefit. The differences of opinion, and the jarrings of parties 

in that department of the government, though they may sometimes obstruct salutary plans, yet often 

promote deliberation and circumspection, and serve to check excesses in the majority. When a resolution too 

is once taken, the opposition must be at an end. That resolution is a law, and resistance to it punishable. But 

no favorable circumstances palliate or atone for the disadvantages of dissension in the executive department. 

Here, they are pure and unmixed. There is no point at which they cease to operate. They serve to embarrass 

and weaken the execution of the plan or measure to which they relate, from the first step to the final 

conclusion of it. They constantly counteract those qualities in the Executive which are the most necessary 

ingredients in its composition, vigor and expedition, and this without any counterbalancing good. In the 

conduct of war, in which the energy of the Executive is the bulwark of the national security, every thing would 

be to be apprehended from its plurality. 

It must be confessed that these observations apply with principal weight to the first case supposed that is, to a 

plurality of magistrates of equal dignity and authority a scheme, the advocates for which are not likely to form 

a numerous sect; but they apply, though not with equal, yet with considerable weight to the project of a 

council, whose concurrence is made constitutionally necessary to the operations of the ostensible Executive. 

An artful cabal in that council would be able to distract and to enervate the whole system of administration. If 

no such cabal should exist, the mere diversity of views and opinions would alone be sufficient to tincture the 

exercise of the executive authority with a spirit of habitual feebleness and dilatoriness. 

But one of the weightiest objections to a plurality in the Executive, and which lies as much against the last as 

the first plan, is, that it tends to conceal faults and destroy responsibility. Responsibility is of two kinds to 

censure and to punishment. The first is the more important of the two, especially in an elective office. Man, in 

public trust, will much oftener act in such a manner as to render him unworthy of being any longer trusted, 

than in such a manner as to make him obnoxious to legal punishment. But the multiplication of the Executive 

adds to the difficulty of detection in either case. It often becomes impossible, amidst mutual accusations, to 

determine on whom the blame or the punishment of a pernicious measure, or series of pernicious measures, 

ought really to fall. It is shifted from one to another with so much dexterity, and under such plausible 

appearances, that the public opinion is left in suspense about the real author. The circumstances which may 

have led to any national miscarriage or misfortune are sometimes so complicated that, where there are a 



number of actors who may have had different degrees and kinds of agency, though we may clearly see upon 

the whole that there has been mismanagement, yet it may be impracticable to pronounce to whose account 

the evil which may have been incurred is truly chargeable. 

``I was overruled by my council. The council were so divided in their opinions that it was impossible to obtain 

any better resolution on the point.'' These and similar pretexts are constantly at hand, whether true or false. 

And who is there that will either take the trouble or incur the odium, of a strict scrutiny into the secret springs 

of the transaction? Should there be found a citizen zealous enough to undertake the unpromising task, if there 

happen to be collusion between the parties concerned, how easy it is to clothe the circumstances with so 

much ambiguity, as to render it uncertain what was the precise conduct of any of those parties? 

In the single instance in which the governor of this State is coupled with a council that is, in the appointment 

to offices, we have seen the mischiefs of it in the view now under consideration. Scandalous appointments to 

important offices have been made. Some cases, indeed, have been so flagrant that ALL PARTIES have agreed in 

the impropriety of the thing. When inquiry has been made, the blame has been laid by the governor on the 

members of the council, who, on their part, have charged it upon his nomination; while the people remain 

altogether at a loss to determine, by whose influence their interests have been committed to hands so 

unqualified and so manifestly improper. In tenderness to individuals, I forbear to descend to particulars. 

It is evident from these considerations, that the plurality of the Executive tends to deprive the people of the 

two greatest securities they can have for the faithful exercise of any delegated power, first, the restraints of 

public opinion, which lose their efficacy, as well on account of the division of the censure attendant on bad 

measures among a number, as on account of the uncertainty on whom it ought to fall; and, secondly, the 

opportunity of discovering with facility and clearness the misconduct of the persons they trust, in order either 

to their removal from office or to their actual punishment in cases which admit of it. 

In England, the king is a perpetual magistrate; and it is a maxim which has obtained for the sake of the 

pubnanalic peace, that he is unaccountable for his administration, and his person sacred. Nothing, therefore, 

can be wiser in that kingdom, than to annex to the king a constitutional council, who may be responsible to 

the nation for the advice they give. Without this, there would be no responsibility whatever in the executive 

department an idea inadmissible in a free government. But even there the king is not bound by the resolutions 

of his council, though they are answerable for the advice they give. He is the absolute master of his own 

conduct in the exercise of his office, and may observe or disregard the counsel given to him at his sole 

discretion. 

But in a republic, where every magistrate ought to be personally responsible for his behavior in office the 

reason which in the British Constitution dictates the propriety of a council, not only ceases to apply, but turns 

against the institution. In the monarchy of Great Britain, it furnishes a substitute for the prohibited 

responsibility of the chief magistrate, which serves in some degree as a hostage to the national justice for his 

good behavior. In the American republic, it would serve to destroy, or would greatly diminish, the intended 

and necessary responsibility of the Chief Magistrate himself. 

 



The idea of a council to the Executive, which has so generally obtained in the State constitutions, has been 

derived from that maxim of republican jealousy which considers power as safer in the hands of a number of 

men than of a single man. If the maxim should be admitted to be applicable to the case, I should contend that 

the advantage on that side would not counterbalance the numerous disadvantages on the opposite side. But I 

do not think the rule at all applicable to the executive power. I clearly concur in opinion, in this particular, with 

a writer whom the celebrated Junius pronounces to be ``deep, solid, and ingenious,'' that ``the executive 

power is more easily confined when it is ONE'';2 that it is far more safe there should be a single object for the 

jealousy and watchfulness of the people; and, in a word, that all multiplication of the Executive is rather 

dangerous than friendly to liberty. 

A little consideration will satisfy us, that the species of security sought for in the multiplication of the 

Executive, is unattainable. Numbers must be so great as to render combination difficult, or they are rather a 

source of danger than of security. The united credit and influence of several individuals must be more 

formidable to liberty, than the credit and influence of either of them separately. When power, therefore, is 

placed in the hands of so small a number of men, as to admit of their interests and views being easily 

combined in a common enterprise, by an artful leader, it becomes more liable to abuse, and more dangerous 

when abused, than if it be lodged in the hands of one man; who, from the very circumstance of his being 

alone, will be more narrowly watched and more readily suspected, and who cannot unite so great a mass of 

influence as when he is associated with others. The Decemvirs of Rome, whose name denotes their number,3 

were more to be dreaded in their usurpation than any ONE of them would have been. No person would think 

of proposing an Executive much more numerous than that body; from six to a dozen have been suggested for 

the number of the council. The extreme of these numbers, is not too great for an easy combination; and from 

such a combination America would have more to fear, than from the ambition of any single individual. A 

council to a magistrate, who is himself responsible for what he does, are generally nothing better than a clog 

upon his good intentions, are often the instruments and accomplices of his bad and are almost always a cloak 

to his faults. 

I forbear to dwell upon the subject of expense; though it be evident that if the council should be numerous 

enough to answer the principal end aimed at by the institution, the salaries of the members, who must be 

drawn from their homes to reside at the seat of government, would form an item in the catalogue of public 

expenditures too serious to be incurred for an object of equivocal utility. I will only add that, prior to the 

appearance of the Constitution, I rarely met with an intelligent man from any of the States, who did not admit, 

as the result of experience, that the UNITY of the executive of this State was one of the best of the 

distinguishing features of our constitution. 

PUBLIUS. 

1 New York has no council except for the single purpose of appointing to offices; New Jersey has a council 

whom the governor may consult. But I think, from the terms of the constitution, their resolutions do not bind 

him. 

2 De Lolme. 

3 Ten. 



11. 

The Federalist Papers #78 by Alexander Hamilton (May 28, 1788) 

The Judiciary Department 

To the People of the State of New York: 

WE PROCEED now to an examination of the judiciary department of the proposed government. 

In unfolding the defects of the existing Confederation, the utility and necessity of a federal judicature have 

been clearly pointed out. It is the less necessary to recapitulate the considerations there urged, as the 

propriety of the institution in the abstract is not disputed; the only questions which have been raised being 

relative to the manner of constituting it, and to its extent. To these points, therefore, our observations shall be 

confined. 

The manner of constituting it seems to embrace these several objects: 1st. The mode of appointing the judges. 

2d. The tenure by which they are to hold their places. 3d. The partition of the judiciary authority between 

different courts, and their relations to each other. 

First. As to the mode of appointing the judges; this is the same with that of appointing the officers of the 

Union in general, and has been so fully discussed in the two last numbers, that nothing can be said here which 

would not be useless repetition. Second. As to the tenure by which the judges are to hold their places; this 

chiefly concerns their duration in office; the provisions for their support; the precautions for their 

responsibility. 

According to the plan of the convention, all judges who may be appointed by the United States are to hold 

their offices DURING GOOD BEHAVIOR; which is conformable to the most approved of the State constitutions 

and among the rest, to that of this State. Its propriety having been drawn into question by the adversaries of 

that plan, is no light symptom of the rage for objection, which disorders their imaginations and judgments. 

The standard of good behavior for the continuance in office of the judicial magistracy, is certainly one of the 

most valuable of the modern improvements in the practice of government. In a monarchy it is an excellent 

barrier to the despotism of the prince; in a republic it is a no less excellent barrier to the encroachments and 

oppressions of the representative body. And it is the best expedient which can be devised in any government, 

to secure a steady, upright, and impartial administration of the laws. 

Whoever attentively considers the different departments of power must perceive, that, in a government in 

which they are separated from each other, the judiciary, from the nature of its functions, will always be the 

least dangerous to the political rights of the Constitution; because it will be least in a capacity to annoy or 

injure them. The Executive not only dispenses the honors, but holds the sword of the community. The 

legislature not only commands the purse, but prescribes the rules by which the duties and rights of every 

citizen are to be regulated. The judiciary, on the contrary, has no influence over either the sword or the purse; 

no direction either of the strength or of the wealth of the society; and can take no active resolution whatever. 

It may truly be said to have neither FORCE nor WILL, but merely judgment; and must ultimately depend upon 

the aid of the executive arm even for the efficacy of its judgments. 



This simple view of the matter suggests several important consequences. It proves incontestably, that the 

judiciary is beyond comparison the weakest of the three departments of power1; that it can never attack with 

success either of the other two; and that all possible care is requisite to enable it to defend itself against their 

attacks. It equally proves, that though individual oppression may now and then proceed from the courts of 

justice, the general liberty of the people can never be endangered from that quarter; I mean so long as the 

judiciary remains truly distinct from both the legislature and the Executive. For I agree, that ``there is no 

liberty, if the power of judging be not separated from the legislative and executive powers.''2 And it proves, in 

the last place, that as liberty can have nothing to fear from the judiciary alone, but would have every thing to 

fear from its union with either of the other departments; that as all the effects of such a union must ensue 

from a dependence of the former on the latter, notwithstanding a nominal and apparent separation; that as, 

from the natural feebleness of the judiciary, it is in continual jeopardy of being overpowered, awed, or 

influenced by its co-ordinate branches; and that as nothing can contribute so much to its firmness and 

independence as permanency in office, this quality may therefore be justly regarded as an indispensable 

ingredient in its constitution, and, in a great measure, as the citadel of the public justice and the public 

security. 

The complete independence of the courts of justice is peculiarly essential in a limited Constitution. By a 

limited Constitution, I understand one which contains certain specified exceptions to the legislative authority; 

such, for instance, as that it shall pass no bills of attainder, no ex-post-facto laws, and the like. Limitations of 

this kind can be preserved in practice no other way than through the medium of courts of justice, whose duty 

it must be to declare all acts contrary to the manifest tenor of the Constitution void. Without this, all the 

reservations of particular rights or privileges would amount to nothing. 

Some perplexity respecting the rights of the courts to pronounce legislative acts void, because contrary to the 

Constitution, has arisen from an imagination that the doctrine would imply a superiority of the judiciary to the 

legislative power. It is urged that the authority which can declare the acts of another void, must necessarily be 

superior to the one whose acts may be declared void. As this doctrine is of great importance in all the 

American constitutions, a brief discussion of the ground on which it rests cannot be unacceptable. 

There is no position which depends on clearer principles, than that every act of a delegated authority, contrary 

to the tenor of the commission under which it is exercised, is void. No legislative act, therefore, contrary to the 

Constitution, can be valid. To deny this, would be to affirm, that the deputy is greater than his principal; that 

the servant is above his master; that the representatives of the people are superior to the people themselves; 

that men acting by virtue of powers, may do not only what their powers do not authorize, but what they 

forbid. 

If it be said that the legislative body are themselves the constitutional judges of their own powers, and that 

the construction they put upon them is conclusive upon the other departments, it may be answered, that this 

cannot be the natural presumption, where it is not to be collected from any particular provisions in the 

Constitution. It is not otherwise to be supposed, that the Constitution could intend to enable the 

representatives of the people to substitute their WILL to that of their constituents. It is far more rational to 

suppose, that the courts were designed to be an intermediate body between the people and the legislature, in 

order, among other things, to keep the latter within the limits assigned to their authority. The interpretation 

of the laws is the proper and peculiar province of the courts. A constitution is, in fact, and must be regarded by 



the judges, as a fundamental law. It therefore belongs to them to ascertain its meaning, as well as the 

meaning of any particular act proceeding from the legislative body. If there should happen to be an 

irreconcilable variance between the two, that which has the superior obligation and validity ought, of course, 

to be preferred; or, in other words, the Constitution ought to be preferred to the statute, the intention of the 

people to the intention of their agents. 

Nor does this conclusion by any means suppose a superiority of the judicial to the legislative power. It only 

supposes that the power of the people is superior to both; and that where the will of the legislature, declared 

in its statutes, stands in opposition to that of the people, declared in the Constitution, the judges ought to be 

governed by the latter rather than the former. They ought to regulate their decisions by the fundamental laws, 

rather than by those which are not fundamental. 

This exercise of judicial discretion, in determining between two contradictory laws, is exemplified in a familiar 

instance. It not uncommonly happens, that there are two statutes existing at one time, clashing in whole or in 

part with each other, and neither of them containing any repealing clause or expression. In such a case, it is 

the province of the courts to liquidate and fix their meaning and operation. So far as they can, by any fair 

construction, be reconciled to each other, reason and law conspire to dictate that this should be done; where 

this is impracticable, it becomes a matter of necessity to give effect to one, in exclusion of the other. The rule 

which has obtained in the courts for determining their relative validity is, that the last in order of time shall be 

preferred to the first. But this is a mere rule of construction, not derived from any positive law, but from the 

nature and reason of the thing. It is a rule not enjoined upon the courts by legislative provision, but adopted 

by themselves, as consonant to truth and propriety, for the direction of their conduct as interpreters of the 

law. They thought it reasonable, that between the interfering acts of an EQUAL authority, that which was the 

last indication of its will should have the preference. 

But in regard to the interfering acts of a superior and subordinate authority, of an original and derivative 

power, the nature and reason of the thing indicate the converse of that rule as proper to be followed. They 

teach us that the prior act of a superior ought to be preferred to the subsequent act of an inferior and 

subordinate authority; and that accordingly, whenever a particular statute contravenes the Constitution, it will 

be the duty of the judicial tribunals to adhere to the latter and disregard the former. 

It can be of no weight to say that the courts, on the pretense of a repugnancy, may substitute their own 

pleasure to the constitutional intentions of the legislature. This might as well happen in the case of two 

contradictory statutes; or it might as well happen in every adjudication upon any single statute. The courts 

must declare the sense of the law; and if they should be disposed to exercise WILL instead of JUDGMENT, the 

consequence would equally be the substitution of their pleasure to that of the legislative body. The 

observation, if it prove any thing, would prove that there ought to be no judges distinct from that body. 

If, then, the courts of justice are to be considered as the bulwarks of a limited Constitution against legislative 

encroachments, this consideration will afford a strong argument for the permanent tenure of judicial offices, 

since nothing will contribute so much as this to that independent spirit in the judges which must be essential 

to the faithful performance of so arduous a duty. 

 



This independence of the judges is equally requisite to guard the Constitution and the rights of individuals 

from the effects of those ill humors, which the arts of designing men, or the influence of particular 

conjunctures, sometimes disseminate among the people themselves, and which, though they speedily give 

place to better information, and more deliberate reflection, have a tendency, in the meantime, to occasion 

dangerous innovations in the government, and serious oppressions of the minor party in the community. 

Though I trust the friends of the proposed Constitution will never concur with its enemies,3 in questioning 

that fundamental principle of republican government, which admits the right of the people to alter or abolish 

the established Constitution, whenever they find it inconsistent with their happiness, yet it is not to be 

inferred from this principle, that the representatives of the people, whenever a momentary inclination 

happens to lay hold of a majority of their constituents, incompatible with the provisions in the existing 

Constitution, would, on that account, be justifiable in a violation of those provisions; or that the courts would 

be under a greater obligation to connive at infractions in this shape, than when they had proceeded wholly 

from the cabals of the representative body. Until the people have, by some solemn and authoritative act, 

annulled or changed the established form, it is binding upon themselves collectively, as well as individually; 

and no presumption, or even knowledge, of their sentiments, can warrant their representatives in a departure 

from it, prior to such an act. But it is easy to see, that it would require an uncommon portion of fortitude in 

the judges to do their duty as faithful guardians of the Constitution, where legislative invasions of it had been 

instigated by the major voice of the community. 

But it is not with a view to infractions of the Constitution only, that the independence of the judges may be an 

essential safeguard against the effects of occasional ill humors in the society. These sometimes extend no 

farther than to the injury of the private rights of particular classes of citizens, by unjust and partial laws. Here 

also the firmness of the judicial magistracy is of vast importance in mitigating the severity and confining the 

operation of such laws. It not only serves to moderate the immediate mischiefs of those which may have been 

passed, but it operates as a check upon the legislative body in passing them; who, perceiving that obstacles to 

the success of iniquitous intention are to be expected from the scruples of the courts, are in a manner 

compelled, by the very motives of the injustice they meditate, to qualify their attempts. This is a circumstance 

calculated to have more influence upon the character of our governments, than but few may be aware of. The 

benefits of the integrity and moderation of the judiciary have already been felt in more States than one; and 

though they may have displeased those whose sinister expectations they may have disappointed, they must 

have commanded the esteem and applause of all the virtuous and disinterested. Considerate men, of every 

description, ought to prize whatever will tend to beget or fortify that temper in the courts: as no man can be 

sure that he may not be to-morrow the victim of a spirit of injustice, by which he may be a gainer to-day. And 

every man must now feel, that the inevitable tendency of such a spirit is to sap the foundations of public and 

private confidence, and to introduce in its stead universal distrust and distress. 

That inflexible and uniform adherence to the rights of the Constitution, and of individuals, which we perceive 

to be indispensable in the courts of justice, can certainly not be expected from judges who hold their offices 

by a temporary commission. Periodical appointments, however regulated, or by whomsoever made, would, in 

some way or other, be fatal to their necessary independence. If the power of making them was committed 

either to the Executive or legislature, there would be danger of an improper complaisance to the branch which 

possessed it; if to both, there would be an unwillingness to hazard the displeasure of either; if to the people, 



or to persons chosen by them for the special purpose, there would be too great a disposition to consult 

popularity, to justify a reliance that nothing would be consulted but the Constitution and the laws. 

There is yet a further and a weightier reason for the permanency of the judicial offices, which is deducible 

from the nature of the qualifications they require. It has been frequently remarked, with great propriety, that 

a voluminous code of laws is one of the inconveniences necessarily connected with the advantages of a free 

government. To avoid an arbitrary discretion in the courts, it is indispensable that they should be bound down 

by strict rules and precedents, which serve to define and point out their duty in every particular case that 

comes before them; and it will readily be conceived from the variety of controversies which grow out of the 

folly and wickedness of mankind, that the records of those precedents must unavoidably swell to a very 

considerable bulk, and must demand long and laborious study to acquire a competent knowledge of them. 

Hence it is, that there can be but few men in the society who will have sufficient skill in the laws to qualify 

them for the stations of judges. And making the proper deductions for the ordinary depravity of human 

nature, the number must be still smaller of those who unite the requisite integrity with the requisite 

knowledge. These considerations apprise us, that the government can have no great option between fit 

character; and that a temporary duration in office, which would naturally discourage such characters from 

quitting a lucrative line of practice to accept a seat on the bench, would have a tendency to throw the 

administration of justice into hands less able, and less well qualified, to conduct it with utility and dignity. In 

the present circumstances of this country, and in those in which it is likely to be for a long time to come, the 

disadvantages on this score would be greater than they may at first sight appear; but it must be confessed, 

that they are far inferior to those which present themselves under the other aspects of the subject. 

Upon the whole, there can be no room to doubt that the convention acted wisely in copying from the models 

of those constitutions which have established GOOD BEHAVIOR as the tenure of their judicial offices, in point 

of duration; and that so far from being blamable on this account, their plan would have been inexcusably 

defective, if it had wanted this important feature of good government. The experience of Great Britain affords 

an illustrious comment on the excellence of the institution. 

PUBLIUS. 

1 The celebrated Montesquieu, speaking of them, says: ``Of the three powers above mentioned, the judiciary 

is next to nothing.'' ``Spirit of Laws.'' vol. i., page 186. 

2 Idem, page 181. 

3 Vide ``Protest of the Minority of the Convention of Pennsylvania,'' Martin's Speech, etc. 

 

 

 

 

 



12. 

The Social Contract by Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1762) 

Chapters 1, 2, and 3: Subject of the First Book, The First Societies, The Rights of the Strongest 

CHAPTER I 

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 effects 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 

justification for those who took it away." But the social order is a sacred right which is the basis of all other 

rights. Nevertheless, this right does not come from nature, and must therefore be founded on conventions. 

Before coming to that, I have to prove what I have just asserted. 

CHAPTER II 

THE FIRST SOCIETIES 

The most ancient of all societies, and the only one that is natural is the family: and even so the children remain 

attached to the father only so long as they need him for their preservation. As soon as this need ceases, the 

natural bond is dissolved. The children, released from the obedience they owed to the father, and the father, 

released from the care he owed his children, return equally to independence. If they remain united, they 

continue so no longer naturally, but voluntarily; and the family itself is then maintained only by convention. 

This common liberty results from the nature of man. His first law is to provide for his own preservation, his 

first cares are those which he owes to himself; and, as soon as he reaches years of discretion, he is the sole 

judge of the proper means of preserving himself, and consequently becomes his own master. 

The family then may be called the first model of political societies: the ruler corresponds to the father, and the 

people to the children; and all, being born free and equal, alienate their liberty only for their own advantage. 

The whole difference 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 established in favour of the governed, and quotes slavery as an 

example. His usual method of reasoning is constantly to establish right by fact.[1] 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 to 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 purpose of devouring them. 

As a shepherd is of a nature superior to that of his flock, the shepherds of men, i.e. their rulers, are of a nature 

superior to that of the peoples under them. Thus, Philo tells us, the Emperor Caligula reasoned, concluding 

equally well either that kings were gods, or that men were beasts. 

The reasoning of Caligula agrees with that of Hobbes and Grotius. Aristotle, before any of them, had said that 

men are by no means equal naturally, but that some are born for slavery, and others for dominion. 

Aristotle was right; but he took the effect for the cause. Nothing can be more certain than that every man 

born in slavery is born for slavery. Slaves lose everything in their chains, even the desire of escaping from 

them: they love their servitude, as the comrades of Ulysses loved their brutish condition.[2] If then there are 

slaves by nature, it is because there have been slaves against nature. Force made the first slaves, and their 

cowardice perpetuated the condition. 

I have said nothing of King Adam, or Emperor Noah, father of the three great monarchs who shared out the 

universe, like the children of Saturn, whom some scholars have recognised in them. I trust to getting due 

thanks for my moderation; for, being a direct descendant of one of these princes, perhaps of the eldest 

branch, how do I know that a verification of titles might not leave me the legitimate king of the human race? 

In any case, there can be no doubt that Adam was sovereign of the world, as Robinson Crusoe was of his 

island, as long as he was its only inhabitant; and this empire had the advantage that the monarch, safe on his 

throne, had no rebellions, wars, or conspirators to fear. 

[1] "Learned inquiries into public right are often only the history of past abuses; and troubling to study them 

too deeply is a profitless infatuation" (Essay on the Interests of France in Relation to its Neighbours, by the 

Marquis d'Argenson). This is exactly what Grotius has done. 

[2] See a short treatise of Plutarch's entitled "That Animals Reason." 

CHAPTER III 

THE RIGHT OF THE STRONGEST 

The 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 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 right, 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 legitimate powers. In 

that case, my original question recurs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



13. 

The Social Contract by Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1762) 

Chapters 4, 5, and 6: Slavery, That we must all go back to the first convention, The Social Compact 

CHAPTER IV 

SLAVERY 

Since no man has a natural authority over his fellow, and force creates no right, we must conclude that 

conventions form the basis of all legitimate authority among men. 

If an 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 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? I fail to see what they have 

left to preserve. 

It will be said that the despot assures his subjects civil tranquillity. Granted; but what do they gain, if the wars 

his ambition brings down upon them, his insatiable avidity, and the vexatious conduct 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 

desirable 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 devoured. 

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, irrevocably and without conditions: such a gift is contrary to the ends of nature, and 

exceeds the rights of paternity. It would therefore be necessary, in order to legitimise an arbitrary 

government, that in every generation the people should be in a position to accept or reject it; but, were this 

so, the government would be no longer arbitrary. 

To renounce liberty is to renounce being a man, to surrender the rights of humanity and even its duties. For 

him who renounces everything no indemnity is possible. Such a renunciation is incompatible with man's 

nature; to remove all liberty from his will is to remove all morality from his acts. Finally, it is an empty and 

contradictory convention that sets up, on the one side, absolute authority, and, on the other, unlimited 

obedience. Is it not clear that we can be under no obligation to a person from whom we have the right to 



exact everything? Does not this condition alone, in the absence of equivalence or exchange, in itself involve 

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 having, as they hold, 

the right of killing the vanquished, the latter can buy back his life at the price of his liberty; and this convention 

is the more legitimate 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 constitute either the state of peace or the state of war, cannot 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 war, or war of man with 

man, can exist neither in the state of nature, where there is no constant property, nor in the social state, 

where everything is under the authority of the laws. 

Individual combats, duels and encounters, are acts which cannot constitute a state; while the private wars, 

authorised by the Establishments of 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 to the principles of natural right 

and to all good polity. 

War then is a relation, not between man and man, but between State and State, and individuals are enemies 

only accidentally, not as men, nor even as citizens,[1] but as soldiers; not as members of their country, but as 

its defenders. Finally, each State can have for enemies only other States, and not men; for between things 

disparate in nature there can be no real relation. 

Furthermore, this principle is in conformity with the established rules of all times and the constant practice of 

all civilised peoples. Declarations of war are intimations less to powers than to their subjects. The foreigner, 

whether king, individual, or people, who robs, kills or detains the subjects, without declaring war on the 

prince, is not an enemy, but a brigand. Even in real war, a just prince, while laying hands, in the enemy's 

country, on all that belongs to the public, respects the lives and goods of individuals: he respects rights on 

which his own are founded. The object of the war being the destruction of the hostile State, the other side has 

a right to kill its defenders, while they are bearing arms; but as soon as they lay them down and surrender, 

they cease to be enemies or instruments of the enemy, and become once more merely men, whose life no 

one has any right to take. Sometimes it is possible to kill the State without killing a single one of its members; 

and war gives no right which is not necessary to the gaining of its object. These principles are not those of 

Grotius: they are not based on the authority of poets, but derived from the nature of reality and based on 

reason. 

The right of conquest has no foundation other than the right of the strongest. If war does not give the 

conqueror the right to massacre the conquered peoples, the right to enslave them cannot be based upon a 

right which does not exist No one has a right to kill an enemy except when he cannot make him a slave, and 

the right to enslave him 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? 

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 compelled 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 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 question, 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 contradict 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 convention wholly at your expense and wholly to my advantage; I shall keep it as long as I like, and 

you will keep it as long as I like." 

[1] The Romans, who understood and respected the right of war more than any other nation on earth, carried 

their scruples on this head so far that a citizen was not allowed to serve as a volunteer without engaging 

himself expressly against the enemy, and against such and such an enemy by name. A legion in which the 

younger Cato was seeing his first service under Popilius having been reconstructed, the elder Cato wrote to 

Popilius that, if he wished his son to continue serving under him, he must administer to him a new military 

oath, because, the first having been annulled, he was no longer able to bear arms against the enemy. The 

same Cato wrote to his son telling him to take great care not to go into battle before taking this new oath. I 

know that the siege of Clusium and other isolated events can be quoted against me; but I am citing laws and 

customs. The Romans are the people that least often transgressed its laws; and no other people has had such 

good ones. 

CHAPTER V 

THAT WE MUST ALWAYS GO BACK TO A FIRST CONVENTION 

Even if I granted all that I have been refuting, the friends of despotism would be no better off. There will 

always be a great difference between subduing a multitude and ruling a society. Even if scattered individuals 

were successively enslaved by one man, however numerous they might be, I still see no more than a master 

and his slaves, and certainly not a people and its ruler; I see what may be termed an aggregation, but not an 

association; there is as yet neither public good nor body politic. The man in question, even if he has enslaved 

half the world, is still only an individual; his interest, apart from that of others, is still a purely private interest. 

If this same man comes to die, his empire, after him, remains scattered and without unity, as an oak falls and 

dissolves into a heap of ashes when the fire has consumed it. 

A people, says Grotius, can give itself to a king. Then, according to Grotius, a people is a people before it gives 

itself. The gift is itself a civil act, and implies public deliberation. It would be better, before examining the act 

by which a people gives itself to a king, to examine that by which it has become a people; for this act, being 

necessarily prior to the other, is the true foundation of society. 



Indeed, if there were no prior convention, where, unless the election were unanimous, would be the 

obligation on the minority to submit to the choice of the majority? How have a hundred men who wish for a 

master the right to vote on behalf of ten who do not? The law of majority voting is itself something 

established by convention, and presupposes unanimity, on one occasion at least. 

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 formation, 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 motive power, and cause to act in concert. 

This sum of forces can arise only where several persons come together: but, as the force and liberty of each 

man are the chief 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 following terms— 

"The problem is to find a form of association which will defend and protect with the whole common force the 

person and goods of each associate, and in which each, while uniting himself with all, may still obey himself 

alone, and remain as free as before." This is the fundamental problem of which the Social Contract provides 

the solution. 

The clauses of this contract are so determined by the nature of the act that the slightest modification would 

make them vain and ineffective; so that, although they have perhaps never been formally set forth, they are 

everywhere the same and everywhere tacitly admitted and recognised, until, on the violation of the social 

compact, each regains his original rights and resumes his natural liberty, while losing the conventional liberty 

in favour of which he renounced it. 

These clauses, properly understood, may be reduced to one—the total alienation of each associate, together 

with all his rights, to the whole community for, 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 reserve, the union is as perfect as it can be, and no associate has 

anything more to demand: for, if the individuals retained certain rights, as there would be no common 

superior to decide between them and the public, each, being on one point his own judge, would ask to be so 

on all; the state of nature would thus continue, and the association would necessarily become inoperative or 

tyrannical. 



Finally, each man, in giving himself to all, gives himself to nobody; and as there is no associate over whom he 

does not acquire the same right as he yields others over himself, he gains an equivalent for everything he 

loses, and an increase of force for the preservation of what he has. 

If then we discard from the social compact what is not of its essence, we shall find that it reduces itself to the 

following terms— 

"Each of us puts his person and all his power in common under the supreme direction of the general 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 association creates a moral 

and collective body, composed of as many members as the assembly contains votes, and receiving from this 

act its unity, its common identity, its life and its will. This public person, so formed by the union of all other 

persons, formerly took the name of city,[1] and now takes that of Republic or body politic; it is called by its 

members 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 they are being used with precision. 

[1] The real meaning of this word has been almost wholly lost in modern times; most people mistake a town 

for a city, and a townsman for a citizen. They do not know that houses make a town, but citizens a city. The 

same mistake long ago cost the Carthaginians dear. I have never read of the title of citizens being given to the 

subjects of any prince, not even the ancient Macedonians or the English of to-day, though they are nearer 

liberty than any one else. The French alone everywhere familiarly adopt the name of citizens, because, as can 

be seen from their dictionaries, they have no idea of its meaning; otherwise they would be guilty in usurping 

it, of the crime of lèse-majesté: among them, the name expresses a virtue, and not a right. When Bodin spoke 

of our citizens and townsmen, he fell into a bad blunder in taking the one class for the other. M. d'Alembert 

has avoided the error, and, in his article on Geneva, has clearly distinguished the four orders of men (or even 

five, counting mere foreigners) who dwell in our town, of which two only compose the Republic. No other 

French writer, to my knowledge, has understood the real meaning of the word citizen. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



14. 

Two Treatises of Government by John Locke (1689) 

Chapter 2: Of the State of Nature 

Sect. 4. TO understand political power right, and derive it from its original, we must consider, what state all 

men are naturally in, and that is, a state of perfect freedom to order their actions, and dispose of their 

possessions and persons, as they think fit, within the bounds of the law of nature, without asking leave, or 

depending upon the will of any other man. 

A state also of equality, wherein all the power and jurisdiction is reciprocal, no one having more than another; 

there being nothing more evident, than that creatures of the same species and rank, promiscuously born to all 

the same advantages of nature, and the use of the same faculties, should also be equal one amongst another 

without subordination or subjection, unless the lord and master of them all should, by any manifest 

declaration of his will, set one above another, and confer on him, by an evident and clear appointment, an 

undoubted right to dominion and sovereignty. 

Sect. 5. This equality of men by nature, the judicious Hooker looks upon as so evident in itself, and beyond all 

question, that he makes it the foundation of that obligation to mutual love amongst men, on which he builds 

the duties they owe one another, and from whence he derives the great maxims of justice and charity. His 

words are, 

The like natural inducement hath brought men to know that it is no less their duty, to love others than 

themselves; for seeing those things which are equal, must needs all have one measure; if I cannot but wish to 

receive good, even as much at every man's hands, as any man can wish unto his own soul, how should I look 

to have any part of my desire herein satisfied, unless myself be careful to satisfy the like desire, which is 

undoubtedly in other men, being of one and the same nature? To have any thing offered them repugnant to 

this desire, must needs in all respects grieve them as much as me; so that if I do harm, I must look to suffer, 

there being no reason that others should shew greater measure of love to me, than they have by me shewed 

unto them: my desire therefore to be loved of my equals in nature as much as possible may be, imposeth 

upon me a natural duty of bearing to them-ward fully the like affection; from which relation of equality 

between ourselves and them that are as ourselves, what several rules and canons natural reason hath drawn, 

for direction of life, no man is ignorant, Eccl. Pol. Lib. 1. 

Sect. 6. But though this be a state of liberty, yet it is not a state of licence: though man in that state have an 

uncontroulable liberty to dispose of his person or possessions, yet he has not liberty to destroy himself, or so 

much as any creature in his possession, but where some nobler use than its bare preservation calls for it. The 

state of nature has a law of nature to govern it, which obliges every one: and reason, which is that law, 

teaches all mankind, who will but consult it, that being all equal and independent, no one ought to harm 

another in his life, health, liberty, or possessions: for men being all the workmanship of one omnipotent, and 

infinitely wise maker; all the servants of one sovereign master, sent into the world by his order, and about his 

business; they are his property, whose workmanship they are, made to last during his, not one another's 

pleasure: and being furnished with like faculties, sharing all in one community of nature, there cannot be 

supposed any such subordination among us, that may authorize us to destroy one another, as if we were 



made for one another's uses, as the inferior ranks of creatures are for our's. Every one, as he is bound to 

preserve himself, and not to quit his station wilfully, so by the like reason, when his own preservation comes 

not in competition, ought he, as much as he can, to preserve the rest of mankind, and may not, unless it be to 

do justice on an offender, take away, or impair the life, or what tends to the preservation of the life, the 

liberty, health, limb, or goods of another. 

Sect. 7. And that all men may be restrained from invading others rights, and from doing hurt to one another, 

and the law of nature be observed, which willeth the peace and preservation of all mankind, the execution of 

the law of nature is, in that state, put into every man's hands, whereby every one has a right to punish the 

transgressors of that law to such a degree, as may hinder its violation: for the law of nature would, as all other 

laws that concern men in this world 'be in vain, if there were no body that in the state of nature had a power 

to execute that law, and thereby preserve the innocent and restrain offenders. And if any one in the state of 

nature may punish another for any evil he has done, every one may do so: for in that state of perfect equality, 

where naturally there is no superiority or jurisdiction of one over another, what any may do in prosecution of 

that law, every one must needs have a right to do. 

Sect. 8. And thus, in the state of nature, one man comes by a power over another; but yet no absolute or 

arbitrary power, to use a criminal, when he has got him in his hands, according to the passionate heats, or 

boundless extravagancy of his own will; but only to retribute to him, so far as calm reason and conscience 

dictate, what is proportionate to his transgression, which is so much as may serve for reparation and restraint: 

for these two are the only reasons, why one man may lawfully do harm to another, which is that we call 

punishment. In transgressing the law of nature, the offender declares himself to live by another rule than that 

of reason and common equity, which is that measure God has set to the actions of men, for their mutual 

security; and so he becomes dangerous to mankind, the tye, which is to secure them from injury and violence, 

being slighted and broken by him. Which being a trespass against the whole species, and the peace and safety 

of it, provided for by the law of nature, every man upon this score, by the right he hath to preserve mankind in 

general, may restrain, or where it is necessary, destroy things noxious to them, and so may bring such evil on 

any one, who hath transgressed that law, as may make him repent the doing of it, and thereby deter him, and 

by his example others, from doing the like mischief. And in the case, and upon this ground, EVERY MAN HATH 

A RIGHT TO PUNISH THE OFFENDER, AND BE EXECUTIONER OF THE LAW OF NATURE. 

Sect. 9. I doubt not but this will seem a very strange doctrine to some men: but before they condemn it, I 

desire them to resolve me, by what right any prince or state can put to death, or punish an alien, for any crime 

he commits in their country. It is certain their laws, by virtue of any sanction they receive from the 

promulgated will of the legislative, reach not a stranger: they speak not to him, nor, if they did, is he bound to 

hearken to them. The legislative authority, by which they are in force over the subjects of that 

commonwealth, hath no power over him. Those who have the supreme power of making laws in England, 

France or Holland, are to an Indian, but like the rest of the world, men without authority: and therefore, if by 

the law of nature every man hath not a power to punish offences against it, as he soberly judges the case to 

require, I see not how the magistrates of any community can punish an alien of another country; since, in 

reference to him, they can have no more power than what every man naturally may have over another. 

Sect, 10. Besides the crime which consists in violating the law, and varying from the right rule of reason, 

whereby a man so far becomes degenerate, and declares himself to quit the principles of human nature, and 



to be a noxious creature, there is commonly injury done to some person or other, and some other man 

receives damage by his transgression: in which case he who hath received any damage, has, besides the right 

of punishment common to him with other men, a particular right to seek reparation from him that has done it: 

and any other person, who finds it just, may also join with him that is injured, and assist him in recovering 

from the offender so much as may make satisfaction for the harm he has suffered. 

Sect. 11. From these two distinct rights, the one of punishing the crime for restraint, and preventing the like 

offence, which right of punishing is in every body; the other of taking reparation, which belongs only to the 

injured party, comes it to pass that the magistrate, who by being magistrate hath the common right of 

punishing put into his hands, can often, where the public good demands not the execution of the law, remit 

the punishment of criminal offences by his own authority, but yet cannot remit the satisfaction due to any 

private man for the damage he has received. That, he who has suffered the damage has a right to demand in 

his own name, and he alone can remit: the damnified person has this power of appropriating to himself the 

goods or service of the offender, by right of self-preservation, as every man has a power to punish the crime, 

to prevent its being committed again, by the right he has of preserving all mankind, and doing all reasonable 

things he can in order to that end: and thus it is, that every man, in the state of nature, has a power to kill a 

murderer, both to deter others from doing the like injury, which no reparation can compensate, by the 

example of the punishment that attends it from every body, and also to secure men from the attempts of a 

criminal, who having renounced reason, the common rule and measure God hath given to mankind, hath, by 

the unjust violence and slaughter he hath committed upon one, declared war against all mankind, and 

therefore may be destroyed as a lion or a tyger, one of those wild savage beasts, with whom men can have no 

society nor security: and upon this is grounded that great law of nature, Whoso sheddeth man's blood, by man 

shall his blood be shed. And Cain was so fully convinced, that every one had a right to destroy such a criminal, 

that after the murder of his brother, he cries out, Every one that findeth me, shall slay me; so plain was it writ 

in the hearts of all mankind. 

Sect. 12. By the same reason may a man in the state of nature punish the lesser breaches of that law. It will 

perhaps be demanded, with death? I answer, each transgression may be punished to that degree, and with so 

much severity, as will suffice to make it an ill bargain to the offender, give him cause to repent, and terrify 

others from doing the like. Every offence, that can be committed in the state of nature, may in the state of 

nature be also punished equally, and as far forth as it may, in a commonwealth: for though it would be besides 

my present purpose, to enter here into the particulars of the law of nature, or its measures of punishment; 

yet, it is certain there is such a law, and that too, as intelligible and plain to a rational creature, and a studier of 

that law, as the positive laws of commonwealths; nay, possibly plainer; as much as reason is easier to be 

understood, than the fancies and intricate contrivances of men, following contrary and hidden interests put 

into words; for so truly are a great part of the municipal laws of countries, which are only so far right, as they 

are founded on the law of nature, by which they are to be regulated and interpreted. 

Sect. 13. To this strange doctrine, viz. That in the state of nature every one has the executive power of the law 

of nature, I doubt not but it will be objected, that it is unreasonable for men to be judges in their own cases, 

that self-love will make men partial to themselves and their friends: and on the other side, that ill nature, 

passion and revenge will carry them too far in punishing others; and hence nothing but confusion and disorder 

will follow, and that therefore God hath certainly appointed government to restrain the partiality and violence 

of men. I easily grant, that civil government is the proper remedy for the inconveniencies of the state of 



nature, which must certainly be great, where men may be judges in their own case, since it is easy to be 

imagined, that he who was so unjust as to do his brother an injury, will scarce be so just as to condemn 

himself for it: but I shall desire those who make this objection, to remember, that absolute monarchs are but 

men; and if government is to be the remedy of those evils, which necessarily follow from men's being judges 

in their own cases, and the state of nature is therefore not to be endured, I desire to know what kind of 

government that is, and how much better it is than the state of nature, where one man, commanding a 

multitude, has the liberty to be judge in his own case, and may do to all his subjects whatever he pleases, 

without the least liberty to any one to question or controul those who execute his pleasure? and in 

whatsoever he doth, whether led by reason, mistake or passion, must be submitted to? much better it is in the 

state of nature, wherein men are not bound to submit to the unjust will of another: and if he that judges, 

judges amiss in his own, or any other case, he is answerable for it to the rest of mankind. 

Sect. 14. It is often asked as a mighty objection, where are, or ever were there any men in such a state of 

nature? To which it may suffice as an answer at present, that since all princes and rulers of independent 

governments all through the world, are in a state of nature, it is plain the world never was, nor ever will be, 

without numbers of men in that state. I have named all governors of independent communities, whether they 

are, or are not, in league with others: for it is not every compact that puts an end to the state of nature 

between men, but only this one of agreeing together mutually to enter into one community, and make one 

body politic; other promises, and compacts, men may make one with another, and yet still be in the state of 

nature. The promises and bargains for truck, &c. between the two men in the desert island, mentioned by 

Garcilasso de la Vega, in his history of Peru; or between a Swiss and an Indian, in the woods of America, are 

binding to them, though they are perfectly in a state of nature, in reference to one another: for truth and 

keeping of faith belongs to men, as men, and not as members of society. 

Sect. 15. To those that say, there were never any men in the state of nature, I will not only oppose the 

authority of the judicious Hooker, Eccl. Pol. lib. i. sect. 10, where he says, 

The laws which have been hitherto mentioned, i.e. the laws of nature, do bind men absolutely, even as they 

are men, although they have never any settled fellowship, never any solemn agreement amongst themselves 

what to do, or not to do: but forasmuch as we are not by ourselves sufficient to furnish ourselves with 

competent store of things, needful for such a life as our nature doth desire, a life fit for the dignity of man; 

therefore to supply those defects and imperfections which are in us, as living single and solely by ourselves, 

we are naturally induced to seek communion and fellowship with others: this was the cause of men's uniting 

themselves at first in politic societies. 

But I moreover affirm, that all men are naturally in that state, and remain so, till by their own consents they 

make themselves members of some politic society; and I doubt not in the sequel of this discourse, to make it 

very clear. 

 

 

 

 



15. 

The General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money by John Maynard Keynes (1936) 

Chapter 1, and Chapter 10-Section VI: The General Theory and Government Spending 

Chapter 1 

THE GENERAL THEORY 

I have called this book the General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money, placing the emphasis on the 

prefix general. The object of such a title is to contrast the character of my arguments and conclusions with 

those of the classical theory of the subject, upon which I was brought up and which dominates the economic 

thought, both practical and theoretical, of the governing and academic classes of this generation, as it has for 

a hundred years past. I shall argue that the postulates of the classical theory are applicable to a special case 

only and not to the general case, the situation which it assumes being a limiting point of the possible positions 

of equilibrium. Moreover, the characteristics of the special case assumed by the classical theory happen not to 

be those of the economic society in which we actually live, with the result that its teaching is misleading and 

disastrous if we attempt to apply it to the facts of experience. 

Chapter 10, Section 6 

When involuntary unemployment exists, the marginal disutility of labour is necessarily less than the utility of 

the marginal product. Indeed it may be much less. For a man who has been long unemployed some measure 

of labour, instead of involving disutility, may have a positive utility. If this is accepted, the above reasoning 

shows how 'wasteful' loan expenditure may nevertheless enrich the community on balance. Pyramid-building, 

earthquakes, even wars may serve to increase wealth, if the education of our statesmen on the principles of 

the classical economics stands in the way of anything better. 

It is curious how common sense, wriggling for an escape from absurd conclusions, has been apt to reach a 

preference for wholly 'wasteful' forms of loan expenditure rather than for partly wasteful forms, which, 

because they are not wholly wasteful, tend to be judged on strict 'business' principles. For example, 

unemployment relief financed by loans is more readily accepted than the financing of improvements at a 

charge below the current rate of interest; whilst the form of digging holes in the ground known as gold-

mining, which not only adds nothing whatever to the real wealth of the world but involves the disutility of 

labour, is the most acceptable of all solutions. 

If the Treasury were to fill old bottles with banknotes, bury them at suitable depths in disused coalmines 

which are then filled up to the surface with town rubbish, and leave it to private enterprise on well-tried 

principles of laissez-faire to dig the notes up again (the right to do so being obtained, of course, by tendering 

for leases of the note-bearing territory), there need be no more unemployment and, with the help of the 

repercussions, the real income of the community, and its capital wealth also, would probably become a good 

deal greater than it actually is. It would, indeed, be more sensible to build houses and the like; but if there are 

political and practical difficulties in the way of this, the above would be better than nothing. 



The analogy between this expedient and the goldmines of the real world is complete. At periods when gold is 

available at suitable depths experience shows that the real wealth of the world increases rapidly; and when 

but little of it is so available our wealth suffers stagnation or decline. Thus gold-mines are of the greatest value 

and importance to civilisation. Just as wars have been the only form of large-scale loan expenditure which 

statesmen have thought justifiable, so gold-mining is the only pretext for digging holes in the ground which 

has recommended itself to bankers as sound finance; and each of these activities has played its part in 

progress¾failing something better. To mention a detail, the tendency in slumps for the price of gold to rise in 

terms of labour and materials aids eventual recovery, because it increases the depth at which gold-digging 

pays and lowers the minimum grade of ore which is payable. 

In addition to the probable effect of increased supplies of gold on the rate of interest, gold-mining is for two 

reasons a highly practical form of investment, if we are precluded from increasing employment by means 

which at the same time increase our stock of useful wealth. In the first place, owing to the gambling 

attractions which it offers it is carried on without too close a regard to the ruling rate of interest. In the second 

place the result, namely, the increased stock of gold, does not, as in other cases, have the effect of diminishing 

its marginal utility. Since the value of a house depends on its utility, every house which is built serves to 

diminish the prospective rents obtainable from further house-building and therefore lessens the attraction of 

further similar investment unless the rate of interest is falling pari passu. But the fruits of gold-mining do not 

suffer from this disadvantage, and a check can only come through a rise of the wage-unit in terms of gold, 

which is not likely to occur unless and until employment is substantially better. Moreover, there is no 

subsequent reverse effect on account of provision for user and supplementary costs, as in the case of less 

durable forms of wealth. 

Ancient Egypt was doubly fortunate, and doubtless owed to this its fabled wealth, in that it possessed two 

activities, namely, pyramid-building as well as the search for the precious metals, the fruits of which, since 

they could not serve the needs of man by being consumed, did not stale with abundance. The Middle Ages 

built cathedrals and sang dirges. Two pyramids, two masses for the dead, are twice as good as one; but not so 

two railways from London to York. Thus we are so sensible, have schooled ourselves to so close a semblance 

of prudent financiers, taking careful thought before we add to the 'financial' burdens of posterity by building 

them houses to live in, that we have no such easy escape from the sufferings of unemployment. We have to 

accept them as an inevitable result of applying to the conduct of the State the maxims which are best 

calculated to 'enrich' an individual by enabling him to pile up claims to enjoyment which he does not intend to 

exercise at any definite time. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



16. 

Common Sense by Thomas Paine (1776) 

Section 2: Of Monarchy and Hereditary Succession 

Mankind being originally equals in the order of creation, the equality could only be destroyed by some 

subsequent circumstance; the distinctions of rich, and poor, may in a great measure be accounted for, and 

that without having recourse to the harsh ill sounding names of oppression and avarice. Oppression is often 

the consequence, but seldom or never the means of riches; and though avarice will preserve a man from being 

necessitously poor, it generally makes him too timorous to be wealthy. 

32 But there is another and greater distinction for which no truly natural or religious reason can be assigned, 

and that is, the distinction of men into kings and subjects. Male and female are the distinctions of nature, 

good and bad the distinctions of heaven; but how a race of men came into the world so exalted above the 

rest, and distinguished like some new species, is worth enquiring into, and whether they are the means of 

happiness or of misery to mankind. 

33 In the early ages of the world, according to the scripture chronology, there were no kings; the consequence 

of which was there were no wars; it is the pride of kings which throw mankind into confusion. Holland without 

a king hath enjoyed more peace for this last century than any of the monarchial governments in Europe. 

Antiquity favors the same remark; for the quiet and rural lives of the first patriarchs hath a happy something in 

them, which vanishes away when we come to the history of Jewish royalty. 

34 Government by kings was first introduced into the world by the Heathens, from whom the children of Israel 

copied the custom. It was the most prosperous invention the Devil ever set on foot for the promotion of 

idolatry. The Heathens paid divine honors to their deceased kings, and the christian world hath improved on 

the plan by doing the same to their living ones. How impious is the title of sacred majesty applied to a worm, 

who in the midst of his splendor is crumbling into dust! 

35 As the exalting one man so greatly above the rest cannot be justified on the equal rights of nature, so 

neither can it be defended on the authority of scripture; for the will of the Almighty, as declared by Gideon 

and the prophet Samuel, expressly disapproves of government by kings. All anti-monarchical parts of scripture 

have been very smoothly glossed over in monarchical governments, but they undoubtedly merit the attention 

of countries which have their governments yet to form. “Render unto Cæsar the things which are Cæsar’s” is 

the scripture doctrine of courts, yet it is no support of monarchical government, for the Jews at that time were 

without a king, and in a state of vassalage to the Romans. 

36 Near three thousand years passed away from the Mosaic account of the creation, till the Jews under a 

national delusion requested a king. Till then their form of government (except in extraordinary cases, where 

the Almighty interposed) was a kind of republic administred by a judge and the elders of the tribes. Kings they 

had none, and it was held sinful to acknowledge any being under that title but the Lord of Hosts. And when a 

man seriously reflects on the idolatrous homage which is paid to the persons of Kings, he need not wonder, 

that the Almighty ever jealous of his honor, should disapprove of a form of government which so impiously 

invades the prerogative of heaven. 



37 Monarchy is ranked in scripture as one of the sins of the Jews, for which a curse in reserve is denounced 

against them. The history of that transaction is worth attending to. 

38 The children of Israel being oppressed by the Midianites, Gideon marched against them with a small army, 

and victory, thro’ the divine interposition, decided in his favour. The Jews elate with success, and attributing it 

to the generalship of Gideon, proposed making him a king, saying, Rule thou over us, thou and thy son and thy 

son’s son. Here was temptation in its fullest extent; not a kingdom only, but an hereditary one, but Gideon in 

the piety of his soul replied, I will not rule over you, neither shall my son rule over you. The Lord shall rule over 

you. Words need not be more explicit; Gideon doth not decline the honor, but denieth their right to give it; 

neither doth he compliment them with invented declarations of his thanks, but in the positive stile of a 

prophet charges them with disaffection to their proper Sovereign, the King of heaven. 

39 About one hundred and thirty years after this, they fell again into the same error. The hankering which the 

Jews had for the idolatrous customs of the Heathens, is something exceedingly unaccountable; but so it was, 

that laying hold of the misconduct of Samuel’s two sons, who were entrusted with some secular concerns, 

they came in an abrupt and clamorous manner to Samuel, saying, Behold thou art old, and thy sons walk not 

in thy ways, now make us a king to judge us like all other nations. And here we cannot but observe that their 

motives were bad, viz. that they might be like unto other nations, i.e. the Heathens, whereas their true glory 

laid in being as much unlike them as possible. But the thing displeased Samuel when they said, Give us a king 

to judge us; and Samuel prayed unto the Lord, and the Lord said unto Samuel, Hearken unto the voice of the 

people in all that they say unto thee, for they have not rejected thee, but they have rejected me, THAT I 

SHOULD NOT REIGN OVER THEM. According to all the works which they have done since the day that I 

brought them up out of Egypt, even unto this day; wherewith they have forsaken me and served other Gods; 

so do they also unto thee. Now therefore hearken unto their voice, howbeit, protest solemnly unto them and 

shew them the manner of the king that shall reign over them, i.e. not of any particular king, but the general 

manner of the kings of the earth, whom Israel was so eagerly copying after. And notwithstanding the great 

distance of time and difference of manners, the character is still in fashion. And Samuel told all the words of 

the Lord unto the people, that asked of him a king. And he said, This shall be the manner of the king that shall 

reign over you; he will take your sons and appoint them for himself, for his chariots, and to be his horsemen, 

and some shall run before his chariots (this description agrees with the present mode of impressing men) and 

he will appoint him captains over thousands and captains over fifties, and will set them to ear his ground and 

to reap his harvest, and to make his instruments of war, and instruments of his chariots; and he will take your 

daughters to be confectionaries, and to be cooks and to be bakers (this describes the expence and luxury as 

well as the oppression of kings) and he will take your fields and your olive yards, even the best of them, and 

give them to his servants; and he will take the tenth of your feed, and of your vineyards, and give them to his 

officers and to his servants (by which we see that bribery, corruption and favoritism are the standing vices of 

kings) and he will take the tenth of your men servants, and your maid servants, and your goodliest young men 

and your asses, and put them to his work; and he will take the tenth of your sheep, and ye shall be his 

servants, and ye shall cry out in that day because of your king which ye shall have chosen, and the Lord will not 

hear you in that day. This accounts for the continuation of monarchy; neither do the characters of the few 

good kings which have lived since, either sanctify the title, or blot out the sinfulness of the origin; the high 

encomium given of David takes no notice of him officially as a king, but only as a man after God’s own heart. 

Nevertheless the People refused to obey the voice of Samuel, and they said, Nay, but we will have a king over 



us, that we may be like all the nations, and that our king may judge us, and go out before us, and fight our 

battles. Samuel continued to reason with them, but to no purpose; he set before them their ingratitude, but 

all would not avail; and seeing them fully bent on their folly, he cried out, I will call unto the Lord, and he shall 

send thunder and rain (which then was a punishment, being in the time of wheat harvest) that ye may 

perceive and see that your wickedness is great which ye have done in the sight of the Lord, in asking you a 

king. So Samuel called unto the Lord, and the Lord sent thunder and rain that day, and all the people greatly 

feared the Lord and Samuel. And all the people said unto Samuel, Pray for thy servants unto the Lord thy God 

that we die not, for we have added unto our sins this evil, to ask a king. These portions of scripture are direct 

and positive. They admit of no equivocal construction. That the Almighty hath here entered his protest against 

monarchical government is true, or the scripture is false. And a man hath good reason to believe that there is 

as much of king-craft, as priest-craft, in withholding the scripture from the public in Popish countries. For 

monarchy in every instance is the Popery of government. 

40 To the evil of monarchy we have added that of hereditary succession; and as the first is a degradation and 

lessening of ourselves, so the second, claimed as a matter of right, is an insult and an imposition on posterity. 

For all men being originally equals, no one by birth could have a right to set up his own family in perpetual 

preference to all others for ever, and though himself might deserve some decent degree of honors of his 

cotemporaries, yet his descendants might be far too unworthy to inherit them. One of the strongest natural 

proofs of the folly of hereditary right in kings, is, that nature disapproves it, otherwise she would not so 

frequently turn it into ridicule by giving mankind an ass for a lion. 

41 Secondly, as no man at first could possess any other public honors than were bestowed upon him, so the 

givers of those honors could have no power to give away the right of posterity, and though they might say 

“We choose you for our head,” they could not, without manifest injustice to their children, say “that your 

children and your children’s children shall reign over ours for ever.” Because such an unwise, unjust, unnatural 

compact might (perhaps) in the next succession put them under the government of a rogue or a fool. Most 

wise men, in their private sentiments, have ever treated hereditary right with contempt; yet it is one of those 

evils, which when once established is not easily removed; many submit from fear, others from superstition, 

and the more powerful part shares with the king the plunder of the rest. 

42 This is supposing the present race of kings in the world to have had an honorable origin; whereas it is more 

than probable, that could we take off the dark covering of antiquity, and trace them to their first rise, that we 

should find the first of them nothing better than the principal ruffian of some restless gang, whose savage 

manners or pre-eminence in subtility obtained him the title of chief among plunderers; and who by increasing 

in power, and extending his depredations, over-awed the quiet and defenceless to purchase their safety by 

frequent contributions. Yet his electors could have no idea of giving hereditary right to his descendants, 

because such a perpetual exclusion of themselves was incompatible with the free and unrestrained principles 

they professed to live by. Wherefore, hereditary succession in the early ages of monarchy could not take place 

as a matter of claim, but as something casual or complimental; but as few or no records were extant in those 

days, and traditional history stuffed with fables, it was very easy, after the lapse of a few generations, to 

trump up some superstitious tale, conveniently timed, Mahomet like, to cram hereditary right down the 

throats of the vulgar. Perhaps the disorders which threatened, or seemed to threaten, on the decease of a 

leader and the choice of a new one (for elections among ruffians could not be very orderly) induced many at 



first to favor hereditary pretensions; by which means it happened, as it hath happened since, that what at first 

was submitted to as a convenience, was afterwards claimed as a right. 

43 England, since the conquest, hath known some few good monarchs, but groaned beneath a much larger 

number of bad ones; yet no man in his senses can say that their claim under William the Conqueror is a very 

honorable one. A French bastard landing with an armed banditti, and establishing himself king of England 

against the consent of the natives, is in plain terms a very paltry rascally original.—It certainly hath no divinity 

in it. However, it is needless to spend much time in exposing the folly of hereditary right; if there are any so 

weak as to believe it, let them promiscuously worship the ass and lion, and welcome. I shall neither copy their 

humility, nor disturb their devotion. 

44 Yet I should be glad to ask how they suppose kings came at first? The question admits but of three answers, 

viz. either by lot, by election, or by usurpation. If the first king was taken by lot, it establishes a precedent for 

the next, which excludes hereditary succession. Saul was by lot, yet the succession was not hereditary, neither 

does it appear from that transaction there was any intention it ever should. If the first king of any country was 

by election, that likewise establishes a precedent for the next; for to say, that the right of all future 

generations is taken away, by the act of the first electors, in their choice not only of a king, but of a family of 

kings for ever, hath no parrallel in or out of scripture but the doctrine of original sin, which supposes the free 

will of all men lost in Adam; and from such comparison, and it will admit of no other, hereditary succession 

can derive no glory. For as in Adam all sinned, and as in the first electors all men obeyed; as in the one all 

mankind were subjected to Satan, and in the other to Sovereignty; as our innocence was lost in the first, and 

our authority in the last; and as both disable us from reassuming some former state and privilege, it 

unanswerably follows that original sin and hereditary succession are parellels. Dishonorable rank! Inglorious 

connexion! Yet the most subtile sophist cannot produce a juster simile. 

45 As to usurpation, no man will be so hardy as to defend it; and that William the Conqueror was an usurper is 

a fact not to be contradicted. The plain truth is, that the antiquity of English monarchy will not bear looking 

into. 

46 But it is not so much the absurdity as the evil of hereditary succession which concerns mankind. Did it 

ensure a race of good and wise men it would have the seal of divine authority, but as it opens a door to the 

foolish, the wicked, and the improper, it hath in it the nature of oppression. Men who look upon themselves 

born to reign, and others to obey, soon grow insolent; selected from the rest of mankind their minds are early 

poisoned by importance; and the world they act in differs so materially from the world at large, that they have 

but little opportunity of knowing its true interests, and when they succeed to the government are frequently 

the most ignorant and unfit of any throughout the dominions. 

47 Another evil which attends hereditary succession is, that the throne is subject to be possessed by a minor 

at any age; all which time the regency, acting under the cover of a king, have every opportunity and 

inducement to betray their trust. The same national misfortune happens, when a king worn out with age and 

infirmity, enters the last stage of human weakness. In both these cases the public becomes a prey to every 

miscreant, who can tamper successfully with the follies either of age or infancy. 

 



48 The most plausible plea, which hath ever been offered in favour of hereditary succession, is, that it 

preserves a nation from civil wars; and were this true, it would be weighty; whereas, it is the most barefaced 

falsity ever imposed upon mankind. The whole history of England disowns the fact. Thirty kings and two 

minors have reigned in that distracted kingdom since the conquest, in which time there have been (including 

the Revolution) no less than eight civil wars and nineteen rebellions. Wherefore instead of making for peace, it 

makes against it, and destroys the very foundation it seems to stand on. 

49 The contest for monarchy and succession, between the houses of York and Lancaster, laid England in a 

scene of blood for many years. Twelve pitched battles, besides skirmishes and sieges, were fought between 

Henry and Edward. Twice was Henry prisoner to Edward, who in his turn was prisoner to Henry. And so 

uncertain is the fate of war and the temper of a nation, when nothing but personal matters are the ground of 

a quarrel, that Henry was taken in triumph from a prison to a palace, and Edward obliged to fly from a palace 

to a foreign land; yet, as sudden transitions of temper are seldom lasting, Henry in his turn was driven from 

the throne, and Edward recalled to succeed him. The parliament always following the strongest side. 

50 This contest began in the reign of Henry the Sixth, and was not entirely extinguished till Henry the Seventh, 

in whom the families were united. Including a period of 67 years, viz. from 1422 to 1489. 

51 In short, monarchy and succession have laid (not this or that kingdom only) but the world in blood and 

ashes. ’Tis a form of government which the word of God bears testimony against, and blood will attend it. 

52 If we inquire into the business of a king, we shall find that in some countries they have none; and after 

sauntering away their lives without pleasure to themselves or advantage to the nation, withdraw from the 

scene, and leave their successors to tread the same idle round. In absolute monarchies the whole weight of 

business, civil and military, lies on the king; the children of Israel in their request for a king, urged this plea 

“that he may judge us, and go out before us and fight our battles.” But in countries where he is neither a judge 

nor a general, as in England, a man would be puzzled to know what is his business. 

53 The nearer any government approaches to a republic the less business there is for a king. It is somewhat 

difficult to find a proper name for the government of England. Sir William Meredith calls it a republic; but in its 

present state it is unworthy of the name, because the corrupt influence of the crown, by having all the places 

in its disposal, hath so effectually swallowed up the power, and eaten out the virtue of the house of commons 

(the republican part in the constitution) that the government of England is nearly as monarchical as that of 

France or Spain. Men fall out with names without understanding them. For it is the republican and not the 

monarchical part of the constitution of England which Englishmen glory in, viz. the liberty of choosing a house 

of commons from out of their own body—and it is easy to see that when republican virtue fails, slavery 

ensues. Why is the constitution of England sickly, but because monarchy hath poisoned the republic, the 

crown hath engrossed the commons? 

54 In England a king hath little more to do than to make war and give away places; which in plain terms, is to 

impoverish the nation and set it together by the ears. A pretty business indeed for a man to be allowed eight 

hundred thousand sterling a year for, and worshipped into the bargain! Of more worth is one honest man to 

society and in the sight of God, than all the crowned ruffians that ever lived. 

 



17. 

The Wealth of Nations by Adam Smith (1776) 

Book 1, Chapter 2: Of the principle which gives occasion to the division of labor. 

This division of labour, from which so many advantages are derived, is not originally the effect of any human 

wisdom, which foresees and intends that general opulence to which it gives occasion. It is the necessary, 

though very slow and gradual, consequence of a certain propensity in human nature, which has in view no 

such extensive utility; the propensity to truck, barter, and exchange one thing for another. 

Whether this propensity be one of those original principles in human nature, of which no further account can 

be given, or whether, as seems more probable, it be the necessary consequence of the faculties of reason and 

speech, it belongs not to our present subject to inquire. It is common to all men, and to be found in no other 

race of animals, which seem to know neither this nor any other species of contracts. Two greyhounds, in 

running down the same hare, have sometimes the appearance of acting in some sort of concert. Each turns 

her towards his companion, or endeavours to intercept her when his companion turns her towards himself. 

This, however, is not the effect of any contract, but of the accidental concurrence of their passions in the same 

object at that particular time. Nobody ever saw a dog make a fair and deliberate exchange of one bone for 

another with another dog. Nobody ever saw one animal, by its gestures and natural cries signify to another, 

this is mine, that yours; I am willing to give this for that. When an animal wants to obtain something either of a 

man, or of another animal, it has no other means of persuasion, but to gain the favour of those whose service 

it requires. A puppy fawns upon its dam, and a spaniel endeavours, by a thousand attractions, to engage the 

attention of its master who is at dinner, when it wants to be fed by him. Man sometimes uses the same arts 

with his brethren, and when he has no other means of engaging them to act according to his inclinations, 

endeavours by every servile and fawning attention to obtain their good will. He has not time, however, to do 

this upon every occasion. In civilized society he stands at all times in need of the co-operation and assistance 

of great multitudes, while his whole life is scarce sufficient to gain the friendship of a few persons. In almost 

every other race of animals, each individual, when it is grown up to maturity, is entirely independent, and in 

its natural state has occasion for the assistance of no other living creature. But man has almost constant 

occasion for the help of his brethren, and it is in vain for him to expect it from their benevolence only. He will 

be more likely to prevail if he can interest their self-love in his favour, and shew them that it is for their own 

advantage to do for him what he requires of them. Whoever offers to another a bargain of any kind, proposes 

to do this. Give me that which I want, and you shall have this which you want, is the meaning of every such 

offer; and it is in this manner that we obtain from one another the far greater part of those good offices which 

we stand in need of. It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker that we expect 

our dinner, but from their regard to their own interest. We address ourselves, not to their humanity, but to 

their self-love, and never talk to them of our own necessities, but of their advantages. Nobody but a beggar 

chooses to depend chiefly upon the benevolence of his fellow-citizens. Even a beggar does not depend upon it 

entirely. The charity of well-disposed people, indeed, supplies him with the whole fund of his subsistence. But 

though this principle ultimately provides him with all the necessaries of life which he has occasion for, it 

neither does nor can provide him with them as he has occasion for them. The greater part of his occasional 

wants are supplied in the same manner as those of other people, by treaty, by barter, and by purchase. With 

the money which one man gives him he purchases food. The old clothes which another bestows upon him he 



exchanges for other clothes which suit him better, or for lodging, or for food, or for money, with which he can 

buy either food, clothes, or lodging, as he has occasion. 

As it is by treaty, by barter, and by purchase, that we obtain from one another the greater part of those 

mutual good offices which we stand in need of, so it is this same trucking disposition which originally gives 

occasion to the division of labour. In a tribe of hunters or shepherds, a particular person makes bows and 

arrows, for example, with more readiness and dexterity than any other. He frequently exchanges them for 

cattle or for venison, with his companions; and he finds at last that he can, in this manner, get more cattle and 

venison, than if he himself went to the field to catch them. From a regard to his own interest, therefore, the 

making of bows and arrows grows to be his chief business, and he becomes a sort of armourer. Another excels 

in making the frames and covers of their little huts or moveable houses. He is accustomed to be of use in this 

way to his neighbours, who reward him in the same manner with cattle and with venison, till at last he finds it 

his interest to dedicate himself entirely to this employment, and to become a sort of house-carpenter. In the 

same manner a third becomes a smith or a brazier; a fourth, a tanner or dresser of hides or skins, the principal 

part of the clothing of savages. And thus the certainty of being able to exchange all that surplus part of the 

produce of his own labour, which is over and above his own consumption, for such parts of the produce of 

other men's labour as he may have occasion for, encourages every man to apply himself to a particular 

occupation, and to cultivate and bring to perfection whatever talent of genius he may possess for that 

particular species of business. 

The difference of natural talents in different men, is, in reality, much less than we are aware of; and the very 

different genius which appears to distinguish men of different professions, when grown up to maturity, is not 

upon many occasions so much the cause, as the effect of the division of labour. The difference between the 

most dissimilar characters, between a philosopher and a common street porter, for example, seems to arise 

not so much from nature, as from habit, custom, and education. When they came in to the world, and for the 

first six or eight years of their existence, they were, perhaps, very much alike, and neither their parents nor 

play-fellows could perceive any remarkable difference. About that age, or soon after, they come to be 

employed in very different occupations. The difference of talents comes then to be taken notice of, and 

widens by degrees, till at last the vanity of the philosopher is willing to acknowledge scarce any resemblance. 

But without the disposition to truck, barter, and exchange, every man must have procured to himself every 

necessary and conveniency of life which he wanted. All must have had the same duties to perform, and the 

same work to do, and there could have been no such difference of employment as could alone give occasion 

to any great difference of talents. 

As it is this disposition which forms that difference of talents, so remarkable among men of different 

professions, so it is this same disposition which renders that difference useful. Many tribes of animals, 

acknowledged to be all of the same species, derive from nature a much more remarkable distinction of genius, 

than what, antecedent to custom and education, appears to take place among men. By nature a philosopher is 

not in genius and disposition half so different from a street porter, as a mastiff is from a grey-hound, or a grey-

hound from a spaniel, or this last from a shepherd's dog. Those different tribes of animals, however, though all 

of the same species are of scarce any use to one another. The strength of the mastiff is not in the least 

supported either by the swiftness of the greyhound, or by the sagacity of the spaniel, or by the docility of the 

shepherd's dog. The effects of those different geniuses and talents, for want of the power or disposition to 

barter and exchange, cannot be brought into a common stock, and do not in the least contribute to the better 



accommodation and conveniency of the species. Each animal is still obliged to support and defend itself, 

separately and independently, and derives no sort of advantage from that variety of talents with which nature 

has distinguished its fellows. Among men, on the contrary, the most dissimilar geniuses are of use to one 

another; the different produces of their respective talents, by the general disposition to truck, barter, and 

exchange, being brought, as it were, into a common stock, where every man may purchase whatever part of 

the produce of other men's talents he has occasion for. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



18. 

The Rights of Man by Thomas Paine (1791) 

Part 2: Introduction 

What Archimedes said of the mechanical powers, may be applied to Reason and Liberty. "Had we," said he, "a 

place to stand upon, we might raise the world." 

The revolution of America presented in politics what was only theory in mechanics. So deeply rooted were all 

the governments of the old world, and so effectually had the tyranny and the antiquity of habit established 

itself over the mind, that no beginning could be made in Asia, Africa, or Europe, to reform the political 

condition of man. Freedom had been hunted round the globe; reason was considered as rebellion; and the 

slavery of fear had made men afraid to think. 

But such is the irresistible nature of truth, that all it asks,—and all it wants,—is the liberty of appearing. The 

sun needs no inscription to distinguish him from darkness; and no sooner did the American governments 

display themselves to the world, than despotism felt a shock and man began to contemplate redress. 

The independence of America, considered merely as a separation from England, would have been a matter 

but of little importance, had it not been accompanied by a revolution in the principles and practice of 

governments. She made a stand, not for herself only, but for the world, and looked beyond the advantages 

herself could receive. Even the Hessian, though hired to fight against her, may live to bless his defeat; and 

England, condemning the viciousness of its government, rejoice in its miscarriage. 

As America was the only spot in the political world where the principle of universal reformation could begin, 

so also was it the best in the natural world. An assemblage of circumstances conspired, not only to give birth, 

but to add gigantic maturity to its principles. The scene which that country presents to the eye of a spectator, 

has something in it which generates and encourages great ideas. Nature appears to him in magnitude. The 

mighty objects he beholds, act upon his mind by enlarging it, and he partakes of the greatness he 

contemplates.—Its first settlers were emigrants from different European nations, and of diversified 

professions of religion, retiring from the governmental persecutions of the old world, and meeting in the new, 

not as enemies, but as brothers. The wants which necessarily accompany the cultivation of a wilderness 

produced among them a state of society, which countries long harassed by the quarrels and intrigues of 

governments, had neglected to cherish. In such a situation man becomes what he ought. He sees his species, 

not with the inhuman idea of a natural enemy, but as kindred; and the example shows to the artificial world, 

that man must go back to Nature for information. 

From the rapid progress which America makes in every species of improvement, it is rational to conclude that, 

if the governments of Asia, Africa, and Europe had begun on a principle similar to that of America, or had not 

been very early corrupted therefrom, those countries must by this time have been in a far superior condition 

to what they are. Age after age has passed away, for no other purpose than to behold their wretchedness. 

Could we suppose a spectator who knew nothing of the world, and who was put into it merely to make his 

observations, he would take a great part of the old world to be new, just struggling with the difficulties and 

hardships of an infant settlement. He could not suppose that the hordes of miserable poor with which old 



countries abound could be any other than those who had not yet had time to provide for themselves. Little 

would he think they were the consequence of what in such countries they call government. 

If, from the more wretched parts of the old world, we look at those which are in an advanced stage of 

improvement we still find the greedy hand of government thrusting itself into every corner and crevice of 

industry, and grasping the spoil of the multitude. Invention is continually exercised to furnish new pretences 

for revenue and taxation. It watches prosperity as its prey, and permits none to escape without a tribute. 

As revolutions have begun (and as the probability is always greater against a thing beginning, than of 

proceeding after it has begun), it is natural to expect that other revolutions will follow. The amazing and still 

increasing expenses with which old governments are conducted, the numerous wars they engage in or 

provoke, the embarrassments they throw in the way of universal civilisation and commerce, and the 

oppression and usurpation acted at home, have wearied out the patience, and exhausted the property of the 

world. In such a situation, and with such examples already existing, revolutions are to be looked for. They are 

become subjects of universal conversation, and may be considered as the Order of the day. 

If systems of government can be introduced less expensive and more productive of general happiness than 

those which have existed, all attempts to oppose their progress will in the end be fruitless. Reason, like time, 

will make its own way, and prejudice will fall in a combat with interest. If universal peace, civilisation, and 

commerce are ever to be the happy lot of man, it cannot be accomplished but by a revolution in the system of 

governments. All the monarchical governments are military. War is their trade, plunder and revenue their 

objects. While such governments continue, peace has not the absolute security of a day. What is the history of 

all monarchical governments but a disgustful picture of human wretchedness, and the accidental respite of a 

few years' repose? Wearied with war, and tired with human butchery, they sat down to rest, and called it 

peace. This certainly is not the condition that heaven intended for man; and if this be monarchy, well might 

monarchy be reckoned among the sins of the Jews. 

The revolutions which formerly took place in the world had nothing in them that interested the bulk of 

mankind. They extended only to a change of persons and measures, but not of principles, and rose or fell 

among the common transactions of the moment. What we now behold may not improperly be called a 

"counter-revolution." Conquest and tyranny, at some earlier period, dispossessed man of his rights, and he is 

now recovering them. And as the tide of all human affairs has its ebb and flow in directions contrary to each 

other, so also is it in this. Government founded on a moral theory, on a system of universal peace, on the 

indefeasible hereditary Rights of Man, is now revolving from west to east by a stronger impulse than the 

government of the sword revolved from east to west. It interests not particular individuals, but nations in its 

progress, and promises a new era to the human race. 

The danger to which the success of revolutions is most exposed is that of attempting them before the 

principles on which they proceed, and the advantages to result from them, are sufficiently seen and 

understood. Almost everything appertaining to the circumstances of a nation, has been absorbed and 

confounded under the general and mysterious word government. Though it avoids taking to its account the 

errors it commits, and the mischiefs it occasions, it fails not to arrogate to itself whatever has the appearance 

of prosperity. It robs industry of its honours, by pedantically making itself the cause of its effects; and purloins 

from the general character of man, the merits that appertain to him as a social being. 



It may therefore be of use in this day of revolutions to discriminate between those things which are the effect 

of government, and those which are not. This will best be done by taking a review of society and civilisation, 

and the consequences resulting therefrom, as things distinct from what are called governments. By beginning 

with this investigation, we shall be able to assign effects to their proper causes and analyse the mass of 

common errors. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



19. 

The Prince by Niccolò Machiavelli (1513) 

Chapters 1 and 6: HOW MANY KINDS OF PRINCIPALITIES THERE ARE, AND BY WHAT MEANS THEY ARE 

ACQUIRED, & CONCERNING NEW PRINCIPALITIES WHICH ARE ACQUIRED BY ONE'S OWN ARMS AND ABILITY 

CHAPTER I — HOW MANY KINDS OF PRINCIPALITIES THERE ARE, AND BY WHAT MEANS THEY ARE ACQUIRED 

All states, all powers, that have held and hold rule over men have been and are either republics or 

principalities. 

Principalities are either hereditary, in which the family has been long established; or they are new. 

The new are either entirely new, as was Milan to Francesco Sforza, or they are, as it were, members annexed 

to the hereditary state of the prince who has acquired them, as was the kingdom of Naples to that of the King 

of Spain. 

Such dominions thus acquired are either accustomed to live under a prince, or to live in freedom; and are 

acquired either by the arms of the prince himself, or of others, or else by fortune or by ability. 

CHAPTER VI — CONCERNING NEW PRINCIPALITIES WHICH ARE ACQUIRED BY ONE'S OWN ARMS AND ABILITY 

Let no one be surprised if, in speaking of entirely new principalities as I shall do, I adduce the highest examples 

both of prince and of state; because men, walking almost always in paths beaten by others, and following by 

imitation their deeds, are yet unable to keep entirely to the ways of others or attain to the power of those 

they imitate. A wise man ought always to follow the paths beaten by great men, and to imitate those who 

have been supreme, so that if his ability does not equal theirs, at least it will savour of it. Let him act like the 

clever archers who, designing to hit the mark which yet appears too far distant, and knowing the limits to 

which the strength of their bow attains, take aim much higher than the mark, not to reach by their strength or 

arrow to so great a height, but to be able with the aid of so high an aim to hit the mark they wish to reach. 

I say, therefore, that in entirely new principalities, where there is a new prince, more or less difficulty is found 

in keeping them, accordingly as there is more or less ability in him who has acquired the state. Now, as the 

fact of becoming a prince from a private station presupposes either ability or fortune, it is clear that one or 

other of these things will mitigate in some degree many difficulties. Nevertheless, he who has relied least on 

fortune is established the strongest. Further, it facilitates matters when the prince, having no other state, is 

compelled to reside there in person. 

But to come to those who, by their own ability and not through fortune, have risen to be princes, I say that 

Moses, Cyrus, Romulus, Theseus, and such like are the most excellent examples. And although one may not 

discuss Moses, he having been a mere executor of the will of God, yet he ought to be admired, if only for that 

favour which made him worthy to speak with God. But in considering Cyrus and others who have acquired or 

founded kingdoms, all will be found admirable; and if their particular deeds and conduct shall be considered, 

they will not be found inferior to those of Moses, although he had so great a preceptor. And in examining their 

actions and lives one cannot see that they owed anything to fortune beyond opportunity, which brought them 



the material to mould into the form which seemed best to them. Without that opportunity their powers of 

mind would have been extinguished, and without those powers the opportunity would have come in vain. 

It was necessary, therefore, to Moses that he should find the people of Israel in Egypt enslaved and oppressed 

by the Egyptians, in order that they should be disposed to follow him so as to be delivered out of bondage. It 

was necessary that Romulus should not remain in Alba, and that he should be abandoned at his birth, in order 

that he should become King of Rome and founder of the fatherland. It was necessary that Cyrus should find 

the Persians discontented with the government of the Medes, and the Medes soft and effeminate through 

their long peace. Theseus could not have shown his ability had he not found the Athenians dispersed. These 

opportunities, therefore, made those men fortunate, and their high ability enabled them to recognize the 

opportunity whereby their country was ennobled and made famous. 

Those who by valorous ways become princes, like these men, acquire a principality with difficulty, but they 

keep it with ease. The difficulties they have in acquiring it rise in part from the new rules and methods which 

they are forced to introduce to establish their government and its security. And it ought to be remembered 

that there is nothing more difficult to take in hand, more perilous to conduct, or more uncertain in its success, 

than to take the lead in the introduction of a new order of things, because the innovator has for enemies all 

those who have done well under the old conditions, and lukewarm defenders in those who may do well under 

the new. This coolness arises partly from fear of the opponents, who have the laws on their side, and partly 

from the incredulity of men, who do not readily believe in new things until they have had a long experience of 

them. Thus it happens that whenever those who are hostile have the opportunity to attack they do it like 

partisans, whilst the others defend lukewarmly, in such wise that the prince is endangered along with them. 

It is necessary, therefore, if we desire to discuss this matter thoroughly, to inquire whether these innovators 

can rely on themselves or have to depend on others: that is to say, whether, to consummate their enterprise, 

have they to use prayers or can they use force? In the first instance they always succeed badly, and never 

compass anything; but when they can rely on themselves and use force, then they are rarely endangered. 

Hence it is that all armed prophets have conquered, and the unarmed ones have been destroyed. Besides the 

reasons mentioned, the nature of the people is variable, and whilst it is easy to persuade them, it is difficult to 

fix them in that persuasion. And thus it is necessary to take such measures that, when they believe no longer, 

it may be possible to make them believe by force. 

If Moses, Cyrus, Theseus, and Romulus had been unarmed they could not have enforced their constitutions for 

long—as happened in our time to Fra Girolamo Savonarola, who was ruined with his new order of things 

immediately the multitude believed in him no longer, and he had no means of keeping steadfast those who 

believed or of making the unbelievers to believe. Therefore such as these have great difficulties in 

consummating their enterprise, for all their dangers are in the ascent, yet with ability they will overcome 

them; but when these are overcome, and those who envied them their success are exterminated, they will 

begin to be respected, and they will continue afterwards powerful, secure, honoured, and happy. 

To these great examples I wish to add a lesser one; still it bears some resemblance to them, and I wish it to 

suffice me for all of a like kind: it is Hiero the Syracusan.(*) This man rose from a private station to be Prince of 

Syracuse, nor did he, either, owe anything to fortune but opportunity; for the Syracusans, being oppressed, 

chose him for their captain, afterwards he was rewarded by being made their prince. He was of so great 



ability, even as a private citizen, that one who writes of him says he wanted nothing but a kingdom to be a 

king. This man abolished the old soldiery, organized the new, gave up old alliances, made new ones; and as he 

had his own soldiers and allies, on such foundations he was able to build any edifice: thus, whilst he had 

endured much trouble in acquiring, he had but little in keeping. 

     (*) Hiero II, born about 307 B.C., died 216 B.C. 
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The Prince by Niccolò Machiavelli (1513) 

Chapters 15, 16, and 17: CONCERNING THINGS FOR WHICH MEN, AND ESPECIALLY PRINCES, ARE PRAISED 

OR BLAMED, CONCERNING LIBERALITY AND MEANNESS, & CONCERNING CRUELTY AND CLEMENCY, AND 

WHETHER IT IS BETTER TO BE LOVED THAN FEARED 

CHAPTER XV — CONCERNING THINGS FOR WHICH MEN, AND ESPECIALLY PRINCES, ARE PRAISED OR BLAMED 

It remains now to see what ought to be the rules of conduct for a prince towards subject and friends. And as I 

know that many have written on this point, I expect I shall be considered presumptuous in mentioning it 

again, especially as in discussing it I shall depart from the methods of other people. But, it being my intention 

to write a thing which shall be useful to him who apprehends it, it appears to me more appropriate to follow 

up the real truth of the matter than the imagination of it; for many have pictured republics and principalities 

which in fact have never been known or seen, because how one lives is so far distant from how one ought to 

live, that he who neglects what is done for what ought to be done, sooner effects his ruin than his 

preservation; for a man who wishes to act entirely up to his professions of virtue soon meets with what 

destroys him among so much that is evil. 

Hence it is necessary for a prince wishing to hold his own to know how to do wrong, and to make use of it or 

not according to necessity. Therefore, putting on one side imaginary things concerning a prince, and discussing 

those which are real, I say that all men when they are spoken of, and chiefly princes for being more highly 

placed, are remarkable for some of those qualities which bring them either blame or praise; and thus it is that 

one is reputed liberal, another miserly, using a Tuscan term (because an avaricious person in our language is 

still he who desires to possess by robbery, whilst we call one miserly who deprives himself too much of the 

use of his own); one is reputed generous, one rapacious; one cruel, one compassionate; one faithless, another 

faithful; one effeminate and cowardly, another bold and brave; one affable, another haughty; one lascivious, 

another chaste; one sincere, another cunning; one hard, another easy; one grave, another frivolous; one 

religious, another unbelieving, and the like. And I know that every one will confess that it would be most 

praiseworthy in a prince to exhibit all the above qualities that are considered good; but because they can 

neither be entirely possessed nor observed, for human conditions do not permit it, it is necessary for him to 

be sufficiently prudent that he may know how to avoid the reproach of those vices which would lose him his 

state; and also to keep himself, if it be possible, from those which would not lose him it; but this not being 

possible, he may with less hesitation abandon himself to them. And again, he need not make himself uneasy 

at incurring a reproach for those vices without which the state can only be saved with difficulty, for if 

everything is considered carefully, it will be found that something which looks like virtue, if followed, would be 

his ruin; whilst something else, which looks like vice, yet followed brings him security and prosperity. 

CHAPTER XVI — CONCERNING LIBERALITY AND MEANNESS 

Commencing then with the first of the above-named characteristics, I say that it would be well to be reputed 

liberal. Nevertheless, liberality exercised in a way that does not bring you the reputation for it, injures you; for 

if one exercises it honestly and as it should be exercised, it may not become known, and you will not avoid the 

reproach of its opposite. Therefore, any one wishing to maintain among men the name of liberal is obliged to 



avoid no attribute of magnificence; so that a prince thus inclined will consume in such acts all his property, 

and will be compelled in the end, if he wish to maintain the name of liberal, to unduly weigh down his people, 

and tax them, and do everything he can to get money. This will soon make him odious to his subjects, and 

becoming poor he will be little valued by any one; thus, with his liberality, having offended many and 

rewarded few, he is affected by the very first trouble and imperilled by whatever may be the first danger; 

recognizing this himself, and wishing to draw back from it, he runs at once into the reproach of being miserly. 

Therefore, a prince, not being able to exercise this virtue of liberality in such a way that it is recognized, except 

to his cost, if he is wise he ought not to fear the reputation of being mean, for in time he will come to be more 

considered than if liberal, seeing that with his economy his revenues are enough, that he can defend himself 

against all attacks, and is able to engage in enterprises without burdening his people; thus it comes to pass 

that he exercises liberality towards all from whom he does not take, who are numberless, and meanness 

towards those to whom he does not give, who are few. 

We have not seen great things done in our time except by those who have been considered mean; the rest 

have failed. Pope Julius the Second was assisted in reaching the papacy by a reputation for liberality, yet he 

did not strive afterwards to keep it up, when he made war on the King of France; and he made many wars 

without imposing any extraordinary tax on his subjects, for he supplied his additional expenses out of his long 

thriftiness. The present King of Spain would not have undertaken or conquered in so many enterprises if he 

had been reputed liberal. A prince, therefore, provided that he has not to rob his subjects, that he can defend 

himself, that he does not become poor and abject, that he is not forced to become rapacious, ought to hold of 

little account a reputation for being mean, for it is one of those vices which will enable him to govern. 

And if any one should say: Caesar obtained empire by liberality, and many others have reached the highest 

positions by having been liberal, and by being considered so, I answer: Either you are a prince in fact, or in a 

way to become one. In the first case this liberality is dangerous, in the second it is very necessary to be 

considered liberal; and Caesar was one of those who wished to become pre-eminent in Rome; but if he had 

survived after becoming so, and had not moderated his expenses, he would have destroyed his government. 

And if any one should reply: Many have been princes, and have done great things with armies, who have been 

considered very liberal, I reply: Either a prince spends that which is his own or his subjects' or else that of 

others. In the first case he ought to be sparing, in the second he ought not to neglect any opportunity for 

liberality. And to the prince who goes forth with his army, supporting it by pillage, sack, and extortion, 

handling that which belongs to others, this liberality is necessary, otherwise he would not be followed by 

soldiers. And of that which is neither yours nor your subjects' you can be a ready giver, as were Cyrus, Caesar, 

and Alexander; because it does not take away your reputation if you squander that of others, but adds to it; it 

is only squandering your own that injures you. 

And there is nothing wastes so rapidly as liberality, for even whilst you exercise it you lose the power to do so, 

and so become either poor or despised, or else, in avoiding poverty, rapacious and hated. And a prince should 

guard himself, above all things, against being despised and hated; and liberality leads you to both. Therefore it 

is wiser to have a reputation for meanness which brings reproach without hatred, than to be compelled 

through seeking a reputation for liberality to incur a name for rapacity which begets reproach with hatred. 

 



CHAPTER XVII — CONCERNING CRUELTY AND CLEMENCY, AND WHETHER IT IS BETTER TO BE LOVED THAN 

FEARED 

Coming now to the other qualities mentioned above, I say that every prince ought to desire to be considered 

clement and not cruel. Nevertheless he ought to take care not to misuse this clemency. Cesare Borgia was 

considered cruel; notwithstanding, his cruelty reconciled the Romagna, unified it, and restored it to peace and 

loyalty. And if this be rightly considered, he will be seen to have been much more merciful than the Florentine 

people, who, to avoid a reputation for cruelty, permitted Pistoia to be destroyed.(*) Therefore a prince, so 

long as he keeps his subjects united and loyal, ought not to mind the reproach of cruelty; because with a few 

examples he will be more merciful than those who, through too much mercy, allow disorders to arise, from 

which follow murders or robberies; for these are wont to injure the whole people, whilst those executions 

which originate with a prince offend the individual only. 

     (*) During the rioting between the Cancellieri and 

     Panciatichi factions in 1502 and 1503. 

And of all princes, it is impossible for the new prince to avoid the imputation of cruelty, owing to new states 

being full of dangers. Hence Virgil, through the mouth of Dido, excuses the inhumanity of her reign owing to 

its being new, saying: 

     "Res dura, et regni novitas me talia cogunt 

     Moliri, et late fines custode tueri."(*) 

Nevertheless he ought to be slow to believe and to act, nor should he himself show fear, but proceed in a 

temperate manner with prudence and humanity, so that too much confidence may not make him incautious 

and too much distrust render him intolerable. 

     (*) . . . against my will, my fate 

     A throne unsettled, and an infant state, 

     Bid me defend my realms with all my pow'rs, 

     And guard with these severities my shores. 

     Christopher Pitt. 

Upon this a question arises: whether it be better to be loved than feared or feared than loved? It may be 

answered that one should wish to be both, but, because it is difficult to unite them in one person, it is much 

safer to be feared than loved, when, of the two, either must be dispensed with. Because this is to be asserted 

in general of men, that they are ungrateful, fickle, false, cowardly, covetous, and as long as you succeed they 

are yours entirely; they will offer you their blood, property, life, and children, as is said above, when the need 

is far distant; but when it approaches they turn against you. And that prince who, relying entirely on their 

promises, has neglected other precautions, is ruined; because friendships that are obtained by payments, and 

not by greatness or nobility of mind, may indeed be earned, but they are not secured, and in time of need 

cannot be relied upon; and men have less scruple in offending one who is beloved than one who is feared, for 



love is preserved by the link of obligation which, owing to the baseness of men, is broken at every opportunity 

for their advantage; but fear preserves you by a dread of punishment which never fails. 

Nevertheless a prince ought to inspire fear in such a way that, if he does not win love, he avoids hatred; 

because he can endure very well being feared whilst he is not hated, which will always be as long as he 

abstains from the property of his citizens and subjects and from their women. But when it is necessary for him 

to proceed against the life of someone, he must do it on proper justification and for manifest cause, but above 

all things he must keep his hands off the property of others, because men more quickly forget the death of 

their father than the loss of their patrimony. Besides, pretexts for taking away the property are never wanting; 

for he who has once begun to live by robbery will always find pretexts for seizing what belongs to others; but 

reasons for taking life, on the contrary, are more difficult to find and sooner lapse. But when a prince is with 

his army, and has under control a multitude of soldiers, then it is quite necessary for him to disregard the 

reputation of cruelty, for without it he would never hold his army united or disposed to its duties. 

Among the wonderful deeds of Hannibal this one is enumerated: that having led an enormous army, 

composed of many various races of men, to fight in foreign lands, no dissensions arose either among them or 

against the prince, whether in his bad or in his good fortune. This arose from nothing else than his inhuman 

cruelty, which, with his boundless valour, made him revered and terrible in the sight of his soldiers, but 

without that cruelty, his other virtues were not sufficient to produce this effect. And short-sighted writers 

admire his deeds from one point of view and from another condemn the principal cause of them. That it is 

true his other virtues would not have been sufficient for him may be proved by the case of Scipio, that most 

excellent man, not only of his own times but within the memory of man, against whom, nevertheless, his army 

rebelled in Spain; this arose from nothing but his too great forbearance, which gave his soldiers more license 

than is consistent with military discipline. For this he was upbraided in the Senate by Fabius Maximus, and 

called the corrupter of the Roman soldiery. The Locrians were laid waste by a legate of Scipio, yet they were 

not avenged by him, nor was the insolence of the legate punished, owing entirely to his easy nature. Insomuch 

that someone in the Senate, wishing to excuse him, said there were many men who knew much better how 

not to err than to correct the errors of others. This disposition, if he had been continued in the command, 

would have destroyed in time the fame and glory of Scipio; but, he being under the control of the Senate, this 

injurious characteristic not only concealed itself, but contributed to his glory. 

Returning to the question of being feared or loved, I come to the conclusion that, men loving according to 

their own will and fearing according to that of the prince, a wise prince should establish himself on that which 

is in his own control and not in that of others; he must endeavour only to avoid hatred, as is noted. 
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The Prince by Niccolò Machiavelli (1513) 

Chapters 18, & 22: CONCERNING THE WAY IN WHICH PRINCES SHOULD KEEP FAITH , & CONCERNING THE 

SECRETARIES OF PRINCES 

CHAPTER XVIII(*) — CONCERNING THE WAY IN WHICH PRINCES SHOULD KEEP FAITH 

     (*) "The present chapter has given greater offence than any 

     other portion of Machiavelli's writings." Burd, "Il 

     Principe," p. 297. 

Every one admits how praiseworthy it is in a prince to keep faith, and to live with integrity and not with craft. 

Nevertheless our experience has been that those princes who have done great things have held good faith of 

little account, and have known how to circumvent the intellect of men by craft, and in the end have overcome 

those who have relied on their word. You must know there are two ways of contesting,(*) the one by the law, 

the other by force; the first method is proper to men, the second to beasts; but because the first is frequently 

not sufficient, it is necessary to have recourse to the second. Therefore it is necessary for a prince to 

understand how to avail himself of the beast and the man. This has been figuratively taught to princes by 

ancient writers, who describe how Achilles and many other princes of old were given to the Centaur Chiron to 

nurse, who brought them up in his discipline; which means solely that, as they had for a teacher one who was 

half beast and half man, so it is necessary for a prince to know how to make use of both natures, and that one 

without the other is not durable. A prince, therefore, being compelled knowingly to adopt the beast, ought to 

choose the fox and the lion; because the lion cannot defend himself against snares and the fox cannot defend 

himself against wolves. Therefore, it is necessary to be a fox to discover the snares and a lion to terrify the 

wolves. Those who rely simply on the lion do not understand what they are about. Therefore a wise lord 

cannot, nor ought he to, keep faith when such observance may be turned against him, and when the reasons 

that caused him to pledge it exist no longer. If men were entirely good this precept would not hold, but 

because they are bad, and will not keep faith with you, you too are not bound to observe it with them. Nor will 

there ever be wanting to a prince legitimate reasons to excuse this non-observance. Of this endless modern 

examples could be given, showing how many treaties and engagements have been made void and of no effect 

through the faithlessness of princes; and he who has known best how to employ the fox has succeeded best. 

     (*) "Contesting," i.e. "striving for mastery." Mr Burd 

     points out that this passage is imitated directly from 

     Cicero's "De Officiis": "Nam cum sint duo genera decertandi, 

     unum per disceptationem, alterum per vim; cumque illud 

     proprium sit hominis, hoc beluarum; confugiendum est ad 

     posterius, si uti non licet superiore." 



But it is necessary to know well how to disguise this characteristic, and to be a great pretender and 

dissembler; and men are so simple, and so subject to present necessities, that he who seeks to deceive will 

always find someone who will allow himself to be deceived. One recent example I cannot pass over in silence. 

Alexander the Sixth did nothing else but deceive men, nor ever thought of doing otherwise, and he always 

found victims; for there never was a man who had greater power in asserting, or who with greater oaths 

would affirm a thing, yet would observe it less; nevertheless his deceits always succeeded according to his 

wishes,(*) because he well understood this side of mankind. 

     (*) "Nondimanco sempre gli succederono gli inganni (ad 

     votum)." The words "ad votum" are omitted in the Testina 

     addition, 1550. 

     Alexander never did what he said, 

     Cesare never said what he did. 

     Italian Proverb. 

Therefore it is unnecessary for a prince to have all the good qualities I have enumerated, but it is very 

necessary to appear to have them. And I shall dare to say this also, that to have them and always to observe 

them is injurious, and that to appear to have them is useful; to appear merciful, faithful, humane, religious, 

upright, and to be so, but with a mind so framed that should you require not to be so, you may be able and 

know how to change to the opposite. 

And you have to understand this, that a prince, especially a new one, cannot observe all those things for which 

men are esteemed, being often forced, in order to maintain the state, to act contrary to fidelity,(*) friendship, 

humanity, and religion. Therefore it is necessary for him to have a mind ready to turn itself accordingly as the 

winds and variations of fortune force it, yet, as I have said above, not to diverge from the good if he can avoid 

doing so, but, if compelled, then to know how to set about it. 

     (*) "Contrary to fidelity" or "faith," "contro alla fede," 

     and "tutto fede," "altogether faithful," in the next 

     paragraph. It is noteworthy that these two phrases, "contro 

     alla fede" and "tutto fede," were omitted in the Testina 

     edition, which was published with the sanction of the papal 

     authorities. It may be that the meaning attached to the word 

     "fede" was "the faith," i.e. the Catholic creed, and not as 

     rendered here "fidelity" and "faithful." Observe that the 

     word "religione" was suffered to stand in the text of the 



     Testina, being used to signify indifferently every shade of 

     belief, as witness "the religion," a phrase inevitably 

     employed to designate the Huguenot heresy. South in his 

     Sermon IX, p. 69, ed. 1843, comments on this passage as 

     follows: "That great patron and Coryphaeus of this tribe, 

     Nicolo Machiavel, laid down this for a master rule in his 

     political scheme: 'That the show of religion was helpful to 

     the politician, but the reality of it hurtful and 

     pernicious.'" 

For this reason a prince ought to take care that he never lets anything slip from his lips that is not replete with 

the above-named five qualities, that he may appear to him who sees and hears him altogether merciful, 

faithful, humane, upright, and religious. There is nothing more necessary to appear to have than this last 

quality, inasmuch as men judge generally more by the eye than by the hand, because it belongs to everybody 

to see you, to few to come in touch with you. Every one sees what you appear to be, few really know what you 

are, and those few dare not oppose themselves to the opinion of the many, who have the majesty of the state 

to defend them; and in the actions of all men, and especially of princes, which it is not prudent to challenge, 

one judges by the result. 

For that reason, let a prince have the credit of conquering and holding his state, the means will always be 

considered honest, and he will be praised by everybody; because the vulgar are always taken by what a thing 

seems to be and by what comes of it; and in the world there are only the vulgar, for the few find a place there 

only when the many have no ground to rest on. 

One prince(*) of the present time, whom it is not well to name, never preaches anything else but peace and 

good faith, and to both he is most hostile, and either, if he had kept it, would have deprived him of reputation 

and kingdom many a time. 

     (*) Ferdinand of Aragon. "When Machiavelli was writing 'The 

     Prince' it would have been clearly impossible to mention 

     Ferdinand's name here without giving offence." Burd's "Il 

     Principe," p. 308. 

CHAPTER XXII — CONCERNING THE SECRETARIES OF PRINCES 

The choice of servants is of no little importance to a prince, and they are good or not according to the 

discrimination of the prince. And the first opinion which one forms of a prince, and of his understanding, is by 

observing the men he has around him; and when they are capable and faithful he may always be considered 



wise, because he has known how to recognize the capable and to keep them faithful. But when they are 

otherwise one cannot form a good opinion of him, for the prime error which he made was in choosing them. 

There were none who knew Messer Antonio da Venafro as the servant of Pandolfo Petrucci, Prince of Siena, 

who would not consider Pandolfo to be a very clever man in having Venafro for his servant. Because there are 

three classes of intellects: one which comprehends by itself; another which appreciates what others 

comprehended; and a third which neither comprehends by itself nor by the showing of others; the first is the 

most excellent, the second is good, the third is useless. Therefore, it follows necessarily that, if Pandolfo was 

not in the first rank, he was in the second, for whenever one has judgment to know good and bad when it is 

said and done, although he himself may not have the initiative, yet he can recognize the good and the bad in 

his servant, and the one he can praise and the other correct; thus the servant cannot hope to deceive him, and 

is kept honest. 

But to enable a prince to form an opinion of his servant there is one test which never fails; when you see the 

servant thinking more of his own interests than of yours, and seeking inwardly his own profit in everything, 

such a man will never make a good servant, nor will you ever be able to trust him; because he who has the 

state of another in his hands ought never to think of himself, but always of his prince, and never pay any 

attention to matters in which the prince is not concerned. 

On the other hand, to keep his servant honest the prince ought to study him, honouring him, enriching him, 

doing him kindnesses, sharing with him the honours and cares; and at the same time let him see that he 

cannot stand alone, so that many honours may not make him desire more, many riches make him wish for 

more, and that many cares may make him dread chances. When, therefore, servants, and princes towards 

servants, are thus disposed, they can trust each other, but when it is otherwise, the end will always be 

disastrous for either one or the other. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



22. 

The Art of War by Sun Tzu (5th century BCE) 

Chapters 1 & 3: Calculations and Planning Attacks 

Chapter One: Calculations 

[01.01] Warfare is important to a nation. It is a matter of life and death. It is the way to survival or to 

destruction. So study it. 

[01.02] Study the five factors of warfare: Way, Heaven, Ground, General, and Law. Calculate your strength in 

each and compare them to your enemy's strengths. 

[01.03] The 'Way' is the strong bond your people have with you. Whether they face certain death or hope to 

come out alive, they never worry about danger or betrayal. 

[01.04] 'Heaven' is dark and light, cold and hot, and the seasonal constraints. 'Ground' is high and low, far and 

near, obstructed and easy, wide and narrow, and dangerous and safe. 

[01.05] 'General' is wise, trustworthy, benevolent, brave, and disciplined.  

[01.06] 'Law' is organization, the chain of command, logistics, and the control of expenses. 

[01.07] Every general has heard of these five factors [Way, Heaven, Ground, General, Law]. One who heeds 

them will be victorious; one who does not heed them will not be victorious. 

[01.08] Therefore, calculate and compare your levels of strength in them [Way, Heaven, Ground, General, 

Law] to your enemy's, and determine whether you are superior. 

[01.09] Ask: Which ruler has the Way; which general has the ability; which has advantage in Heaven and 

Ground; which implemented Law; which army is resilient; which officers and soldiers are trained; which 

rewards and punishes clearly. By asking these types of questions, I know who will win and who will lose. 

[01.10] A general who listens to my principles, and applies them, will surely be victorious; keep him. A general 

who does not listen to my principles, and does not apply them, will surely be defeated; remove him. 

[01.11] Look for advantages when applying my principles and you will gather sufficient force to take on 

unforeseen situations. 

[01.12] Force is tilting the balance of power to your side by gathering advantages. 

[01.13] Warfare is the Way of deception. 

[01.14] Therefore, if able, appear unable; if active, appear inactive; if near, appear far; if far, appear near. 

[01.15] If your enemies have advantage, bait them; if they are confused, capture them; if they are numerous, 

prepare for them; if they are strong, avoid them; if they are angry, disturb them; if they are humble, make 

them haughty; if they are relaxed, toil them; if they are united, separate them. 



[01.16] Attack where your enemies are not prepared; go to where they do not expect. 

[01.17] This strategy leads to victory in warfare, so do not let the enemy see it. 

[01.18] Before doing battle, one calculates in the temple and will win, because many calculations were made; 

before doing battle, one calculates in the temple but will lose, because few calculations were made. 

[01.19] Many calculations mean victory; few calculations mean no victory; then how much worse when there 

are no calculations? From this perspective I can clearly predict victory or defeat. 

Chapter Three: Planning Attacks 

[03.01] Generally in warfare, keeping a nation intact is best, destroying a nation second best; keeping an army 

intact is best, destroying an army second best; keeping a battalion intact is best, destroying a battalion second 

best; keeping a company intact is best, destroying a company second best; keeping a squad intact is best, 

destroying a squad second best. 

[03.02] Therefore, to achieve a hundred victories in a hundred battles is not the highest excellence; to 

subjugate the enemy's army without doing battle is the highest of excellence. 

[03.03] Therefore, the best warfare strategy is to attack the enemy's plans, next is to attack alliances, next is to 

attack the army, and the worst is to attack a walled city. 

[03.04] Laying siege to a city is only done when other options are not available. 

[03.05] To build protective shields, armored wagons, and make ready other arms and equipment will require 

at least three months. 

[03.06] To build earthen mounds against the walls will require another three months. 

[03.07] If the general cannot control his temper and sends troops to swarm the walls, one third of them will be 

killed, and the city will still not be taken. This is the kind of calamity when laying siege to a walled city. 

[03.08] Therefore, one who is skilled in warfare principles subdues the enemy without doing battle, takes the 

enemy's walled city without attacking, and overthrows the enemy quickly, without protracted warfare. 

[03.09] His aim must be to take All-Under-Heaven intact. 

[03.10] Therefore, weapons will not be blunted, and gains will be intact. These are the principles of planning 

attacks. 

[03.11] Generally in warfare: If ten times the enemy's strength, surround them; if five times, attack them; if 

double, divide them; if equal, be able to fight them; if fewer, be able to evade them; if weaker, be able to 

avoid them. 

[03.12] Therefore, a smaller army that is inflexible will be captured by a larger one. 

[03.13] A general is the safeguard of the nation. When this support is in place, the nation will be strong. When 

this support is not in place, the nation will not be strong. 



[03.14] There are three ways the ruler can bring difficulty to the army: (1) To order an advance when not 

realizing the army is in no position to advance, or to order a withdrawal when not realizing the army is in no 

position to withdraw. This is called entangling the army. 

[03.15] (2) By not knowing the army's matters, and administering the army the same as administering civil 

matters, the officers and troops will be confused. 

[03.16] (3) By not knowing the army's calculations, and taking command of the army, the officers and troops 

will be hesitant. 

[03.17] When the army is confused and hesitant, the neighboring rulers will take advantage. This is called a 

confused and hesitant army leading another to victory. 

[03.18] Therefore, there are five factors of knowing who will win: (1) One who knows when he can fight, and 

when he cannot fight, will be victorious;  

[03.19] (2) One who knows how to use both large and small forces will be victorious; 

[03.20] (3) One who knows how to unite upper and lower ranks in purpose will be victorious; 

[03.21] (4) One who is prepared and waits for the unprepared will be victorious; 

[03.22] (5) One whose general is able and is not interfered by the ruler will be victorious. These five factors are 

the way to know who will win. 

[03.23] Therefore I say: One who knows the enemy and knows himself will not be in danger in a hundred 

battles. 

[03.24] One who does not know the enemy but knows himself will sometimes win, sometimes lose. One who 

does not know the enemy and does not know himself will be in danger in every battle. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



23. 

The Art of War by Sun Tzu (5th century BCE) 

Chapters 6 & 10: Weaknesses and Strength, & Ground Formations 

Chapter Six: Weakness and Strength 

[06.01] Generally the one who first occupies the battlefield awaiting the enemy is at ease; the one who comes 

later and rushes into battle is fatigued. 

[06.02] Therefore those skilled warfare move the enemy, and are not moved by the enemy. 

[06.03] Getting the enemy to approach on his own accord is a matter of showing him advantage; stopping him 

from approaching is a matter of showing him harm. 

[06.04] Therefore, if the enemy is at ease, be able to exhaust him; if the enemy is well fed, be able to starve 

him; if the enemy is settled, be able to move him; appear at places where he must rush to defend, and rush to 

places where he least expects. 

[06.05] To march over a thousand kilometers without becoming distressed, march over where the enemy is 

not present. 

[06.06] To be certain to take what you attack, attack where the enemy cannot defend. 

[06.07] To be certain of safety when defending, defend where the enemy cannot attack. 

[06.08] Therefore, against those skilled in attack, the enemy does not know where to defend. 

[06.09] Against those skilled in defense, the enemy does not know where to attack. 

[06.10] Subtle, subtle; they become formless. Mysterious, mysterious; they become soundless. Therefore, 

they are the masters of the enemy's fate. 

[06.11] To achieve an advance that cannot be hampered, rush to his weak points. To achieve a withdrawal 

that cannot be pursued, depart with superior speed. 

[06.12] Therefore, if we want to do battle, even if the enemy is protected by high walls and deep moats, he 

cannot but do battle, because we attack what he must rescue. If we do not want to do battle, even if we 

merely draw a line on the ground, he will not do battle, because we divert his movements. 

[06.13] Therefore, if we can make the enemy show his position while we are formless, the enemy is divided 

while we are at full force. 

[06.14] If our army is at full force and the enemy is divided, then we will attack him at ten times his strength. 

[06.15] Therefore, we are many and the enemy few. If we attack our many against his few, the enemy will be 

in dire straits. 



[06.16] The place of battle must not be made known to the enemy. If it is not known, then the enemy must 

prepare to defend many places. 

[06.17] If the enemy prepares to defend many places, then his forces will be few in number. 

[06.18] Therefore, if the enemy prepares to defend the front, the back will be weak. If he prepares to defend 

the back, the front will be weak. If he prepares to defend the left, the right will be weak. If he prepares to 

defend the right, the left will be weak. If he prepares to defend everywhere, everywhere will be weak. 

[06.19] The few are those preparing to defend against others, the many are those who make others prepare to 

defend against them. 

[06.20] Therefore, if one knows the place of battle and the day of battle, he can march a thousand kilometers 

and do battle. 

[06.21] If one does not know the place of battle and the day of battle, then his left cannot aid his right, his 

right cannot aid his left, his front cannot aid his back, and his back cannot aid his front. 

[06.22] How much less so if he is separated by tens of kilometers, or even a few kilometers. 

[06.23] Though Yueh's troops were many, what advantage was this to them? You can achieve victory. 

[06.24] Though the enemy is many, he can be prevented from doing battle. Therefore, know the enemy's 

plans and calculate his strengths and weaknesses. 

[06.25] Provoke him, to know his patterns of movement. 

[06.26] Determine his position, to know the ground of death and of life. 

[06.27] Probe him, to know where he is strong and where he is weak. 

[06.28] The ultimate skill is to take up a position where you are formless. 

[06.29] If you are formless, the most penetrating spies will not be able to discern you, or the wisest counsels 

will not be able to do calculations against you. 

[06.30] With formation, the army achieves victories yet they do not understand how. Everyone knows the 

formation by which you achieved victory, yet no one knows the formations by which you were able to create 

victory. 

[06.31] Therefore, your strategy for victories in battle is not repetitious, and your formations in response to 

the enemy are endless. 

[06.32] The army's formation is like water. The water's formation avoids the high and rushes to the low. 

[06.33] So an army's formation avoids the strong and rushes to the weak. 

[06.34] Water's formation adapts to the ground when flowing. So then an army's formation adapts to the 

enemy to achieve victory. 



[06.35] Therefore, an army does not have constant force or have constant formation. Those who are able to 

adapt and change in accord with the enemy and achieve victory are called divine. 

[06.36] Therefore, of the five elements, none a constant victor; of the four seasons, none has constant 

position; the sun has short and long spans, and the moon waxes and wanes 

Chapter Ten: Ground Formation 

[10.01] The grounds are accessible, entrapping, stalemated, narrow, steep, and expansive. If you can go 

through but the enemy cannot, it is called accessible.  

[10.02] For accessible ground, first take the high and the sunny side, and convenient supply routes. You then 

do battle with the advantage.  

[10.03] If you can go through but difficult to go back, it is called entrapping. For entrapping ground, if the 

enemy is unprepared, advance and defeat him. 

[10.04] If the enemy is prepared, and you advance and are not victorious, it will be difficult to go back; this is 

disadvantageous.  

[10.05] If it is not advantageous to advance or for the enemy to advance, it is called stalemated. For 

stalemated ground, though the enemy offers you advantage, do not advance. Withdraw.  

[10.06] If you strike them when half has advanced, this is advantageous. 

[10.07] For narrow ground, we must occupy it first; be prepared and wait for the enemy. If the enemy 

occupies it first, and is prepared, do not follow him. If he is not prepared, follow him.  

[10.08] For steep ground, if you occupy it first, occupy the high on the sunny side and wait for the enemy. If 

the enemy occupies it first, withdraw; do not follow him. 

[10.09] For expansive ground, if the forces are equal, it will be difficult to do battle. Doing battle will not be 

advantageous. These are the six Ways of ground. They are the general's responsibility, and must be examined.  

[10.10] In warfare, there are flight, insubordination, deterioration, collapse, chaos, and setback. These six 

situations are not caused by Heaven or Ground, but by the general.  

[10.11] If the forces are equal, and one attacks ten, this is called flight. If the troops are strong but the officers 

weak, this is called insubordination. If the officers are strong but the troops weak, this is called deterioration.  

[10.12] If the officers are angry and insubordinate, doing battle with the enemy under anger and 

insubordination, and the general does not know their abilities, this is called collapse.  

[10.13] If the general is weak and not disciplined, his instructions not clear, the officers and troops lack 

discipline and their formation in disarray, this is called chaos.  

[10.14] If the general cannot calculate his enemy, and uses a small number against a large number, his weak 

attacking the strong, and has no selected vanguard, this is called setback. These are the six Ways of defeat. 

They are the general's responsibility, and must be examined. 



[10.15] Formations of the ground assist the army. To calculate the enemy, create conditions leading to victory, 

calculating the dangers and distances. They are the Ways of the superior general.  

[10.16] Those who do battle and know these are certain for victory. Those who do battle and do not know 

these are certain for defeat.  

[10.17] Therefore, if the Way of warfare indicates certain victory, though the ruler does not want to do battle, 

the general may do battle. If the Way of warfare indicates defeat, though the ruler wants to do battle, the 

general may not do battle.  

[10.18] Therefore, the general who does not advance to seek glory, or does not withdraw to avoid 

punishment, but cares for only the people's security and promotes the people's interests, is the nation's 

treasure.  

[10.19] He looks upon his troops as children, and they will advance to the deepest valleys. He looks upon his 

troops as his own children, and they will die with him. 

[10.20] If the general is kind to the troops, but cannot use them, or if the general loves the troops, but cannot 

command them, or if the general does not discipline the troops, but cannot establish order, the troops are like 

spoiled children and are useless.  

[10.21] If I know the troops can attack, but do not know the enemy cannot attack, my victory is half.  

[10.22] If I know the enemy can be attacked, but do not know the troops cannot attack, my victory is half.  

[10.23] If I know the enemy can be attacked, and know the troops can attack, but do not know the ground in 

battle, my victory is half.  

[10.24] Therefore, one who knows how to advance the army is limitless when taking action.  

[10.25] Therefore I say, if you know the enemy and know yourself, the victory is not at risk. If you know the 

Heaven and you know the Ground, the victory is complete. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



24. 

The Art of War by Sun Tzu (5th century BCE) 

Chapter 11: Nine Grounds 

Chapter Eleven: Nine Grounds 

[11.01] The principles of warfare are: There are dispersive ground, marginal ground, contentious ground, open 

ground, intersecting ground, critical ground, difficult ground, surrounded ground, and deadly ground. 

[11.02] Where the rulers do battle in their own ground, this is called dispersive ground. Where one enters the 

other's ground but not deep, this is called marginal ground. Where it is advantageous if you occupy it and it is 

advantageous if the enemy occupies it, this is called contentious ground. Where one can come and go, this is 

called open ground.  

[11.03] Where ground is surrounded by others, and the first one to reach it will gain the support of the 

masses, this is called intersecting ground. Where one enters deep into enemy ground, with many walled cities 

and towns to his back, this is called critical ground. Where there are mountains and forests, defiles and 

ravines, swamps and wetlands, and places difficult to pass, this is called difficult ground.  

[11.04] Where the entrance is narrow, the exit circuitous, allowing the enemy to attack his few to our many, 

this is called surrounded ground. Where if one who does battle with full force survives, and one who does not 

do battle with full force perishes, this is called deadly ground.  

[11.05] Therefore, on dispersive ground, do not do battle. 

[11.06] On marginal ground, do not stop.  

[11.07] On contentious ground, do not attack.  

[11.08] On open ground, do not become separated.  

[11.09] On intersecting ground, form alliances.  

[11.10] On critical ground, plunder. 

[11.11] On difficult ground, press on.  

[11.12] On surrounded ground, be prepared.  

[11.13] On deadly ground, do battle.  

[11.14] In ancient times, those skilled in warfare were able to prevent the unity of the enemy's front and back, 

the many and the few, the noble and the peasants, and the superiors and the subordinates.  

[11.15] Have the enemy be separated and unable to assemble; if the enemy is assembled, it should not be 

organized. 

[11.16] Move when advantageous, stop when not advantageous. 



[11.17] Ask: If the enemy is large in number and advances, what should be the response? I say: Seize what he 

values, and he will do what you wish.  

[11.18] The essential factor in warfare is speed.  

[11.19] To take advantage of the enemy's lack of preparation, take unexpected routes to attack where the 

enemy is not prepared.  

[11.20] Generally, the Way of invading is when one has penetrated deep into enemy ground, the troops are 

united; the defender will not be able to prevail.  

[11.21] If you plunder the fertile fields, the army will have enough provisions.  

[11.22] If you take care of your health, avoid fatigue, you will be united, and will build strength.  

[11.23] When moving troops and calculating plans, be formless.  

[11.24] Throw your troops into situations where there is no escape, where they will die before escaping. When 

they are about to die, what can they not do? They will exert their full strength.  

[11.25] When the troops are in desperate situations, they fear nothing; having penetrated deep in enemy 

ground, they are united.  

[11.26] When there are no other alternatives, they will fight.  

[11.27] Therefore, though not disciplined, they are alert; though not asked, they are devoted; though without 

promises, they are faithful; and though not commanded, they are trustworthy. 

[11.28] Prohibit omens, and get rid of doubts, and they will die without any other thoughts.  

[11.29] The soldiers do not have wealth, but not because they dislike material goods; they do not live long, but 

not because they dislike longevity.  

[11.30] On the day the men are issued orders to do battle, the sitting soldiers' tears will soak their sleeves, and 

the lying soldiers' tears will roll down their cheeks.  

[11.31] However, if you throw them into a desperate situation, they will have the courage of Chuan Chu or 

Ts'ao Kuei.  

[11.32] Therefore, those skilled in warfare are like the shuaijan. The shuaijan is a serpent on Mount Chang. If 

you strike its head, its tail attacks; if you strike its tail, its head attacks; if you strike its middle, both the head 

and tail attack.  

[11.33] Ask: Can forces be made like the shuaijan? I say: They can. The men of Wu and Yueh hated each other, 

however, encountering severe winds when crossing a river on the same boat, they assisted each other like left 

and right hands.  

[11.34] Therefore, hobbling horses and burying chariot wheels are not enough.  

 



[11.35] The Way of organization is uniting their courage, making the best of the strong and the weak through 

the principles of Ground.  

[11.36] Therefore, one who is skilled in warfare leads them by the hand like they are one person; they cannot 

but follow.  

[11.37] It is important for a general to be calm and remote, upright and disciplined, and be able to mystify his 

men's eyes and ears, keeping them ignorant.  

[11.38] He changes his methods and plans, keeping them from knowing. He changes his campsites and takes 

circuitous routes, keeping them from anticipating.  

[11.39] The day the general leads his troops into battle, it is like climbing up high and throwing away the 

ladder.  

[11.40] He leads his troops deep into enemy ground, and releases the trigger. He burns his boats and destroys 

the cooking pots.  

[11.41] He commands his troops like herding sheep; being herded to and fro without them knowing where 

they are going.  

[11.42] Assembling the masses of the army, and throwing them into danger are the responsibility of the 

general.  

[11.43] Adaptations to the nine grounds, the advantages in defensive and offensive maneuvers, and the 

patterns of human emotions must be examined.  

[11.44] Generally, the Way of invading is: When troops are deep in enemy ground, they are united; when 

troops are not deep in enemy ground, they are scattered.  

[11.45] Where you leave your country, and lead the troops across the border into enemy ground, this is called 

isolated ground. Where there are four sides open, this is called intersecting ground. Where you penetrated 

deep in enemy ground, this is called critical ground. Where you penetrated little in enemy ground, this is 

called marginal ground. Where the back is impassable and the front is narrow, this is called surrounded 

ground. Where there is nowhere to go, this is called deadly ground.  

[11.46] Therefore, on isolated ground, I have my troops united.  

(Review of dispersive ground: 11.05 "Therefore, on dispersive ground, do not do battle.") 

[11.47] On marginal ground, I consolidate my troops.  

(Review of marginal ground: 11.06 "On marginal ground, do not stop.") 

[11.48] On contentious ground, I hurry my back.  

(Review of contentious ground: 11.07 "On contentious ground, do not attack.") 

 



[11.49] On open ground, I pay attention to our defenses.  

(Review of open ground: 11.08 "On open ground, do not become separated.") 

[11.50] On intersecting ground, I strengthen our alliances.  

(Review of intersecting ground: 11.09 "On intersecting ground, form alliances.") 

[11.51] On critical ground, I maintain continuous supply of provisions.  

(Review of critical ground: 11.10 "On critical ground, plunder.") 

[11.52] On difficult ground, I press on quickly.  

(Review of difficult ground: 11.11 "On difficult ground, press on.") 

[11.53] On surrounded ground, I block off openings.  

(Review of surrounded ground: 11.12 "On surrounded ground, be prepared.") 

[11.54] On deadly ground, I show the troops our resolve to fight to the death.  

(Review of deadly ground: 11.13 "On deadly ground, do battle.") 

[11.55] Therefore, the nature of the army is: To defend when surrounded, to fight hard when there are no 

other alternatives, and to obey commands promptly when in danger.  

[11.56] Therefore, one who does not know the intentions of the rulers of the neighboring states cannot secure 

alliances.  

[11.57] One who does not know the mountains and forests, gorges and defiles, swamps and wetlands cannot 

advance the army. One who does not use local guides cannot take advantage of the ground. One who does 

not know any one of these matters cannot command the army of a ruler.  

[11.58] When the army of a ruler attacks a great nation, the nation's masses cannot assemble.  

[11.59] When its power overwhelms the nation, alliances cannot be formed. 

[11.60] Therefore, one does not contend for alliances with other nations. One does not foster the power of 

other nations. If one pursues his aims, overwhelming the enemy, then, he can take the enemy's cities and 

overthrow kingdoms.  

[11.61] Give out rewards transcending law, give out commands transcending policy.  

[11.62] Command the masses like commanding one person.  

[11.63] Give your troops tasks, but do not reveal them your plans.  

[11.64] Get them to face danger, but do not reveal the advantages. Throw them into danger and they will 

survive; put them on deadly ground and they will live. Only if the troops are in situations of danger will they 

turn defeat into victory.  



[11.65] The concern of warfare is that operations are in accord with the enemy's intentions.  

[11.66] If one then concentrates his strength on the enemy, killing his general a thousand kilometers away, 

this is called achieving objectives through wit and skill.  

[11.67] Therefore, on the day war is declared, close off all borders, destroy all passports, and do not allow 

their envoys to pass.  

[11.68] Go through your plans in the temple and bring about the execution of those plans.  

[11.69] If the enemy presents an opportunity, take advantage of it.  

[11.70] Attack what he values most.  

[11.71] Do not advance on any fixed day or time; calculate and adapt to the enemy to determine the matter of 

doing battle.  

[11.72] Therefore, be like a maiden; once the enemy opens the door, be like a scurrying hare. The enemy will 

be unable to prevail. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



25. 

Animal Farm by George Orwell (1945) 

Chapters 3 and 10: Leadership of Pigs 

Chapter 3 

How they toiled and sweated to get the hay in! But their efforts were rewarded, for the harvest was an even 

bigger success than they had hoped. 

Sometimes the work was hard; the implements had been designed for human beings and not for animals, and 

it was a great drawback that no animal was able to use any tool that involved standing on his hind legs. But 

the pigs were so clever that they could think of a way round every difficulty. As for the horses, they knew 

every inch of the field, and in fact understood the business of mowing and raking far better than Jones and his 

men had ever done. The pigs did not actually work, but directed and supervised the others. With their 

superior knowledge it was natural that they should assume the leadership. Boxer and Clover would harness 

themselves to the cutter or the horse-rake (no bits or reins were needed in these days, of course) and tramp 

steadily round and round the field with a pig walking behind and calling out “Gee up, comrade!” or “Whoa 

back, comrade!” as the case might be. And every animal down to the humblest worked at turning the hay and 

gathering it. Even the ducks and hens toiled to and fro all day in the sun, carrying tiny wisps of hay in their 

beaks. In the end they finished the harvest in two days’ less time than it had usually taken Jones and his men. 

Moreover, it was the biggest harvest that the farm had ever seen. There was no wastage whatever; the hens 

and ducks with their sharp eyes had gathered up the very last stalk. And not an animal on the farm had stolen 

so much as a mouthful. 

All through that summer the work of the farm went like clockwork. The animals were happy as they had never 

conceived it possible to be. Every mouthful of food was an acute positive pleasure, now that it was truly their 

own food, produced by themselves and for themselves, not doled out to them by a grudging master. With the 

worthless parasitical human beings gone, there was more for everyone to eat. There was more leisure too, 

inexperienced though the animals were. They met with many difficulties — for instance, later in the year, 

when they harvested the corn, they had to tread it out in the ancient style and blow away the chaff with their 

breath, since the farm possessed no threshing machine — but the pigs with their cleverness and Boxer with his 

tremendous muscles always pulled them through. Boxer was the admiration of everybody. He had been a hard 

worker even in Jones’s time, but now he seemed more like three horses than one; there were days when the 

entire work of the farm seemed to rest on his mighty shoulders. From morning to night he was pushing and 

pulling, always at the spot where the work was hardest. He had made an arrangement with one of the 

cockerels to call him in the mornings half an hour earlier than anyone else, and would put in some volunteer 

labour at whatever seemed to be most needed, before the regular day’s work began. His answer to every 

problem, every setback, was “I will work harder!”— which he had adopted as his personal motto. 

But everyone worked according to his capacity. The hens and ducks, for instance, saved five bushels of corn at 

the harvest by gathering up the stray grains. Nobody stole, nobody grumbled over his rations, the quarrelling 

and biting and jealousy which had been normal features of life in the old days had almost disappeared. 

Nobody shirked — or almost nobody. Mollie, it was true, was not good at getting up in the mornings, and had 



a way of leaving work early on the ground that there was a stone in her hoof. And the behaviour of the cat 

was somewhat peculiar. It was soon noticed that when there was work to be done the cat could never be 

found. She would vanish for hours on end, and then reappear at meal-times, or in the evening after work was 

over, as though nothing had happened. But she always made such excellent excuses, and purred so 

affectionately, that it was impossible not to believe in her good intentions. Old Benjamin, the donkey, seemed 

quite unchanged since the Rebellion. He did his work in the same slow obstinate way as he had done it in 

Jones’s time, never shirking and never volunteering for extra work either. About the Rebellion and its results 

he would express no opinion. When asked whether he was not happier now that Jones was gone, he would 

say only “Donkeys live a long time. None of you has ever seen a dead donkey,” and the others had to be 

content with this cryptic answer. 

On Sundays there was no work. Breakfast was an hour later than usual, and after breakfast there was a 

ceremony which was observed every week without fail. First came the hoisting of the flag. Snowball had found 

in the harness-room an old green tablecloth of Mrs. Jones’s and had painted on it a hoof and a horn in white. 

This was run up the flagstaff in the farmhouse garden every Sunday morning. The flag was green, Snowball 

explained, to represent the green fields of England, while the hoof and horn signified the future Republic of 

the Animals which would arise when the human race had been finally overthrown. After the hoisting of the 

flag all the animals trooped into the big barn for a general assembly which was known as the Meeting. Here 

the work of the coming week was planned out and resolutions were put forward and debated. It was always 

the pigs who put forward the resolutions. The other animals understood how to vote, but could never think of 

any resolutions of their own. Snowball and Napoleon were by far the most active in the debates. But it was 

noticed that these two were never in agreement: whatever suggestion either of them made, the other could 

be counted on to oppose it. Even when it was resolved — a thing no one could object to in itself — to set aside 

the small paddock behind the orchard as a home of rest for animals who were past work, there was a stormy 

debate over the correct retiring age for each class of animal. The Meeting always ended with the singing of 

‘Beasts of England’, and the afternoon was given up to recreation. 

The pigs had set aside the harness-room as a headquarters for themselves. Here, in the evenings, they studied 

blacksmithing, carpentering, and other necessary arts from books which they had brought out of the 

farmhouse. Snowball also busied himself with organising the other animals into what he called Animal 

Committees. He was indefatigable at this. He formed the Egg Production Committee for the hens, the Clean 

Tails League for the cows, the Wild Comrades’ Re-education Committee (the object of this was to tame the 

rats and rabbits), the Whiter Wool Movement for the sheep, and various others, besides instituting classes in 

reading and writing. On the whole, these projects were a failure. The attempt to tame the wild creatures, for 

instance, broke down almost immediately. They continued to behave very much as before, and when treated 

with generosity, simply took advantage of it. The cat joined the Re-education Committee and was very active 

in it for some days. She was seen one day sitting on a roof and talking to some sparrows who were just out of 

her reach. She was telling them that all animals were now comrades and that any sparrow who chose could 

come and perch on her paw; but the sparrows kept their distance. 

The reading and writing classes, however, were a great success. By the autumn almost every animal on the 

farm was literate in some degree. 



As for the pigs, they could already read and write perfectly. The dogs learned to read fairly well, but were not 

interested in reading anything except the Seven Commandments. Muriel, the goat, could read somewhat 

better than the dogs, and sometimes used to read to the others in the evenings from scraps of newspaper 

which she found on the rubbish heap. Benjamin could read as well as any pig, but never exercised his faculty. 

So far as he knew, he said, there was nothing worth reading. Clover learnt the whole alphabet, but could not 

put words together. Boxer could not get beyond the letter D. He would trace out A, B, C, D, in the dust with his 

great hoof, and then would stand staring at the letters with his ears back, sometimes shaking his forelock, 

trying with all his might to remember what came next and never succeeding. On several occasions, indeed, he 

did learn E, F, G, H, but by the time he knew them, it was always discovered that he had forgotten A, B, C, and 

D. Finally he decided to be content with the first four letters, and used to write them out once or twice every 

day to refresh his memory. Mollie refused to learn any but the six letters which spelt her own name. She 

would form these very neatly out of pieces of twig, and would then decorate them with a flower or two and 

walk round them admiring them. 

None of the other animals on the farm could get further than the letter A. It was also found that the stupider 

animals, such as the sheep, hens, and ducks, were unable to learn the Seven Commandments by heart. After 

much thought Snowball declared that the Seven Commandments could in effect be reduced to a single maxim, 

namely: “Four legs good, two legs bad.” This, he said, contained the essential principle of Animalism. Whoever 

had thoroughly grasped it would be safe from human influences. The birds at first objected, since it seemed to 

them that they also had two legs, but Snowball proved to them that this was not so. 

“A bird’s wing, comrades,” he said, “is an organ of propulsion and not of manipulation. It should therefore be 

regarded as a leg. The distinguishing mark of man is the HAND, the instrument with which he does all his 

mischief.” 

The birds did not understand Snowball’s long words, but they accepted his explanation, and all the humbler 

animals set to work to learn the new maxim by heart. FOUR LEGS GOOD, TWO LEGS BAD, was inscribed on the 

end wall of the barn, above the Seven Commandments and in bigger letters. When they had once got it by 

heart, the sheep developed a great liking for this maxim, and often as they lay in the field they would all start 

bleating “Four legs good, two legs bad! Four legs good, two legs bad!” and keep it up for hours on end, never 

growing tired of it. 

Napoleon took no interest in Snowball’s committees. He said that the education of the young was more 

important than anything that could be done for those who were already grown up. It happened that Jessie and 

Bluebell had both whelped soon after the hay harvest, giving birth between them to nine sturdy puppies. As 

soon as they were weaned, Napoleon took them away from their mothers, saying that he would make himself 

responsible for their education. He took them up into a loft which could only be reached by a ladder from the 

harness-room, and there kept them in such seclusion that the rest of the farm soon forgot their existence. 

The mystery of where the milk went to was soon cleared up. It was mixed every day into the pigs’ mash. The 

early apples were now ripening, and the grass of the orchard was littered with windfalls. The animals had 

assumed as a matter of course that these would be shared out equally; one day, however, the order went 

forth that all the windfalls were to be collected and brought to the harness-room for the use of the pigs. At 



this some of the other animals murmured, but it was no use. All the pigs were in full agreement on this point, 

even Snowball and Napoleon. Squealer was sent to make the necessary explanations to the others. 

“Comrades!” he cried. “You do not imagine, I hope, that we pigs are doing this in a spirit of selfishness and 

privilege? Many of us actually dislike milk and apples. I dislike them myself. Our sole object in taking these 

things is to preserve our health. Milk and apples (this has been proved by Science, comrades) contain 

substances absolutely necessary to the well-being of a pig. We pigs are brainworkers. The whole management 

and organisation of this farm depend on us. Day and night we are watching over your welfare. It is for YOUR 

sake that we drink that milk and eat those apples. Do you know what would happen if we pigs failed in our 

duty? Jones would come back! Yes, Jones would come back! Surely, comrades,” cried Squealer almost 

pleadingly, skipping from side to side and whisking his tail, “surely there is no one among you who wants to 

see Jones come back?” 

Now if there was one thing that the animals were completely certain of, it was that they did not want Jones 

back. When it was put to them in this light, they had no more to say. The importance of keeping the pigs in 

good health was all too obvious. So it was agreed without further argument that the milk and the windfall 

apples (and also the main crop of apples when they ripened) should be reserved for the pigs alone. 

Chapter 10 

Years passed. The seasons came and went, the short animal lives fled by. A time came when there was no one 

who remembered the old days before the Rebellion, except Clover, Benjamin, Moses the raven, and a number 

of the pigs. 

Muriel was dead; Bluebell, Jessie, and Pincher were dead. Jones too was dead — he had died in an inebriates’ 

home in another part of the country. Snowball was forgotten. Boxer was forgotten, except by the few who had 

known him. Clover was an old stout mare now, stiff in the joints and with a tendency to rheumy eyes. She was 

two years past the retiring age, but in fact no animal had ever actually retired. The talk of setting aside a 

corner of the pasture for superannuated animals had long since been dropped. Napoleon was now a mature 

boar of twenty-four stone. Squealer was so fat that he could with difficulty see out of his eyes. Only old 

Benjamin was much the same as ever, except for being a little greyer about the muzzle, and, since Boxer’s 

death, more morose and taciturn than ever. 

There were many more creatures on the farm now, though the increase was not so great as had been 

expected in earlier years. Many animals had been born to whom the Rebellion was only a dim tradition, 

passed on by word of mouth, and others had been bought who had never heard mention of such a thing 

before their arrival. The farm possessed three horses now besides Clover. They were fine upstanding beasts, 

willing workers and good comrades, but very stupid. None of them proved able to learn the alphabet beyond 

the letter B. They accepted everything that they were told about the Rebellion and the principles of 

Animalism, especially from Clover, for whom they had an almost filial respect; but it was doubtful whether 

they understood very much of it. 

The farm was more prosperous now, and better organised: it had even been enlarged by two fields which had 

been bought from Mr. Pilkington. The windmill had been successfully completed at last, and the farm 

possessed a threshing machine and a hay elevator of its own, and various new buildings had been added to it. 



Whymper had bought himself a dogcart. The windmill, however, had not after all been used for generating 

electrical power. It was used for milling corn, and brought in a handsome money profit. The animals were hard 

at work building yet another windmill; when that one was finished, so it was said, the dynamos would be 

installed. But the luxuries of which Snowball had once taught the animals to dream, the stalls with electric 

light and hot and cold water, and the three-day week, were no longer talked about. Napoleon had denounced 

such ideas as contrary to the spirit of Animalism. The truest happiness, he said, lay in working hard and living 

frugally. 

Somehow it seemed as though the farm had grown richer without making the animals themselves any richer-

except, of course, for the pigs and the dogs. Perhaps this was partly because there were so many pigs and so 

many dogs. It was not that these creatures did not work, after their fashion. There was, as Squealer was never 

tired of explaining, endless work in the supervision and organisation of the farm. Much of this work was of a 

kind that the other animals were too ignorant to understand. For example, Squealer told them that the pigs 

had to expend enormous labours every day upon mysterious things called “files,” “reports,” “minutes,” and 

“memoranda”. These were large sheets of paper which had to be closely covered with writing, and as soon as 

they were so covered, they were burnt in the furnace. This was of the highest importance for the welfare of 

the farm, Squealer said. But still, neither pigs nor dogs produced any food by their own labour; and there were 

very many of them, and their appetites were always good. 

As for the others, their life, so far as they knew, was as it had always been. They were generally hungry, they 

slept on straw, they drank from the pool, they laboured in the fields; in winter they were troubled by the cold, 

and in summer by the flies. Sometimes the older ones among them racked their dim memories and tried to 

determine whether in the early days of the Rebellion, when Jones’s expulsion was still recent, things had been 

better or worse than now. They could not remember. There was nothing with which they could compare their 

present lives: they had nothing to go upon except Squealer’s lists of figures, which invariably demonstrated 

that everything was getting better and better. The animals found the problem insoluble; in any case, they had 

little time for speculating on such things now. Only old Benjamin professed to remember every detail of his 

long life and to know that things never had been, nor ever could be much better or much worse — hunger, 

hardship, and disappointment being, so he said, the unalterable law of life. 

And yet the animals never gave up hope. More, they never lost, even for an instant, their sense of honour and 

privilege in being members of Animal Farm. They were still the only farm in the whole county — in all England! 

— owned and operated by animals. Not one of them, not even the youngest, not even the newcomers who 

had been brought from farms ten or twenty miles away, ever ceased to marvel at that. And when they heard 

the gun booming and saw the green flag fluttering at the masthead, their hearts swelled with imperishable 

pride, and the talk turned always towards the old heroic days, the expulsion of Jones, the writing of the Seven 

Commandments, the great battles in which the human invaders had been defeated. None of the old dreams 

had been abandoned. The Republic of the Animals which Major had foretold, when the green fields of England 

should be untrodden by human feet, was still believed in. Some day it was coming: it might not be soon, it 

might not be with in the lifetime of any animal now living, but still it was coming. Even the tune of ‘Beasts of 

England’ was perhaps hummed secretly here and there: at any rate, it was a fact that every animal on the farm 

knew it, though no one would have dared to sing it aloud. It might be that their lives were hard and that not all 

of their hopes had been fulfilled; but they were conscious that they were not as other animals. If they went 

hungry, it was not from feeding tyrannical human beings; if they worked hard, at least they worked for 



themselves. No creature among them went upon two legs. No creature called any other creature “Master.” All 

animals were equal. 

One day in early summer Squealer ordered the sheep to follow him, and led them out to a piece of waste 

ground at the other end of the farm, which had become overgrown with birch saplings. The sheep spent the 

whole day there browsing at the leaves under Squealer’s supervision. In the evening he returned to the 

farmhouse himself, but, as it was warm weather, told the sheep to stay where they were. It ended by their 

remaining there for a whole week, during which time the other animals saw nothing of them. Squealer was 

with them for the greater part of every day. He was, he said, teaching them to sing a new song, for which 

privacy was needed. 

It was just after the sheep had returned, on a pleasant evening when the animals had finished work and were 

making their way back to the farm buildings, that the terrified neighing of a horse sounded from the yard. 

Startled, the animals stopped in their tracks. It was Clover’s voice. She neighed again, and all the animals 

broke into a gallop and rushed into the yard. Then they saw what Clover had seen. 

It was a pig walking on his hind legs. 

Yes, it was Squealer. A little awkwardly, as though not quite used to supporting his considerable bulk in that 

position, but with perfect balance, he was strolling across the yard. And a moment later, out from the door of 

the farmhouse came a long file of pigs, all walking on their hind legs. Some did it better than others, one or 

two were even a trifle unsteady and looked as though they would have liked the support of a stick, but every 

one of them made his way right round the yard successfully. And finally there was a tremendous baying of 

dogs and a shrill crowing from the black cockerel, and out came Napoleon himself, majestically upright, casting 

haughty glances from side to side, and with his dogs gambolling round him. 

He carried a whip in his trotter. 

There was a deadly silence. Amazed, terrified, huddling together, the animals watched the long line of pigs 

march slowly round the yard. It was as though the world had turned upside-down. Then there came a moment 

when the first shock had worn off and when, in spite of everything-in spite of their terror of the dogs, and of 

the habit, developed through long years, of never complaining, never criticising, no matter what happened — 

they might have uttered some word of protest. But just at that moment, as though at a signal, all the sheep 

burst out into a tremendous bleating of — 

“Four legs good, two legs BETTER! Four legs good, two legs BETTER! Four legs good, two legs BETTER!” 

It went on for five minutes without stopping. And by the time the sheep had quieted down, the chance to 

utter any protest had passed, for the pigs had marched back into the farmhouse. 

Benjamin felt a nose nuzzling at his shoulder. He looked round. It was Clover. Her old eyes looked dimmer 

than ever. Without saying anything, she tugged gently at his mane and led him round to the end of the big 

barn, where the Seven Commandments were written. For a minute or two they stood gazing at the tatted wall 

with its white lettering. 



“My sight is failing,” she said finally. “Even when I was young I could not have read what was written there. 

But it appears to me that that wall looks different. Are the Seven Commandments the same as they used to 

be, Benjamin?” 

For once Benjamin consented to break his rule, and he read out to her what was written on the wall. There 

was nothing there now except a single Commandment. It ran: 

ALL ANIMALS ARE EQUAL 

BUT SOME ANIMALS ARE MORE EQUAL THAN OTHERS 

After that it did not seem strange when next day the pigs who were supervising the work of the farm all 

carried whips in their trotters. It did not seem strange to learn that the pigs had bought themselves a wireless 

set, were arranging to install a telephone, and had taken out subscriptions to ‘John Bull’, ‘Tit-Bits’, and the 

‘Daily Mirror’. It did not seem strange when Napoleon was seen strolling in the farmhouse garden with a pipe 

in his mouth — no, not even when the pigs took Mr. Jones’s clothes out of the wardrobes and put them on, 

Napoleon himself appearing in a black coat, ratcatcher breeches, and leather leggings, while his favourite sow 

appeared in the watered silk dress which Mrs. Jones had been used to wearing on Sundays. 

A week later, in the afternoon, a number of dog-carts drove up to the farm. A deputation of neighbouring 

farmers had been invited to make a tour of inspection. They were shown all over the farm, and expressed 

great admiration for everything they saw, especially the windmill. The animals were weeding the turnip field. 

They worked diligently hardly raising their faces from the ground, and not knowing whether to be more 

frightened of the pigs or of the human visitors. 

That evening loud laughter and bursts of singing came from the farmhouse. And suddenly, at the sound of the 

mingled voices, the animals were stricken with curiosity. What could be happening in there, now that for the 

first time animals and human beings were meeting on terms of equality? With one accord they began to creep 

as quietly as possible into the farmhouse garden. 

At the gate they paused, half frightened to go on but Clover led the way in. They tiptoed up to the house, and 

such animals as were tall enough peered in at the dining-room window. There, round the long table, sat half a 

dozen farmers and half a dozen of the more eminent pigs, Napoleon himself occupying the seat of honour at 

the head of the table. The pigs appeared completely at ease in their chairs. The company had been enjoying a 

game of cards but had broken off for the moment, evidently in order to drink a toast. A large jug was 

circulating, and the mugs were being refilled with beer. No one noticed the wondering faces of the animals 

that gazed in at the window. 

Mr. Pilkington, of Foxwood, had stood up, his mug in his hand. In a moment, he said, he would ask the present 

company to drink a toast. But before doing so, there were a few words that he felt it incumbent upon him to 

say. 

It was a source of great satisfaction to him, he said — and, he was sure, to all others present — to feel that a 

long period of mistrust and misunderstanding had now come to an end. There had been a time — not that he, 

or any of the present company, had shared such sentiments — but there had been a time when the respected 

proprietors of Animal Farm had been regarded, he would not say with hostility, but perhaps with a certain 



measure of misgiving, by their human neighbours. Unfortunate incidents had occurred, mistaken ideas had 

been current. It had been felt that the existence of a farm owned and operated by pigs was somehow 

abnormal and was liable to have an unsettling effect in the neighbourhood. Too many farmers had assumed, 

without due enquiry, that on such a farm a spirit of licence and indiscipline would prevail. They had been 

nervous about the effects upon their own animals, or even upon their human employees. But all such doubts 

were now dispelled. Today he and his friends had visited Animal Farm and inspected every inch of it with their 

own eyes, and what did they find? Not only the most up-to-date methods, but a discipline and an orderliness 

which should be an example to all farmers everywhere. He believed that he was right in saying that the lower 

animals on Animal Farm did more work and received less food than any animals in the county. Indeed, he and 

his fellow-visitors today had observed many features which they intended to introduce on their own farms 

immediately. 

He would end his remarks, he said, by emphasising once again the friendly feelings that subsisted, and ought 

to subsist, between Animal Farm and its neighbours. Between pigs and human beings there was not, and there 

need not be, any clash of interests whatever. Their struggles and their difficulties were one. Was not the 

labour problem the same everywhere? Here it became apparent that Mr. Pilkington was about to spring some 

carefully prepared witticism on the company, but for a moment he was too overcome by amusement to be 

able to utter it. After much choking, during which his various chins turned purple, he managed to get it out: “If 

you have your lower animals to contend with,” he said, “we have our lower classes!” This BON MOT set the 

table in a roar; and Mr. Pilkington once again congratulated the pigs on the low rations, the long working 

hours, and the general absence of pampering which he had observed on Animal Farm. 

And now, he said finally, he would ask the company to rise to their feet and make certain that their glasses 

were full. “Gentlemen,” concluded Mr. Pilkington, “gentlemen, I give you a toast: To the prosperity of Animal 

Farm!” 

There was enthusiastic cheering and stamping of feet. Napoleon was so gratified that he left his place and 

came round the table to clink his mug against Mr. Pilkington’s before emptying it. When the cheering had died 

down, Napoleon, who had remained on his feet, intimated that he too had a few words to say. 

Like all of Napoleon’s speeches, it was short and to the point. He too, he said, was happy that the period of 

misunderstanding was at an end. For a long time there had been rumours — circulated, he had reason to 

think, by some malignant enemy — that there was something subversive and even revolutionary in the 

outlook of himself and his colleagues. They had been credited with attempting to stir up rebellion among the 

animals on neighbouring farms. Nothing could be further from the truth! Their sole wish, now and in the past, 

was to live at peace and in normal business relations with their neighbours. This farm which he had the 

honour to control, he added, was a co-operative enterprise. The title-deeds, which were in his own 

possession, were owned by the pigs jointly. 

He did not believe, he said, that any of the old suspicions still lingered, but certain changes had been made 

recently in the routine of the farm which should have the effect of promoting confidence still further. Hitherto 

the animals on the farm had had a rather foolish custom of addressing one another as “Comrade.” This was to 

be suppressed. There had also been a very strange custom, whose origin was unknown, of marching every 

Sunday morning past a boar’s skull which was nailed to a post in the garden. This, too, would be suppressed, 



and the skull had already been buried. His visitors might have observed, too, the green flag which flew from 

the masthead. If so, they would perhaps have noted that the white hoof and horn with which it had previously 

been marked had now been removed. It would be a plain green flag from now onwards. 

He had only one criticism, he said, to make of Mr. Pilkington’s excellent and neighbourly speech. Mr. 

Pilkington had referred throughout to “Animal Farm.” He could not of course know — for he, Napoleon, was 

only now for the first time announcing it — that the name “Animal Farm” had been abolished. Henceforward 

the farm was to be known as “The Manor Farm”— which, he believed, was its correct and original name. 

“Gentlemen,” concluded Napoleon, “I will give you the same toast as before, but in a different form. Fill your 

glasses to the brim. Gentlemen, here is my toast: To the prosperity of The Manor Farm!” 

There was the same hearty cheering as before, and the mugs were emptied to the dregs. But as the animals 

outside gazed at the scene, it seemed to them that some strange thing was happening. What was it that had 

altered in the faces of the pigs? Clover’s old dim eyes flitted from one face to another. Some of them had five 

chins, some had four, some had three. But what was it that seemed to be melting and changing? Then, the 

applause having come to an end, the company took up their cards and continued the game that had been 

interrupted, and the animals crept silently away. 

But they had not gone twenty yards when they stopped short. An uproar of voices was coming from the 

farmhouse. They rushed back and looked through the window again. Yes, a violent quarrel was in progress. 

There were shoutings, bangings on the table, sharp suspicious glances, furious denials. The source of the 

trouble appeared to be that Napoleon and Mr. Pilkington had each played an ace of spades simultaneously. 

Twelve voices were shouting in anger, and they were all alike. No question, now, what had happened to the 

faces of the pigs. The creatures outside looked from pig to man, and from man to pig, and from pig to man 

again; but already it was impossible to say which was which. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



26. 

1984 by George Orwell (1949) 

Part I-Chapter 1 "Big Brother is Watching" 

It was a bright cold day in April, and the clocks were striking thirteen. Winston Smith, his chin nuzzled into his 

breast in an effort to escape the vile wind, slipped quickly through the glass doors of Victory Mansions, though 

not quickly enough to prevent a swirl of gritty dust from entering along with him. 

The hallway smelt of boiled cabbage and old rag mats. At one end of it a coloured poster, too large for indoor 

display, had been tacked to the wall. It depicted simply an enormous face, more than a metre wide: the face 

of a man of about forty-five, with a heavy black moustache and ruggedly handsome features. Winston made 

for the stairs. It was no use trying the lift. Even at the best of times it was seldom working, and at present the 

electric current was cut off during daylight hours. It was part of the economy drive in preparation for Hate 

Week. The flat was seven flights up, and Winston, who was thirty-nine and had a varicose ulcer above his right 

ankle, went slowly, resting several times on the way. On each landing, opposite the lift-shaft, the poster with 

the enormous face gazed from the wall. It was one of those pictures which are so contrived that the eyes 

follow you about when you move. BIG BROTHER IS WATCHING YOU, the caption beneath it ran. 

Inside the flat a fruity voice was reading out a list of figures which had something to do with the production of 

pig-iron. The voice came from an oblong metal plaque like a dulled mirror which formed part of the surface of 

the right-hand wall. Winston turned a switch and the voice sank somewhat, though the words were still 

distinguishable. The instrument (the telescreen, it was called) could be dimmed, but there was no way of 

shutting it off completely. He moved over to the window: a smallish, frail figure, the meagreness of his body 

merely emphasized by the blue overalls which were the uniform of the party. His hair was very fair, his face 

naturally sanguine, his skin roughened by coarse soap and blunt razor blades and the cold of the winter that 

had just ended. 

Outside, even through the shut window-pane, the world looked cold. Down in the street little eddies of wind 

were whirling dust and torn paper into spirals, and though the sun was shining and the sky a harsh blue, there 

seemed to be no colour in anything, except the posters that were plastered everywhere. The black-

moustachio’d face gazed down from every commanding corner. There was one on the house-front 

immediately opposite. BIG BROTHER IS WATCHING YOU, the caption said, while the dark eyes looked deep 

into Winston’s own. Down at street level another poster, torn at one corner, flapped fitfully in the wind, 

alternately covering and uncovering the single word INGSOC. In the far distance a helicopter skimmed down 

between the roofs, hovered for an instant like a bluebottle, and darted away again with a curving flight. It was 

the police patrol, snooping into people’s windows. The patrols did not matter, however. Only the Thought 

Police mattered. 

Behind Winston’s back the voice from the telescreen was still babbling away about pig-iron and the 

overfulfilment of the Ninth Three-Year Plan. The telescreen received and transmitted simultaneously. Any 

sound that Winston made, above the level of a very low whisper, would be picked up by it, moreover, so long 

as he remained within the field of vision which the metal plaque commanded, he could be seen as well as 

heard. There was of course no way of knowing whether you were being watched at any given moment. How 



often, or on what system, the Thought Police plugged in on any individual wire was guesswork. It was even 

conceivable that they watched everybody all the time. But at any rate they could plug in your wire whenever 

they wanted to. You had to live — did live, from habit that became instinct — in the assumption that every 

sound you made was overheard, and, except in darkness, every movement scrutinized. 

Winston kept his back turned to the telescreen. It was safer; though, as he well knew, even a back can be 

revealing. A kilometre away the Ministry of Truth, his place of work, towered vast and white above the grimy 

landscape. This, he thought with a sort of vague distaste — this was London, chief city of Airstrip One, itself 

the third most populous of the provinces of Oceania. He tried to squeeze out some childhood memory that 

should tell him whether London had always been quite like this. Were there always these vistas of rotting 

nineteenth-century houses, their sides shored up with baulks of timber, their windows patched with 

cardboard and their roofs with corrugated iron, their crazy garden walls sagging in all directions? And the 

bombed sites where the plaster dust swirled in the air and the willow-herb straggled over the heaps of rubble; 

and the places where the bombs had cleared a larger patch and there had sprung up sordid colonies of 

wooden dwellings like chicken-houses? But it was no use, he could not remember: nothing remained of his 

childhood except a series of bright-lit tableaux occurring against no background and mostly unintelligible. 

The Ministry of Truth — Minitrue, in Newspeak [Newspeak was the official language of Oceania. For an 

account of its structure and etymology see Appendix.]— was startlingly different from any other object in 

sight. It was an enormous pyramidal structure of glittering white concrete, soaring up, terrace after terrace, 

300 metres into the air. From where Winston stood it was just possible to read, picked out on its white face in 

elegant lettering, the three slogans of the Party: 

WAR IS PEACE 

FREEDOM IS SLAVERY 

IGNORANCE IS STRENGTH 

 

The Ministry of Truth contained, it was said, three thousand rooms above ground level, and corresponding 

ramifications below. Scattered about London there were just three other buildings of similar appearance and 

size. So completely did they dwarf the surrounding architecture that from the roof of Victory Mansions you 

could see all four of them simultaneously. They were the homes of the four Ministries between which the 

entire apparatus of government was divided. The Ministry of Truth, which concerned itself with news, 

entertainment, education, and the fine arts. The Ministry of Peace, which concerned itself with war. The 

Ministry of Love, which maintained law and order. And the Ministry of Plenty, which was responsible for 

economic affairs. Their names, in Newspeak: Minitrue, Minipax, Miniluv, and Miniplenty. 

The Ministry of Love was the really frightening one. There were no windows in it at all. Winston had never 

been inside the Ministry of Love, nor within half a kilometre of it. It was a place impossible to enter except on 

official business, and then only by penetrating through a maze of barbed-wire entanglements, steel doors, and 

hidden machine-gun nests. Even the streets leading up to its outer barriers were roamed by gorilla-faced 

guards in black uniforms, armed with jointed truncheons. 



Winston turned round abruptly. He had set his features into the expression of quiet optimism which it was 

advisable to wear when facing the telescreen. He crossed the room into the tiny kitchen. By leaving the 

Ministry at this time of day he had sacrificed his lunch in the canteen, and he was aware that there was no 

food in the kitchen except a hunk of dark-coloured bread which had got to be saved for tomorrow’s breakfast. 

He took down from the shelf a bottle of colourless liquid with a plain white label marked VICTORY GIN. It gave 

off a sickly, oily smell, as of Chinese rice-spirit. Winston poured out nearly a teacupful, nerved himself for a 

shock, and gulped it down like a dose of medicine. 

Instantly his face turned scarlet and the water ran out of his eyes. The stuff was like nitric acid, and moreover, 

in swallowing it one had the sensation of being hit on the back of the head with a rubber club. The next 

moment, however, the burning in his belly died down and the world began to look more cheerful. He took a 

cigarette from a crumpled packet marked VICTORY CIGARETTES and incautiously held it upright, whereupon 

the tobacco fell out on to the floor. With the next he was more successful. He went back to the living-room 

and sat down at a small table that stood to the left of the telescreen. From the table drawer he took out a 

penholder, a bottle of ink, and a thick, quarto-sized blank book with a red back and a marbled cover. 

For some reason the telescreen in the living-room was in an unusual position. Instead of being placed, as was 

normal, in the end wall, where it could command the whole room, it was in the longer wall, opposite the 

window. To one side of it there was a shallow alcove in which Winston was now sitting, and which, when the 

flats were built, had probably been intended to hold bookshelves. By sitting in the alcove, and keeping well 

back, Winston was able to remain outside the range of the telescreen, so far as sight went. He could be heard, 

of course, but so long as he stayed in his present position he could not be seen. It was partly the unusual 

geography of the room that had suggested to him the thing that he was now about to do. 

But it had also been suggested by the book that he had just taken out of the drawer. It was a peculiarly 

beautiful book. Its smooth creamy paper, a little yellowed by age, was of a kind that had not been 

manufactured for at least forty years past. He could guess, however, that the book was much older than that. 

He had seen it lying in the window of a frowsy little junk-shop in a slummy quarter of the town (just what 

quarter he did not now remember) and had been stricken immediately by an overwhelming desire to possess 

it. Party members were supposed not to go into ordinary shops (‘dealing on the free market’, it was called), 

but the rule was not strictly kept, because there were various things, such as shoelaces and razor blades, 

which it was impossible to get hold of in any other way. He had given a quick glance up and down the street 

and then had slipped inside and bought the book for two dollars fifty. At the time he was not conscious of 

wanting it for any particular purpose. He had carried it guiltily home in his briefcase. Even with nothing written 

in it, it was a compromising possession. 

The thing that he was about to do was to open a diary. This was not illegal (nothing was illegal, since there 

were no longer any laws), but if detected it was reasonably certain that it would be punished by death, or at 

least by twenty-five years in a forced-labour camp. Winston fitted a nib into the penholder and sucked it to get 

the grease off. The pen was an archaic instrument, seldom used even for signatures, and he had procured one, 

furtively and with some difficulty, simply because of a feeling that the beautiful creamy paper deserved to be 

written on with a real nib instead of being scratched with an ink-pencil. Actually he was not used to writing by 

hand. Apart from very short notes, it was usual to dictate everything into the speak-write which was of course 



impossible for his present purpose. He dipped the pen into the ink and then faltered for just a second. A 

tremor had gone through his bowels. To mark the paper was the decisive act. In small clumsy letters he wrote: 

April 4th, 1984. 

He sat back. A sense of complete helplessness had descended upon him. To begin with, he did not know with 

any certainty that this was 1984. It must be round about that date, since he was fairly sure that his age was 

thirty-nine, and he believed that he had been born in 1944 or 1945; but it was never possible nowadays to pin 

down any date within a year or two. 

For whom, it suddenly occurred to him to wonder, was he writing this diary? For the future, for the unborn. 

His mind hovered for a moment round the doubtful date on the page, and then fetched up with a bump 

against the Newspeak word DOUBLETHINK. For the first time the magnitude of what he had undertaken came 

home to him. How could you communicate with the future? It was of its nature impossible. Either the future 

would resemble the present, in which case it would not listen to him: or it would be different from it, and his 

predicament would be meaningless. 

For some time he sat gazing stupidly at the paper. The telescreen had changed over to strident military music. 

It was curious that he seemed not merely to have lost the power of expressing himself, but even to have 

forgotten what it was that he had originally intended to say. For weeks past he had been making ready for this 

moment, and it had never crossed his mind that anything would be needed except courage. The actual writing 

would be easy. All he had to do was to transfer to paper the interminable restless monologue that had been 

running inside his head, literally for years. At this moment, however, even the monologue had dried up. 

Moreover his varicose ulcer had begun itching unbearably. He dared not scratch it, because if he did so it 

always became inflamed. The seconds were ticking by. He was conscious of nothing except the blankness of 

the page in front of him, the itching of the skin above his ankle, the blaring of the music, and a slight booziness 

caused by the gin. 

Suddenly he began writing in sheer panic, only imperfectly aware of what he was setting down. His small but 

childish handwriting straggled up and down the page, shedding first its capital letters and finally even its full 

stops: 

April 4th, 1984. Last night to the flicks. All war films. One very good one of a ship full of refugees being 

bombed somewhere in the Mediterranean. Audience much amused by shots of a great huge fat man trying to 

swim away with a helicopter after him, first you saw him wallowing along in the water like a porpoise, then 

you saw him through the helicopters gunsights, then he was full of holes and the sea round him turned pink 

and he sank as suddenly as though the holes had let in the water, audience shouting with laughter when he 

sank. then you saw a lifeboat full of children with a helicopter hovering over it. there was a middle-aged 

woman might have been a jewess sitting up in the bow with a little boy about three years old in her arms. little 

boy screaming with fright and hiding his head between her breasts as if he was trying to burrow right into her 

and the woman putting her arms round him and comforting him although she was blue with fright herself, all 

the time covering him up as much as possible as if she thought her arms could keep the bullets off him. then 

the helicopter planted a 20 kilo bomb in among them terrific flash and the boat went all to matchwood. then 

there was a wonderful shot of a child’s arm going up up up right up into the air a helicopter with a camera in 

its nose must have followed it up and there was a lot of applause from the party seats but a woman down in 



the prole part of the house suddenly started kicking up a fuss and shouting they didnt oughter of showed it 

not in front of kids they didnt it aint right not in front of kids it aint until the police turned her turned her out i 

dont suppose anything happened to her nobody cares what the proles say typical prole reaction they never —

— 

Winston stopped writing, partly because he was suffering from cramp. He did not know what had made him 

pour out this stream of rubbish. But the curious thing was that while he was doing so a totally different 

memory had clarified itself in his mind, to the point where he almost felt equal to writing it down. It was, he 

now realized, because of this other incident that he had suddenly decided to come home and begin the diary 

today. 

It had happened that morning at the Ministry, if anything so nebulous could be said to happen. 

It was nearly eleven hundred, and in the Records Department, where Winston worked, they were dragging the 

chairs out of the cubicles and grouping them in the centre of the hall opposite the big telescreen, in 

preparation for the Two Minutes Hate. Winston was just taking his place in one of the middle rows when two 

people whom he knew by sight, but had never spoken to, came unexpectedly into the room. One of them was 

a girl whom he often passed in the corridors. He did not know her name, but he knew that she worked in the 

Fiction Department. Presumably — since he had sometimes seen her with oily hands and carrying a spanner — 

she had some mechanical job on one of the novel-writing machines. She was a bold-looking girl, of about 

twenty-seven, with thick hair, a freckled face, and swift, athletic movements. A narrow scarlet sash, emblem 

of the Junior Anti-Sex League, was wound several times round the waist of her overalls, just tightly enough to 

bring out the shapeliness of her hips. Winston had disliked her from the very first moment of seeing her. He 

knew the reason. It was because of the atmosphere of hockey-fields and cold baths and community hikes and 

general clean-mindedness which she managed to carry about with her. He disliked nearly all women, and 

especially the young and pretty ones. It was always the women, and above all the young ones, who were the 

most bigoted adherents of the Party, the swallowers of slogans, the amateur spies and nosers-out of 

unorthodoxy. But this particular girl gave him the impression of being more dangerous than most. Once when 

they passed in the corridor she gave him a quick sidelong glance which seemed to pierce right into him and for 

a moment had filled him with black terror. The idea had even crossed his mind that she might be an agent of 

the Thought Police. That, it was true, was very unlikely. Still, he continued to feel a peculiar uneasiness, which 

had fear mixed up in it as well as hostility, whenever she was anywhere near him. 

The other person was a man named O’Brien, a member of the Inner Party and holder of some post so 

important and remote that Winston had only a dim idea of its nature. A momentary hush passed over the 

group of people round the chairs as they saw the black overalls of an Inner Party member approaching. 

O’Brien was a large, burly man with a thick neck and a coarse, humorous, brutal face. In spite of his formidable 

appearance he had a certain charm of manner. He had a trick of resettling his spectacles on his nose which 

was curiously disarming — in some indefinable way, curiously civilized. It was a gesture which, if anyone had 

still thought in such terms, might have recalled an eighteenth-century nobleman offering his snuffbox. 

Winston had seen O’Brien perhaps a dozen times in almost as many years. He felt deeply drawn to him, and 

not solely because he was intrigued by the contrast between O’Brien’s urbane manner and his prize-fighter’s 

physique. Much more it was because of a secretly held belief — or perhaps not even a belief, merely a hope — 

that O’Brien’s political orthodoxy was not perfect. Something in his face suggested it irresistibly. And again, 



perhaps it was not even unorthodoxy that was written in his face, but simply intelligence. But at any rate he 

had the appearance of being a person that you could talk to if somehow you could cheat the telescreen and 

get him alone. Winston had never made the smallest effort to verify this guess: indeed, there was no way of 

doing so. At this moment O’Brien glanced at his wrist-watch, saw that it was nearly eleven hundred, and 

evidently decided to stay in the Records Department until the Two Minutes Hate was over. He took a chair in 

the same row as Winston, a couple of places away. A small, sandy-haired woman who worked in the next 

cubicle to Winston was between them. The girl with dark hair was sitting immediately behind. 

The next moment a hideous, grinding speech, as of some monstrous machine running without oil, burst from 

the big telescreen at the end of the room. It was a noise that set one’s teeth on edge and bristled the hair at 

the back of one’s neck. The Hate had started. 

As usual, the face of Emmanuel Goldstein, the Enemy of the People, had flashed on to the screen. There were 

hisses here and there among the audience. The little sandy-haired woman gave a squeak of mingled fear and 

disgust. Goldstein was the renegade and backslider who once, long ago (how long ago, nobody quite 

remembered), had been one of the leading figures of the Party, almost on a level with Big Brother himself, and 

then had engaged in counter-revolutionary activities, had been condemned to death, and had mysteriously 

escaped and disappeared. The programmes of the Two Minutes Hate varied from day to day, but there was 

none in which Goldstein was not the principal figure. He was the primal traitor, the earliest defiler of the 

Party’s purity. All subsequent crimes against the Party, all treacheries, acts of sabotage, heresies, deviations, 

sprang directly out of his teaching. Somewhere or other he was still alive and hatching his conspiracies: 

perhaps somewhere beyond the sea, under the protection of his foreign paymasters, perhaps even — so it 

was occasionally rumoured — in some hiding-place in Oceania itself. 

Winston’s diaphragm was constricted. He could never see the face of Goldstein without a painful mixture of 

emotions. It was a lean Jewish face, with a great fuzzy aureole of white hair and a small goatee beard — a 

clever face, and yet somehow inherently despicable, with a kind of senile silliness in the long thin nose, near 

the end of which a pair of spectacles was perched. It resembled the face of a sheep, and the voice, too, had a 

sheep-like quality. Goldstein was delivering his usual venomous attack upon the doctrines of the Party — an 

attack so exaggerated and perverse that a child should have been able to see through it, and yet just plausible 

enough to fill one with an alarmed feeling that other people, less level-headed than oneself, might be taken in 

by it. He was abusing Big Brother, he was denouncing the dictatorship of the Party, he was demanding the 

immediate conclusion of peace with Eurasia, he was advocating freedom of speech, freedom of the Press, 

freedom of assembly, freedom of thought, he was crying hysterically that the revolution had been betrayed — 

and all this in rapid polysyllabic speech which was a sort of parody of the habitual style of the orators of the 

Party, and even contained Newspeak words: more Newspeak words, indeed, than any Party member would 

normally use in real life. And all the while, lest one should be in any doubt as to the reality which Goldstein’s 

specious claptrap covered, behind his head on the telescreen there marched the endless columns of the 

Eurasian army — row after row of solid-looking men with expressionless Asiatic faces, who swam up to the 

surface of the screen and vanished, to be replaced by others exactly similar. The dull rhythmic tramp of the 

soldiers’ boots formed the background to Goldstein’s bleating voice. 

Before the Hate had proceeded for thirty seconds, uncontrollable exclamations of rage were breaking out 

from half the people in the room. The self-satisfied sheep-like face on the screen, and the terrifying power of 



the Eurasian army behind it, were too much to be borne: besides, the sight or even the thought of Goldstein 

produced fear and anger automatically. He was an object of hatred more constant than either Eurasia or 

Eastasia, since when Oceania was at war with one of these Powers it was generally at peace with the other. 

But what was strange was that although Goldstein was hated and despised by everybody, although every day 

and a thousand times a day, on platforms, on the telescreen, in newspapers, in books, his theories were 

refuted, smashed, ridiculed, held up to the general gaze for the pitiful rubbish that they were — in spite of all 

this, his influence never seemed to grow less. Always there were fresh dupes waiting to be seduced by him. A 

day never passed when spies and saboteurs acting under his directions were not unmasked by the Thought 

Police. He was the commander of a vast shadowy army, an underground network of conspirators dedicated to 

the overthrow of the State. The Brotherhood, its name was supposed to be. There were also whispered stories 

of a terrible book, a compendium of all the heresies, of which Goldstein was the author and which circulated 

clandestinely here and there. It was a book without a title. People referred to it, if at all, simply as THE BOOK. 

But one knew of such things only through vague rumours. Neither the Brotherhood nor THE BOOK was a 

subject that any ordinary Party member would mention if there was a way of avoiding it. 

In its second minute the Hate rose to a frenzy. People were leaping up and down in their places and shouting 

at the tops of their voices in an effort to drown the maddening bleating voice that came from the screen. The 

little sandy-haired woman had turned bright pink, and her mouth was opening and shutting like that of a 

landed fish. Even O’Brien’s heavy face was flushed. He was sitting very straight in his chair, his powerful chest 

swelling and quivering as though he were standing up to the assault of a wave. The dark-haired girl behind 

Winston had begun crying out ‘Swine! Swine! Swine!’ and suddenly she picked up a heavy Newspeak 

dictionary and flung it at the screen. It struck Goldstein’s nose and bounced off; the voice continued 

inexorably. In a lucid moment Winston found that he was shouting with the others and kicking his heel 

violently against the rung of his chair. The horrible thing about the Two Minutes Hate was not that one was 

obliged to act a part, but, on the contrary, that it was impossible to avoid joining in. Within thirty seconds any 

pretence was always unnecessary. A hideous ecstasy of fear and vindictiveness, a desire to kill, to torture, to 

smash faces in with a sledge-hammer, seemed to flow through the whole group of people like an electric 

current, turning one even against one’s will into a grimacing, screaming lunatic. And yet the rage that one felt 

was an abstract, undirected emotion which could be switched from one object to another like the flame of a 

blowlamp. Thus, at one moment Winston’s hatred was not turned against Goldstein at all, but, on the 

contrary, against Big Brother, the Party, and the Thought Police; and at such moments his heart went out to 

the lonely, derided heretic on the screen, sole guardian of truth and sanity in a world of lies. And yet the very 

next instant he was at one with the people about him, and all that was said of Goldstein seemed to him to be 

true. At those moments his secret loathing of Big Brother changed into adoration, and Big Brother seemed to 

tower up, an invincible, fearless protector, standing like a rock against the hordes of Asia, and Goldstein, in 

spite of his isolation, his helplessness, and the doubt that hung about his very existence, seemed like some 

sinister enchanter, capable by the mere power of his voice of wrecking the structure of civilization. 

It was even possible, at moments, to switch one’s hatred this way or that by a voluntary act. Suddenly, by the 

sort of violent effort with which one wrenches one’s head away from the pillow in a nightmare, Winston 

succeeded in transferring his hatred from the face on the screen to the dark-haired girl behind him. Vivid, 

beautiful hallucinations flashed through his mind. He would flog her to death with a rubber truncheon. He 

would tie her naked to a stake and shoot her full of arrows like Saint Sebastian. He would ravish her and cut 



her throat at the moment of climax. Better than before, moreover, he realized WHY it was that he hated her. 

He hated her because she was young and pretty and sexless, because he wanted to go to bed with her and 

would never do so, because round her sweet supple waist, which seemed to ask you to encircle it with your 

arm, there was only the odious scarlet sash, aggressive symbol of chastity. 

The Hate rose to its climax. The voice of Goldstein had become an actual sheep’s bleat, and for an instant the 

face changed into that of a sheep. Then the sheep-face melted into the figure of a Eurasian soldier who 

seemed to be advancing, huge and terrible, his sub-machine gun roaring, and seeming to spring out of the 

surface of the screen, so that some of the people in the front row actually flinched backwards in their seats. 

But in the same moment, drawing a deep sigh of relief from everybody, the hostile figure melted into the face 

of Big Brother, black-haired, black-moustachio’d, full of power and mysterious calm, and so vast that it almost 

filled up the screen. Nobody heard what Big Brother was saying. It was merely a few words of encouragement, 

the sort of words that are uttered in the din of battle, not distinguishable individually but restoring confidence 

by the fact of being spoken. Then the face of Big Brother faded away again, and instead the three slogans of 

the Party stood out in bold capitals: 

WAR IS PEACE 

FREEDOM IS SLAVERY 

IGNORANCE IS STRENGTH 

 

But the face of Big Brother seemed to persist for several seconds on the screen, as though the impact that it 

had made on everyone’s eyeballs was too vivid to wear off immediately. The little sandy-haired woman had 

flung herself forward over the back of the chair in front of her. With a tremulous murmur that sounded like 

‘My Saviour!’ she extended her arms towards the screen. Then she buried her face in her hands. It was 

apparent that she was uttering a prayer. 

At this moment the entire group of people broke into a deep, slow, rhythmical chant of ‘B-B! . . . B-B!’— over 

and over again, very slowly, with a long pause between the first ‘B’ and the second — a heavy, murmurous 

sound, somehow curiously savage, in the background of which one seemed to hear the stamp of naked feet 

and the throbbing of tom-toms. For perhaps as much as thirty seconds they kept it up. It was a refrain that 

was often heard in moments of overwhelming emotion. Partly it was a sort of hymn to the wisdom and 

majesty of Big Brother, but still more it was an act of self-hypnosis, a deliberate drowning of consciousness by 

means of rhythmic noise. Winston’s entrails seemed to grow cold. In the Two Minutes Hate he could not help 

sharing in the general delirium, but this sub-human chanting of ‘B-B! . . . B-B!’ always filled him with horror. Of 

course he chanted with the rest: it was impossible to do otherwise. To dissemble your feelings, to control your 

face, to do what everyone else was doing, was an instinctive reaction. But there was a space of a couple of 

seconds during which the expression of his eyes might conceivably have betrayed him. And it was exactly at 

this moment that the significant thing happened — if, indeed, it did happen. 

Momentarily he caught O’Brien’s eye. O’Brien had stood up. He had taken off his spectacles and was in the act 

of resettling them on his nose with his characteristic gesture. But there was a fraction of a second when their 

eyes met, and for as long as it took to happen Winston knew — yes, he KNEW! — that O’Brien was thinking 



the same thing as himself. An unmistakable message had passed. It was as though their two minds had 

opened and the thoughts were flowing from one into the other through their eyes. ‘I am with you,’ O’Brien 

seemed to be saying to him. ‘I know precisely what you are feeling. I know all about your contempt, your 

hatred, your disgust. But don’t worry, I am on your side!’ And then the flash of intelligence was gone, and 

O’Brien’s face was as inscrutable as everybody else’s. 

That was all, and he was already uncertain whether it had happened. Such incidents never had any sequel. All 

that they did was to keep alive in him the belief, or hope, that others besides himself were the enemies of the 

Party. Perhaps the rumours of vast underground conspiracies were true after all — perhaps the Brotherhood 

really existed! It was impossible, in spite of the endless arrests and confessions and executions, to be sure that 

the Brotherhood was not simply a myth. Some days he believed in it, some days not. There was no evidence, 

only fleeting glimpses that might mean anything or nothing: snatches of overheard conversation, faint 

scribbles on lavatory walls — once, even, when two strangers met, a small movement of the hand which had 

looked as though it might be a signal of recognition. It was all guesswork: very likely he had imagined 

everything. He had gone back to his cubicle without looking at O’Brien again. The idea of following up their 

momentary contact hardly crossed his mind. It would have been inconceivably dangerous even if he had 

known how to set about doing it. For a second, two seconds, they had exchanged an equivocal glance, and 

that was the end of the story. But even that was a memorable event, in the locked loneliness in which one had 

to live. 

Winston roused himself and sat up straighter. He let out a belch. The gin was rising from his stomach. 

His eyes re-focused on the page. He discovered that while he sat helplessly musing he had also been writing, 

as though by automatic action. And it was no longer the same cramped, awkward handwriting as before. His 

pen had slid voluptuously over the smooth paper, printing in large neat capitals — 

DOWN WITH BIG BROTHER 

DOWN WITH BIG BROTHER 

DOWN WITH BIG BROTHER 

DOWN WITH BIG BROTHER 

DOWN WITH BIG BROTHER 

 

over and over again, filling half a page. 

He could not help feeling a twinge of panic. It was absurd, since the writing of those particular words was not 

more dangerous than the initial act of opening the diary, but for a moment he was tempted to tear out the 

spoiled pages and abandon the enterprise altogether. 

He did not do so, however, because he knew that it was useless. Whether he wrote DOWN WITH BIG 

BROTHER, or whether he refrained from writing it, made no difference. Whether he went on with the diary, or 

whether he did not go on with it, made no difference. The Thought Police would get him just the same. He had 



committed — would still have committed, even if he had never set pen to paper — the essential crime that 

contained all others in itself. Thoughtcrime, they called it. Thoughtcrime was not a thing that could be 

concealed for ever. You might dodge successfully for a while, even for years, but sooner or later they were 

bound to get you. 

It was always at night — the arrests invariably happened at night. The sudden jerk out of sleep, the rough 

hand shaking your shoulder, the lights glaring in your eyes, the ring of hard faces round the bed. In the vast 

majority of cases there was no trial, no report of the arrest. People simply disappeared, always during the 

night. Your name was removed from the registers, every record of everything you had ever done was wiped 

out, your one-time existence was denied and then forgotten. You were abolished, annihilated: VAPORIZED 

was the usual word. 

For a moment he was seized by a kind of hysteria. He began writing in a hurried untidy scrawl: 

theyll shoot me i don’t care theyll shoot me in the back of the neck i dont care down with big brother they 

always shoot you in the back of the neck i dont care down with big brother —— 

He sat back in his chair, slightly ashamed of himself, and laid down the pen. The next moment he started 

violently. There was a knocking at the door. 

Already! He sat as still as a mouse, in the futile hope that whoever it was might go away after a single attempt. 

But no, the knocking was repeated. The worst thing of all would be to delay. His heart was thumping like a 

drum, but his face, from long habit, was probably expressionless. He got up and moved heavily towards the 

door. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



27. 

1984 by George Orwell (1949) 

Part 3-Chapter 3 "Torture, Power and Truth" 

 ‘There are three stages in your reintegration,’ said O’Brien. ‘There is learning, there is understanding, and 

there is acceptance. It is time for you to enter upon the second stage.’ 

As always, Winston was lying flat on his back. But of late his bonds were looser. They still held him to the bed, 

but he could move his knees a little and could turn his head from side to side and raise his arms from the 

elbow. The dial, also, had grown to be less of a terror. He could evade its pangs if he was quick-witted enough: 

it was chiefly when he showed stupidity that O’Brien pulled the lever. Sometimes they got through a whole 

session without use of the dial. He could not remember how many sessions there had been. The whole 

process seemed to stretch out over a long, indefinite time — weeks, possibly — and the intervals between the 

sessions might sometimes have been days, sometimes only an hour or two. 

‘As you lie there,’ said O’Brien, ‘you have often wondered — you have even asked me — why the Ministry of 

Love should expend so much time and trouble on you. And when you were free you were puzzled by what was 

essentially the same question. You could grasp the mechanics of the Society you lived in, but not its underlying 

motives. Do you remember writing in your diary, “I understand HOW: I do not understand WHY”? It was when 

you thought about “why” that you doubted your own sanity. You have read THE BOOK, Goldstein’s book, or 

parts of it, at least. Did it tell you anything that you did not know already?’ 

‘You have read it?’ said Winston. 

‘I wrote it. That is to say, I collaborated in writing it. No book is produced individually, as you know.’ 

‘Is it true, what it says?’ 

‘As description, yes. The programme it sets forth is nonsense. The secret accumulation of knowledge — a 

gradual spread of enlightenment — ultimately a proletarian rebellion — the overthrow of the Party. You 

foresaw yourself that that was what it would say. It is all nonsense. The proletarians will never revolt, not in a 

thousand years or a million. They cannot. I do not have to tell you the reason: you know it already. If you have 

ever cherished any dreams of violent insurrection, you must abandon them. There is no way in which the 

Party can be overthrown. The rule of the Party is for ever. Make that the starting-point of your thoughts.’ 

He came closer to the bed. ‘For ever!’ he repeated. ‘And now let us get back to the question of “how” and 

“why”. You understand well enough HOW the Party maintains itself in power. Now tell me WHY we cling to 

power. What is our motive? Why should we want power? Go on, speak,’ he added as Winston remained silent. 

Nevertheless Winston did not speak for another moment or two. A feeling of weariness had overwhelmed 

him. The faint, mad gleam of enthusiasm had come back into O’Brien’s face. He knew in advance what O’Brien 

would say. That the Party did not seek power for its own ends, but only for the good of the majority. That it 

sought power because men in the mass were frail, cowardly creatures who could not endure liberty or face 

the truth, and must be ruled over and systematically deceived by others who were stronger than themselves. 

That the choice for mankind lay between freedom and happiness, and that, for the great bulk of mankind, 



happiness was better. That the party was the eternal guardian of the weak, a dedicated sect doing evil that 

good might come, sacrificing its own happiness to that of others. The terrible thing, thought Winston, the 

terrible thing was that when O’Brien said this he would believe it. You could see it in his face. O’Brien knew 

everything. A thousand times better than Winston he knew what the world was really like, in what 

degradation the mass of human beings lived and by what lies and barbarities the Party kept them there. He 

had understood it all, weighed it all, and it made no difference: all was justified by the ultimate purpose. What 

can you do, thought Winston, against the lunatic who is more intelligent than yourself, who gives your 

arguments a fair hearing and then simply persists in his lunacy? 

‘You are ruling over us for our own good,’ he said feebly. ‘You believe that human beings are not fit to govern 

themselves, and therefore ——’ 

He started and almost cried out. A pang of pain had shot through his body. O’Brien had pushed the lever of 

the dial up to thirty-five. 

‘That was stupid, Winston, stupid!’ he said. ‘You should know better than to say a thing like that.’ 

He pulled the lever back and continued: 

‘Now I will tell you the answer to my question. It is this. The Party seeks power entirely for its own sake. We 

are not interested in the good of others; we are interested solely in power. Not wealth or luxury or long life or 

happiness: only power, pure power. What pure power means you will understand presently. We are different 

from all the oligarchies of the past, in that we know what we are doing. All the others, even those who 

resembled ourselves, were cowards and hypocrites. The German Nazis and the Russian Communists came very 

close to us in their methods, but they never had the courage to recognize their own motives. They pretended, 

perhaps they even believed, that they had seized power unwillingly and for a limited time, and that just round 

the corner there lay a paradise where human beings would be free and equal. We are not like that. We know 

that no one ever seizes power with the intention of relinquishing it. Power is not a means, it is an end. One 

does not establish a dictatorship in order to safeguard a revolution; one makes the revolution in order to 

establish the dictatorship. The object of persecution is persecution. The object of torture is torture. The object 

of power is power. Now do you begin to understand me?’ 

Winston was struck, as he had been struck before, by the tiredness of O’Brien’s face. It was strong and fleshy 

and brutal, it was full of intelligence and a sort of controlled passion before which he felt himself helpless; but 

it was tired. There were pouches under the eyes, the skin sagged from the cheekbones. O’Brien leaned over 

him, deliberately bringing the worn face nearer. 

‘You are thinking,’ he said, ‘that my face is old and tired. You are thinking that I talk of power, and yet I am not 

even able to prevent the decay of my own body. Can you not understand, Winston, that the individual is only a 

cell? The weariness of the cell is the vigour of the organism. Do you die when you cut your fingernails?’ 

He turned away from the bed and began strolling up and down again, one hand in his pocket. 

‘We are the priests of power,’ he said. ‘God is power. But at present power is only a word so far as you are 

concerned. It is time for you to gather some idea of what power means. The first thing you must realize is that 

power is collective. The individual only has power in so far as he ceases to be an individual. You know the 



Party slogan: “Freedom is Slavery”. Has it ever occurred to you that it is reversible? Slavery is freedom. Alone 

— free — the human being is always defeated. It must be so, because every human being is doomed to die, 

which is the greatest of all failures. But if he can make complete, utter submission, if he can escape from his 

identity, if he can merge himself in the Party so that he IS the Party, then he is all-powerful and immortal. The 

second thing for you to realize is that power is power over human beings. Over the body — but, above all, 

over the mind. Power over matter — external reality, as you would call it — is not important. Already our 

control over matter is absolute.’ 

For a moment Winston ignored the dial. He made a violent effort to raise himself into a sitting position, and 

merely succeeded in wrenching his body painfully. 

‘But how can you control matter?’ he burst out. ‘You don’t even control the climate or the law of gravity. And 

there are disease, pain, death ——’ 

O’Brien silenced him by a movement of his hand. ‘We control matter because we control the mind. Reality is 

inside the skull. You will learn by degrees, Winston. There is nothing that we could not do. Invisibility, 

levitation — anything. I could float off this floor like a soap bubble if I wish to. I do not wish to, because the 

Party does not wish it. You must get rid of those nineteenth-century ideas about the laws of Nature. We make 

the laws of Nature.’ 

‘But you do not! You are not even masters of this planet. What about Eurasia and Eastasia? You have not 

conquered them yet.’ 

‘Unimportant. We shall conquer them when it suits us. And if we did not, what difference would it make? We 

can shut them out of existence. Oceania is the world.’ 

‘But the world itself is only a speck of dust. And man is tiny — helpless! How long has he been in existence? 

For millions of years the earth was uninhabited.’ 

‘Nonsense. The earth is as old as we are, no older. How could it be older? Nothing exists except through 

human consciousness.’ 

‘But the rocks are full of the bones of extinct animals — mammoths and mastodons and enormous reptiles 

which lived here long before man was ever heard of.’ 

‘Have you ever seen those bones, Winston? Of course not. Nineteenth-century biologists invented them. 

Before man there was nothing. After man, if he could come to an end, there would be nothing. Outside man 

there is nothing.’ 

‘But the whole universe is outside us. Look at the stars! Some of them are a million light-years away. They are 

out of our reach for ever.’ 

‘What are the stars?’ said O’Brien indifferently. ‘They are bits of fire a few kilometres away. We could reach 

them if we wanted to. Or we could blot them out. The earth is the centre of the universe. The sun and the 

stars go round it.’ 



Winston made another convulsive movement. This time he did not say anything. O’Brien continued as though 

answering a spoken objection: 

‘For certain purposes, of course, that is not true. When we navigate the ocean, or when we predict an eclipse, 

we often find it convenient to assume that the earth goes round the sun and that the stars are millions upon 

millions of kilometres away. But what of it? Do you suppose it is beyond us to produce a dual system of 

astronomy? The stars can be near or distant, according as we need them. Do you suppose our mathematicians 

are unequal to that? Have you forgotten doublethink?’ 

Winston shrank back upon the bed. Whatever he said, the swift answer crushed him like a bludgeon. And yet 

he knew, he KNEW, that he was in the right. The belief that nothing exists outside your own mind — surely 

there must be some way of demonstrating that it was false? Had it not been exposed long ago as a fallacy? 

There was even a name for it, which he had forgotten. A faint smile twitched the corners of O’Brien’s mouth 

as he looked down at him. 

‘I told you, Winston,’ he said, ‘that metaphysics is not your strong point. The word you are trying to think of is 

solipsism. But you are mistaken. This is not solipsism. Collective solipsism, if you like. But that is a different 

thing: in fact, the opposite thing. All this is a digression,’ he added in a different tone. ‘The real power, the 

power we have to fight for night and day, is not power over things, but over men.’ He paused, and for a 

moment assumed again his air of a schoolmaster questioning a promising pupil: ‘How does one man assert his 

power over another, Winston?’ 

Winston thought. ‘By making him suffer,’ he said. 

‘Exactly. By making him suffer. Obedience is not enough. Unless he is suffering, how can you be sure that he is 

obeying your will and not his own? Power is in inflicting pain and humiliation. Power is in tearing human minds 

to pieces and putting them together again in new shapes of your own choosing. Do you begin to see, then, 

what kind of world we are creating? It is the exact opposite of the stupid hedonistic Utopias that the old 

reformers imagined. A world of fear and treachery and torment, a world of trampling and being trampled 

upon, a world which will grow not less but MORE merciless as it refines itself. Progress in our world will be 

progress towards more pain. The old civilizations claimed that they were founded on love or justice. Ours is 

founded upon hatred. In our world there will be no emotions except fear, rage, triumph, and self-abasement. 

Everything else we shall destroy — everything. Already we are breaking down the habits of thought which 

have survived from before the Revolution. We have cut the links between child and parent, and between man 

and man, and between man and woman. No one dares trust a wife or a child or a friend any longer. But in the 

future there will be no wives and no friends. Children will be taken from their mothers at birth, as one takes 

eggs from a hen. The sex instinct will be eradicated. Procreation will be an annual formality like the renewal of 

a ration card. We shall abolish the orgasm. Our neurologists are at work upon it now. There will be no loyalty, 

except loyalty towards the Party. There will be no love, except the love of Big Brother. There will be no 

laughter, except the laugh of triumph over a defeated enemy. There will be no art, no literature, no science. 

When we are omnipotent we shall have no more need of science. There will be no distinction between beauty 

and ugliness. There will be no curiosity, no enjoyment of the process of life. All competing pleasures will be 

destroyed. But always — do not forget this, Winston — always there will be the intoxication of power, 

constantly increasing and constantly growing subtler. Always, at every moment, there will be the thrill of 



victory, the sensation of trampling on an enemy who is helpless. If you want a picture of the future, imagine a 

boot stamping on a human face — for ever.’ 

He paused as though he expected Winston to speak. Winston had tried to shrink back into the surface of the 

bed again. He could not say anything. His heart seemed to be frozen. O’Brien went on: 

‘And remember that it is for ever. The face will always be there to be stamped upon. The heretic, the enemy of 

society, will always be there, so that he can be defeated and humiliated over again. Everything that you have 

undergone since you have been in our hands — all that will continue, and worse. The espionage, the betrayals, 

the arrests, the tortures, the executions, the disappearances will never cease. It will be a world of terror as 

much as a world of triumph. The more the Party is powerful, the less it will be tolerant: the weaker the 

opposition, the tighter the despotism. Goldstein and his heresies will live for ever. Every day, at every 

moment, they will be defeated, discredited, ridiculed, spat upon and yet they will always survive. This drama 

that I have played out with you during seven years will be played out over and over again generation after 

generation, always in subtler forms. Always we shall have the heretic here at our mercy, screaming with pain, 

broken up, contemptible — and in the end utterly penitent, saved from himself, crawling to our feet of his 

own accord. That is the world that we are preparing, Winston. A world of victory after victory, triumph after 

triumph after triumph: an endless pressing, pressing, pressing upon the nerve of power. You are beginning, I 

can see, to realize what that world will be like. But in the end you will do more than understand it. You will 

accept it, welcome it, become part of it.’ 

Winston had recovered himself sufficiently to speak. ‘You can’t!’ he said weakly. 

‘What do you mean by that remark, Winston?’ 

‘You could not create such a world as you have just described. It is a dream. It is impossible.’ 

‘Why?’ 

‘It is impossible to found a civilization on fear and hatred and cruelty. It would never endure.’ 

‘Why not?’ 

‘It would have no vitality. It would disintegrate. It would commit suicide.’ 

‘Nonsense. You are under the impression that hatred is more exhausting than love. Why should it be? And if it 

were, what difference would that make? Suppose that we choose to wear ourselves out faster. Suppose that 

we quicken the tempo of human life till men are senile at thirty. Still what difference would it make? Can you 

not understand that the death of the individual is not death? The party is immortal.’ 

As usual, the voice had battered Winston into helplessness. Moreover he was in dread that if he persisted in 

his disagreement O’Brien would twist the dial again. And yet he could not keep silent. Feebly, without 

arguments, with nothing to support him except his inarticulate horror of what O’Brien had said, he returned to 

the attack. 

‘I don’t know — I don’t care. Somehow you will fail. Something will defeat you. Life will defeat you.’ 



‘We control life, Winston, at all its levels. You are imagining that there is something called human nature 

which will be outraged by what we do and will turn against us. But we create human nature. Men are infinitely 

malleable. Or perhaps you have returned to your old idea that the proletarians or the slaves will arise and 

overthrow us. Put it out of your mind. They are helpless, like the animals. Humanity is the Party. The others 

are outside — irrelevant.’ 

‘I don’t care. In the end they will beat you. Sooner or later they will see you for what you are, and then they 

will tear you to pieces.’ 

‘Do you see any evidence that that is happening? Or any reason why it should?’ 

‘No. I believe it. I KNOW that you will fail. There is something in the universe — I don’t know, some spirit, 

some principle — that you will never overcome.’ 

‘Do you believe in God, Winston?’ 

‘No.’ 

‘Then what is it, this principle that will defeat us?’ 

‘I don’t know. The spirit of Man.’ 

‘And do you consider yourself a man?’ 

‘Yes.’ 

‘If you are a man, Winston, you are the last man. Your kind is extinct; we are the inheritors. Do you understand 

that you are ALONE? You are outside history, you are non-existent.’ His manner changed and he said more 

harshly: ‘And you consider yourself morally superior to us, with our lies and our cruelty?’ 

‘Yes, I consider myself superior.’ 

O’Brien did not speak. Two other voices were speaking. After a moment Winston recognized one of them as 

his own. It was a sound-track of the conversation he had had with O’Brien, on the night when he had enrolled 

himself in the Brotherhood. He heard himself promising to lie, to steal, to forge, to murder, to encourage 

drug-taking and prostitution, to disseminate venereal diseases, to throw vitriol in a child’s face. O’Brien made 

a small impatient gesture, as though to say that the demonstration was hardly worth making. Then he turned 

a switch and the voices stopped. 

‘Get up from that bed,’ he said. 

The bonds had loosened themselves. Winston lowered himself to the floor and stood up unsteadily. 

‘You are the last man,’ said O’Brien. ‘You are the guardian of the human spirit. You shall see yourself as you 

are. Take off your clothes.’ 

Winston undid the bit of string that held his overalls together. The zip fastener had long since been wrenched 

out of them. He could not remember whether at any time since his arrest he had taken off all his clothes at 

one time. Beneath the overalls his body was looped with filthy yellowish rags, just recognizable as the 



remnants of underclothes. As he slid them to the ground he saw that there was a three-sided mirror at the far 

end of the room. He approached it, then stopped short. An involuntary cry had broken out of him. 

‘Go on,’ said O’Brien. ‘Stand between the wings of the mirror. You shall see the side view as well.’ 

He had stopped because he was frightened. A bowed, grey-coloured, skeleton-like thing was coming towards 

him. Its actual appearance was frightening, and not merely the fact that he knew it to be himself. He moved 

closer to the glass. The creature’s face seemed to be protruded, because of its bent carriage. A forlorn, 

jailbird’s face with a nobby forehead running back into a bald scalp, a crooked nose, and battered-looking 

cheekbones above which his eyes were fierce and watchful. The cheeks were seamed, the mouth had a 

drawn-in look. Certainly it was his own face, but it seemed to him that it had changed more than he had 

changed inside. The emotions it registered would be different from the ones he felt. He had gone partially 

bald. For the first moment he had thought that he had gone grey as well, but it was only the scalp that was 

grey. Except for his hands and a circle of his face, his body was grey all over with ancient, ingrained dirt. Here 

and there under the dirt there were the red scars of wounds, and near the ankle the varicose ulcer was an 

inflamed mass with flakes of skin peeling off it. But the truly frightening thing was the emaciation of his body. 

The barrel of the ribs was as narrow as that of a skeleton: the legs had shrunk so that the knees were thicker 

than the thighs. He saw now what O’Brien had meant about seeing the side view. The curvature of the spine 

was astonishing. The thin shoulders were hunched forward so as to make a cavity of the chest, the scraggy 

neck seemed to be bending double under the weight of the skull. At a guess he would have said that it was the 

body of a man of sixty, suffering from some malignant disease. 

‘You have thought sometimes,’ said O’Brien, ‘that my face — the face of a member of the Inner Party — looks 

old and worn. What do you think of your own face?’ 

He seized Winston’s shoulder and spun him round so that he was facing him. 

‘Look at the condition you are in!’ he said. ‘Look at this filthy grime all over your body. Look at the dirt 

between your toes. Look at that disgusting running sore on your leg. Do you know that you stink like a goat? 

Probably you have ceased to notice it. Look at your emaciation. Do you see? I can make my thumb and 

forefinger meet round your bicep. I could snap your neck like a carrot. Do you know that you have lost twenty-

five kilograms since you have been in our hands? Even your hair is coming out in handfuls. Look!’ He plucked 

at Winston’s head and brought away a tuft of hair. ‘Open your mouth. Nine, ten, eleven teeth left. How many 

had you when you came to us? And the few you have left are dropping out of your head. Look here!’ 

He seized one of Winston’s remaining front teeth between his powerful thumb and forefinger. A twinge of 

pain shot through Winston’s jaw. O’Brien had wrenched the loose tooth out by the roots. He tossed it across 

the cell. 

‘You are rotting away,’ he said; ‘you are falling to pieces. What are you? A bag of filth. Now turn around and 

look into that mirror again. Do you see that thing facing you? That is the last man. If you are human, that is 

humanity. Now put your clothes on again.’ 

Winston began to dress himself with slow stiff movements. Until now he had not seemed to notice how thin 

and weak he was. Only one thought stirred in his mind: that he must have been in this place longer than he 

had imagined. Then suddenly as he fixed the miserable rags round himself a feeling of pity for his ruined body 



overcame him. Before he knew what he was doing he had collapsed on to a small stool that stood beside the 

bed and burst into tears. He was aware of his ugliness, his gracelessness, a bundle of bones in filthy 

underclothes sitting weeping in the harsh white light: but he could not stop himself. O’Brien laid a hand on his 

shoulder, almost kindly. 

‘It will not last for ever,’ he said. ‘You can escape from it whenever you choose. Everything depends on 

yourself.’ 

‘You did it!’ sobbed Winston. ‘You reduced me to this state.’ 

‘No, Winston, you reduced yourself to it. This is what you accepted when you set yourself up against the Party. 

It was all contained in that first act. Nothing has happened that you did not foresee.’ 

He paused, and then went on: 

‘We have beaten you, Winston. We have broken you up. You have seen what your body is like. Your mind is in 

the same state. I do not think there can be much pride left in you. You have been kicked and flogged and 

insulted, you have screamed with pain, you have rolled on the floor in your own blood and vomit. You have 

whimpered for mercy, you have betrayed everybody and everything. Can you think of a single degradation 

that has not happened to you?’ 

Winston had stopped weeping, though the tears were still oozing out of his eyes. He looked up at O’Brien. 

‘I have not betrayed Julia,’ he said. 

O’Brien looked down at him thoughtfully. ‘No,’ he said; ‘no; that is perfectly true. You have not betrayed Julia.’ 

The peculiar reverence for O’Brien, which nothing seemed able to destroy, flooded Winston’s heart again. 

How intelligent, he thought, how intelligent! Never did O’Brien fail to understand what was said to him. 

Anyone else on earth would have answered promptly that he HAD betrayed Julia. For what was there that 

they had not screwed out of him under the torture? He had told them everything he knew about her, her 

habits, her character, her past life; he had confessed in the most trivial detail everything that had happened at 

their meetings, all that he had said to her and she to him, their black-market meals, their adulteries, their 

vague plottings against the Party — everything. And yet, in the sense in which he intended the word, he had 

not betrayed her. He had not stopped loving her; his feelings towards her had remained the same. O’Brien had 

seen what he meant without the need for explanation. 

‘Tell me,’ he said, ‘how soon will they shoot me?’ 

‘It might be a long time,’ said O’Brien. ‘You are a difficult case. But don’t give up hope. Everyone is cured 

sooner or later. In the end we shall shoot you.’ 

 

 

 

  



28. 

Brave New World by Aldous Huxley (1932) 

Chapter 1 "Manufactured Social Stability" 

A SQUAT grey building of only thirty-four stories. Over the main entrance the words, CENTRAL LONDON 

HATCHERY AND CONDITIONING CENTRE, and, in a shield, the World State's motto, COMMUNITY, IDENTITY, 

STABILITY. 

The enormous room on the ground floor faced towards the north. Cold for all the summer beyond the panes, 

for all the tropical heat of the room itself, a harsh thin light glared through the windows, hungrily seeking 

some draped lay figure, some pallid shape of academic goose-flesh, but finding only the glass and nickel and 

bleakly shining porcelain of a laboratory. Wintriness responded to wintriness. The overalls of the workers were 

white, their hands gloved with a pale corpse-coloured rubber. The light was frozen, dead, a ghost. Only from 

the yellow barrels of the microscopes did it borrow a certain rich and living substance, lying along the polished 

tubes like butter, streak after luscious streak in long recession down the work tables. 

"And this," said the Director opening the door, "is the Fertilizing Room." 

Bent over their instruments, three hundred Fertilizers were plunged, as the Director of Hatcheries and 

Conditioning entered the room, in the scarcely breathing silence, the absent-minded, soliloquizing hum or 

whistle, of absorbed concentration. A troop of newly arrived students, very young, pink and callow, followed 

nervously, rather abjectly, at the Director's heels. Each of them carried a notebook, in which, whenever the 

great man spoke, he desperately scribbled. Straight from the horse's mouth. It was a rare privilege. The D. H. 

C. for Central London always made a point of personally conducting his new students round the various 

departments. 

"Just to give you a general idea," he would explain to them. For of course some sort of general idea they must 

have, if they were to do their work intelligently--though as little of one, if they were to be good and happy 

members of society, as possible. For particulars, as every one knows, make for virtue and happiness; 

generalities are intellectually necessary evils. Not philosophers but fret-sawyers and stamp collectors compose 

the backbone of society. 

"To-morrow," he would add, smiling at them with a slightly menacing geniality, "you'll be settling down to 

serious work. You won't have time for generalities. Meanwhile ..." 

Meanwhile, it was a privilege. Straight from the horse's mouth into the notebook. The boys scribbled like mad. 

Tall and rather thin but upright, the Director advanced into the room. He had a long chin and big rather 

prominent teeth, just covered, when he was not talking, by his full, floridly curved lips. Old, young? Thirty? 

Fifty? Fifty-five? It was hard to say. And anyhow the question didn't arise; in this year of stability, A. F. 632, it 

didn't occur to you to ask it. 

"I shall begin at the beginning," said the D.H.C. and the more zealous students recorded his intention in their 

notebooks: Begin at the beginning. "These," he waved his hand, "are the incubators." And opening an 

insulated door he showed them racks upon racks of numbered test-tubes. "The week's supply of ova. Kept," 



he explained, "at blood heat; whereas the male gametes," and here he opened another door, "they have to be 

kept at thirty-five instead of thirty-seven. Full blood heat sterilizes." Rams wrapped in theremogene beget no 

lambs. 

Still leaning against the incubators he gave them, while the pencils scurried illegibly across the pages, a brief 

description of the modern fertilizing process; spoke first, of course, of its surgical introduction--"the operation 

undergone voluntarily for the good of Society, not to mention the fact that it carries a bonus amounting to six 

months' salary"; continued with some account of the technique for preserving the excised ovary alive and 

actively developing; passed on to a consideration of optimum temperature, salinity, viscosity; referred to the 

liquor in which the detached and ripened eggs were kept; and, leading his charges to the work tables, actually 

showed them how this liquor was drawn off from the test-tubes; how it was let out drop by drop onto the 

specially warmed slides of the microscopes; how the eggs which it contained were inspected for 

abnormalities, counted and transferred to a porous receptacle; how (and he now took them to watch the 

operation) this receptacle was immersed in a warm bouillon containing free-swimming spermatozoa--at a 

minimum concentration of one hundred thousand per cubic centimetre, he insisted; and how, after ten 

minutes, the container was lifted out of the liquor and its contents re-examined; how, if any of the eggs 

remained unfertilized, it was again immersed, and, if necessary, yet again; how the fertilized ova went back to 

the incubators; where the Alphas and Betas remained until definitely bottled; while the Gammas, Deltas and 

Epsilons were brought out again, after only thirty-six hours, to undergo Bokanovsky's Process. 

"Bokanovsky's Process," repeated the Director, and the students underlined the words in their little 

notebooks. 

One egg, one embryo, one adult-normality. But a bokanovskified egg will bud, will proliferate, will divide. From 

eight to ninety-six buds, and every bud will grow into a perfectly formed embryo, and every embryo into a full-

sized adult. Making ninety-six human beings grow where only one grew before. Progress. 

"Essentially," the D.H.C. concluded, "bokanovskification consists of a series of arrests of development. We 

check the normal growth and, paradoxically enough, the egg responds by budding." 

Responds by budding. The pencils were busy. 

He pointed. On a very slowly moving band a rack-full of test-tubes was entering a large metal box, another, 

rack-full was emerging. Machinery faintly purred. It took eight minutes for the tubes to go through, he told 

them. Eight minutes of hard X-rays being about as much as an egg can stand. A few died; of the rest, the least 

susceptible divided into two; most put out four buds; some eight; all were returned to the incubators, where 

the buds began to develop; then, after two days, were suddenly chilled, chilled and checked. Two, four, eight, 

the buds in their turn budded; and having budded were dosed almost to death with alcohol; consequently 

burgeoned again and having budded--bud out of bud out of bud--were thereafter--further arrest being 

generally fatal--left to develop in peace. By which time the original egg was in a fair way to becoming anything 

from eight to ninety-six embryos-- a prodigious improvement, you will agree, on nature. Identical twins--but 

not in piddling twos and threes as in the old viviparous days, when an egg would sometimes accidentally 

divide; actually by dozens, by scores at a time. 

 



"Scores," the Director repeated and flung out his arms, as though he were distributing largesse. "Scores." 

But one of the students was fool enough to ask where the advantage lay. 

"My good boy!" The Director wheeled sharply round on him. "Can't you see? Can't you see?" He raised a hand; 

his expression was solemn. "Bokanovsky's Process is one of the major instruments of social stability!" 

Major instruments of social stability. 

Standard men and women; in uniform batches. The whole of a small factory staffed with the products of a 

single bokanovskified egg. 

"Ninety-six identical twins working ninety-six identical machines!" The voice was almost tremulous with 

enthusiasm. "You really know where you are. For the first time in history." He quoted the planetary motto. 

"Community, Identity, Stability." Grand words. "If we could bokanovskify indefinitely the whole problem 

would be solved." 

Solved by standard Gammas, unvarying Deltas, uniform Epsilons. Millions of identical twins. The principle of 

mass production at last applied to biology. 

"But, alas," the Director shook his head, "we can't bokanovskify indefinitely." 

Ninety-six seemed to be the limit; seventy-two a good average. From the same ovary and with gametes of the 

same male to manufacture as many batches of identical twins as possible--that was the best (sadly a second 

best) that they could do. And even that was difficult. 

"For in nature it takes thirty years for two hundred eggs to reach maturity. But our business is to stabilize the 

population at this moment, here and now. Dribbling out twins over a quarter of a century--what would be the 

use of that?" 

Obviously, no use at all. But Podsnap's Technique had immensely accelerated the process of ripening. They 

could make sure of at least a hundred and fifty mature eggs within two years. Fertilize and bokanovskify--in 

other words, multiply by seventy-two--and you get an average of nearly eleven thousand brothers and sisters 

in a hundred and fifty batches of identical twins, all within two years of the same age. 

"And in exceptional cases we can make one ovary yield us over fifteen thousand adult individuals." 

Beckoning to a fair-haired, ruddy young man who happened to be passing at the moment. "Mr. Foster," he 

called. The ruddy young man approached. "Can you tell us the record for a single ovary, Mr. Foster?" 

"Sixteen thousand and twelve in this Centre," Mr. Foster replied without hesitation. He spoke very quickly, had 

a vivacious blue eye, and took an evident pleasure in quoting figures. "Sixteen thousand and twelve; in one 

hundred and eighty-nine batches of identicals. But of course they've done much better," he rattled on, "in 

some of the tropical Centres. Singapore has often produced over sixteen thousand five hundred; and 

Mombasa has actually touched the seventeen thousand mark. But then they have unfair advantages. You 

should see the way a negro ovary responds to pituitary! It's quite astonishing, when you're used to working 

with European material. Still," he added, with a laugh (but the light of combat was in his eyes and the lift of his 

chin was challenging), "still, we mean to beat them if we can. I'm working on a wonderful Delta-Minus ovary at 



this moment. Only just eighteen months old. Over twelve thousand seven hundred children already, either 

decanted or in embryo. And still going strong. We'll beat them yet." 

"That's the spirit I like!" cried the Director, and clapped Mr. Foster on the shoulder. "Come along with us, and 

give these boys the benefit of your expert knowledge." 

Mr. Foster smiled modestly. "With pleasure." They went. 

In the Bottling Room all was harmonious bustle and ordered activity. Flaps of fresh sow's peritoneum ready 

cut to the proper size came shooting up in little lifts from the Organ Store in the sub-basement. Whizz and 

then, click! the lift-hatches hew open; the bottle-liner had only to reach out a hand, take the flap, insert, 

smooth-down, and before the lined bottle had had time to travel out of reach along the endless band, whizz, 

click! another flap of peritoneum had shot up from the depths, ready to be slipped into yet another bottle, the 

next of that slow interminable procession on the band. 

Next to the Liners stood the Matriculators. The procession advanced; one by one the eggs were transferred 

from their test-tubes to the larger containers; deftly the peritoneal lining was slit, the morula dropped into 

place, the saline solution poured in ... and already the bottle had passed, and it was the turn of the labellers. 

Heredity, date of fertilization, membership of Bokanovsky Group--details were transferred from test-tube to 

bottle. No longer anonymous, but named, identified, the procession marched slowly on; on through an 

opening in the wall, slowly on into the Social Predestination Room. 

"Eighty-eight cubic metres of card-index," said Mr. Foster with relish, as they entered. 

"Containing all the relevant information," added the Director. 

"Brought up to date every morning." 

"And co-ordinated every afternoon." 

"On the basis of which they make their calculations." 

"So many individuals, of such and such quality," said Mr. Foster. 

"Distributed in such and such quantities." 

"The optimum Decanting Rate at any given moment." 

"Unforeseen wastages promptly made good." 

"Promptly," repeated Mr. Foster. "If you knew the amount of overtime I had to put in after the last Japanese 

earthquake!" He laughed goodhumouredly and shook his head. 

"The Predestinators send in their figures to the Fertilizers." 

"Who give them the embryos they ask for." 

"And the bottles come in here to be predestined in detail." 

"After which they are sent down to the Embryo Store." 



"Where we now proceed ourselves." 

And opening a door Mr. Foster led the way down a staircase into the basement. 

The temperature was still tropical. They descended into a thickening twilight. Two doors and a passage with a 

double turn insured the cellar against any possible infiltration of the day. 

"Embryos are like photograph film," said Mr. Foster waggishly, as he pushed open the second door. "They can 

only stand red light." 

And in effect the sultry darkness into which the students now followed him was visible and crimson, like the 

darkness of closed eyes on a summer's afternoon. The bulging flanks of row on receding row and tier above 

tier of bottles glinted with innumerable rubies, and among the rubies moved the dim red spectres of men and 

women with purple eyes and all the symptoms of lupus. The hum and rattle of machinery faintly stirred the 

air. 

"Give them a few figures, Mr. Foster," said the Director, who was tired of talking. 

Mr. Foster was only too happy to give them a few figures. 

Two hundred and twenty metres long, two hundred wide, ten high. He pointed upwards. Like chickens 

drinking, the students lifted their eyes towards the distant ceiling. 

Three tiers of racks: ground floor level, first gallery, second gallery. 

The spidery steel-work of gallery above gallery faded away in all directions into the dark. Near them three red 

ghosts were busily unloading demijohns from a moving staircase. 

The escalator from the Social Predestination Room. 

Each bottle could be placed on one of fifteen racks, each rack, though you couldn't see it, was a conveyor 

traveling at the rate of thirty-three and a third centimetres an hour. Two hundred and sixty-seven days at 

eight metres a day. Two thousand one hundred and thirty-six metres in all. One circuit of the cellar at ground 

level, one on the first gallery, half on the second, and on the two hundred and sixty-seventh morning, daylight 

in the Decanting Room. Independent existence--so called. 

"But in the interval," Mr. Foster concluded, "we've managed to do a lot to them. Oh, a very great deal." His 

laugh was knowing and triumphant. 

"That's the spirit I like," said the Director once more. "Let's walk around. You tell them everything, Mr. Foster." 

Mr. Foster duly told them. 

Told them of the growing embryo on its bed of peritoneum. Made them taste the rich blood surrogate on 

which it fed. Explained why it had to be stimulated with placentin and thyroxin. Told them of the corpus 

luteum extract. Showed them the jets through which at every twelfth metre from zero to 2040 it was 

automatically injected. Spoke of those gradually increasing doses of pituitary administered during the final 

ninety-six metres of their course. Described the artificial maternal circulation installed in every bottle at Metre 



112; showed them the reservoir of blood-surrogate, the centrifugal pump that kept the liquid moving over the 

placenta and drove it through the synthetic lung and waste product filter. Referred to the embryo's 

troublesome tendency to anaemia, to the massive doses of hog's stomach extract and foetal foal's liver with 

which, in consequence, it had to be supplied. 

Showed them the simple mechanism by means of which, during the last two metres out of every eight, all the 

embryos were simultaneously shaken into familiarity with movement. Hinted at the gravity of the so-called 

"trauma of decanting," and enumerated the precautions taken to minimize, by a suitable training of the 

bottled embryo, that dangerous shock. Told them of the test for sex carried out in the neighborhood of Metre 

200. Explained the system of labelling--a T for the males, a circle for the females and for those who were 

destined to become freemartins a question mark, black on a white ground. 

"For of course," said Mr. Foster, "in the vast majority of cases, fertility is merely a nuisance. One fertile ovary 

in twelve hundred--that would really be quite sufficient for our purposes. But we want to have a good choice. 

And of course one must always have an enormous margin of safety. So we allow as many as thirty per cent of 

the female embryos to develop normally. The others get a dose of male sex-hormone every twenty-four 

metres for the rest of the course. Result: they're decanted as freemartins--structurally quite normal (except," 

he had to admit, "that they do have the slightest tendency to grow beards), but sterile. Guaranteed sterile. 

Which brings us at last," continued Mr. Foster, "out of the realm of mere slavish imitation of nature into the 

much more interesting world of human invention." 

He rubbed his hands. For of course, they didn't content themselves with merely hatching out embryos: any 

cow could do that. 

"We also predestine and condition. We decant our babies as socialized human beings, as Alphas or Epsilons, as 

future sewage workers or future ..." He was going to say "future World controllers," but correcting himself, 

said "future Directors of Hatcheries," instead. 

The D.H.C. acknowledged the compliment with a smile. 

They were passing Metre 320 on Rack 11. A young Beta-Minus mechanic was busy with screw-driver and 

spanner on the blood-surrogate pump of a passing bottle. The hum of the electric motor deepened by 

fractions of a tone as he turned the nuts. Down, down ... A final twist, a glance at the revolution counter, and 

he was done. He moved two paces down the line and began the same process on the next pump. 

"Reducing the number of revolutions per minute," Mr. Foster explained. "The surrogate goes round slower; 

therefore passes through the lung at longer intervals; therefore gives the embryo less oxygen. Nothing like 

oxygen-shortage for keeping an embryo below par." Again he rubbed his hands. 

"But why do you want to keep the embryo below par?" asked an ingenuous student. 

"Ass!" said the Director, breaking a long silence. "Hasn't it occurred to you that an Epsilon embryo must have 

an Epsilon environment as well as an Epsilon heredity?" 

It evidently hadn't occurred to him. He was covered with confusion. 



"The lower the caste," said Mr. Foster, "the shorter the oxygen." The first organ affected was the brain. After 

that the skeleton. At seventy per cent of normal oxygen you got dwarfs. At less than seventy eyeless monsters. 

"Who are no use at all," concluded Mr. Foster. 

Whereas (his voice became confidential and eager), if they could discover a technique for shortening the 

period of maturation what a triumph, what a benefaction to Society! 

"Consider the horse." 

They considered it. 

Mature at six; the elephant at ten. While at thirteen a man is not yet sexually mature; and is only full-grown at 

twenty. Hence, of course, that fruit of delayed development, the human intelligence. 

"But in Epsilons," said Mr. Foster very justly, "we don't need human intelligence." 

Didn't need and didn't get it. But though the Epsilon mind was mature at ten, the Epsilon body was not fit to 

work till eighteen. Long years of superfluous and wasted immaturity. If the physical development could be 

speeded up till it was as quick, say, as a cow's, what an enormous saving to the Community! 

"Enormous!" murmured the students. Mr. Foster's enthusiasm was infectious. 

He became rather technical; spoke of the abnormal endocrine co-ordination which made men grow so slowly; 

postulated a germinal mutation to account for it. Could the effects of this germinal mutation be undone? 

Could the individual Epsilon embryo be made a revert, by a suitable technique, to the normality of dogs and 

cows? That was the problem. And it was all but solved. 

Pilkington, at Mombasa, had produced individuals who were sexually mature at four and full-grown at six and 

a half. A scientific triumph. But socially useless. Six-year-old men and women were too stupid to do even 

Epsilon work. And the process was an all-or-nothing one; either you failed to modify at all, or else you 

modified the whole way. They were still trying to find the ideal compromise between adults of twenty and 

adults of six. So far without success. Mr. Foster sighed and shook his head. 

Their wanderings through the crimson twilight had brought them to the neighborhood of Metre 170 on Rack 

9. From this point onwards Rack 9 was enclosed and the bottle performed the remainder of their journey in a 

kind of tunnel, interrupted here and there by openings two or three metres wide. 

"Heat conditioning," said Mr. Foster. 

Hot tunnels alternated with cool tunnels. Coolness was wedded to discomfort in the form of hard X-rays. By 

the time they were decanted the embryos had a horror of cold. They were predestined to emigrate to the 

tropics, to be miner and acetate silk spinners and steel workers. Later on their minds would be made to 

endorse the judgment of their bodies. "We condition them to thrive on heat," concluded Mr. Foster. "Our 

colleagues upstairs will teach them to love it." 

"And that," put in the Director sententiously, "that is the secret of happiness and virtue--liking what you've got 

to do. All conditioning aims at that: making people like their unescapable social destiny." 



In a gap between two tunnels, a nurse was delicately probing with a long fine syringe into the gelatinous 

contents of a passing bottle. The students and their guides stood watching her for a few moments in silence. 

"Well, Lenina," said Mr. Foster, when at last she withdrew the syringe and straightened herself up. 

The girl turned with a start. One could see that, for all the lupus and the purple eyes, she was uncommonly 

pretty. 

"Henry!" Her smile flashed redly at him--a row of coral teeth. 

"Charming, charming," murmured the Director and, giving her two or three little pats, received in exchange a 

rather deferential smile for himself. 

"What are you giving them?" asked Mr. Foster, making his tone very professional. 

"Oh, the usual typhoid and sleeping sickness." 

"Tropical workers start being inoculated at Metre 150," Mr. Foster explained to the students. "The embryos 

still have gills. We immunize the fish against the future man's diseases." Then, turning back to Lenina, "Ten to 

five on the roof this afternoon," he said, "as usual." 

"Charming," said the Director once more, and, with a final pat, moved away after the others. 

On Rack 10 rows of next generation's chemical workers were being trained in the toleration of lead, caustic 

soda, tar, chlorine. The first of a batch of two hundred and fifty embryonic rocket-plane engineers was just 

passing the eleven hundred metre mark on Rack 3. A special mechanism kept their containers in constant 

rotation. "To improve their sense of balance," Mr. Foster explained. "Doing repairs on the outside of a rocket 

in mid-air is a ticklish job. We slacken off the circulation when they're right way up, so that they're half 

starved, and double the flow of surrogate when they're upside down. They learn to associate topsy-turvydom 

with well-being; in fact, they're only truly happy when they're standing on their heads. 

"And now," Mr. Foster went on, "I'd like to show you some very interesting conditioning for Alpha Plus 

Intellectuals. We have a big batch of them on Rack 5. First Gallery level," he called to two boys who had 

started to go down to the ground floor. 

"They're round about Metre 900," he explained. "You can't really do any useful intellectual conditioning till the 

foetuses have lost their tails. Follow me." 

But the Director had looked at his watch. "Ten to three," he said. "No time for the intellectual embryos, I'm 

afraid. We must go up to the Nurseries before the children have finished their afternoon sleep." 

Mr. Foster was disappointed. "At least one glance at the Decanting Room," he pleaded. 

"Very well then." The Director smiled indulgently. "Just one glance." 

 

 



29. 

Fahrenheit 451 by Ray Bradbury (1953) 

Pages 24-30: Montag's History Lesson 

"Some of the best ever." 

"Who?". 

"Oh, you know, the bunch." 

"Yes, the bunch, the bunch, the bunch." He pressed at the pain in his eyes and suddenly the 

odour of kerosene made him vomit. 

Mildred came in, humming. She was surprised. "Why'd you do that?" 

He looked with dismay at the floor. "We burned an old woman with her books." 

"It's a good thing the rug's washable." She fetched a mop and worked on it. "I went to Helen's 

last night." 

"Couldn't you get the shows in your own parlour?" 

"Sure, but it's nice visiting." 

She went out into the parlour. He heard her singing. 

"Mildred?" he called. 

She returned, singing, snapping her fingers softly. 

"Aren't you going to ask me about last night?" he said. 

"What about it?" 

"We burned a thousand books. We burned a woman." 

"Well?" 

The parlour was exploding with sound. 

"We burned copies of Dante and Swift and Marcus Aurelius." 

"Wasn't he a European?" 

"Something like that." 

"Wasn't he a radical?" 

"I never read him." 



"He was a radical." Mildred fiddled with the telephone. "You don't expect me to call Captain 

Beatty, do you?" 

"You must! " 

"Don't shout!" 

"I wasn't shouting." He was up in bed, suddenly, enraged and flushed, shaking. The parlour 

roared in the hot air. "I can't call him. I can't tell him I'm sick." 

"Why?" 

Because you're afraid, he thought. A child feigning illness, afraid to call because after a 

moment's discussion, the conversation would run so: "Yes, Captain, I feel better already. I'll be 

in at ten o'clock tonight." 

"You're not sick," said Mildred. 

Montag fell back in bed. He reached under his pillow. The hidden book was still there. 

"Mildred, how would it be if, well, maybe, I quit my job awhile?" 

"You want to give up everything? After all these years of working, because, one night, some 

woman and her books--" 

"You should have seen her, Millie! " 

"She's nothing to me; she shouldn't have had books. It was her responsibility, she should have 

thought of that. I hate her. She's got you going and next thing you know we'll be out, no house, 

no job, nothing." 

"You weren't there, you didn't see," he said. "There must be something in books, things we can't 

imagine, to make a woman stay in a burning house; there must be something there. You don't 

stay for nothing."  

"She was simple-minded." 

"She was as rational as you and I, more so perhaps, and we burned her." 

"That's water under the bridge." 

"No, not water; fire. You ever seen a burned house? It smoulders for days. Well, this fire'll last 

me the rest of my life. God! I've been trying to put it out, in my mind, all night. I'm crazy with 



trying." 

"You should have thought of that before becoming a fireman." 

"Thought! " he said. "Was I given a choice? My grandfather and father were firemen. In my 

sleep, I ran after them." 

The parlour was playing a dance tune. 

"This is the day you go on the early shift," said Mildred. "You should have gone two hours ago. I 

just noticed." 

"It's not just the woman that died," said Montag. "Last night I thought about all the kerosene I've 

used in the past ten years. And I thought about books. And for the first time I realized that a man 

was behind each one of the books. A man had to think them up. A man had to take a long time to 

put them down on paper. And I'd never even thought that thought before." He got out of bed. 

"It took some man a lifetime maybe to put some of his thoughts down, looking around at the 

world and life, and then I came along in two minutes and boom! it's all over." 

"Let me alone," said Mildred. "I didn't do anything." 

"Let you alone! That's all very well, but how can I leave myself alone? We need not to be let 

alone. We need to be really bothered once in a while. How long is it since you were really 

bothered? About something important, about something real?" 

And then he shut up, for he remembered last week and the two white stones staring up at the 

ceiling and the pump-snake with the probing eye and the two soap-faced men with the cigarettes 

moving in their mouths when they talked. But that was another Mildred, that was a Mildred so 

deep inside this one, and so bothered, really bothered, that the two women had never met. He 

turned away. 

Mildred said, "Well, now you've done it. Out front of the house. Look who's here.". 

"I don't care." 

"There's a Phoenix car just driven up and a man in a black shirt with an orange snake stitched on 

his arm coming up the front walk." 

"Captain Beauty?" he said, 



"Captain Beatty." 

Montag did not move, but stood looking into the cold whiteness of the wall immediately before 

him. 

"Go let him in, will you? Tell him I'm sick." 

"Tell him yourself!" She ran a few steps this way, a few steps that, and stopped, eyes wide, when 

the front door speaker called her name, softly, softly, Mrs. Montag, Mrs. Montag, someone here, 

someone here, Mrs. Montag, Mrs. Montag, someone's here. Fading. 

Montag made sure the book was well hidden behind the pillow, climbed slowly back into bed, 

arranged the covers over his knees and across his chest, half-sitting, and after a while Mildred 

moved and went out of the room and Captain Beatty strolled in, his hands in his pockets. 

"Shut the 'relatives' up," said Beatty, looking around at everything except Montag and his wife. 

This time, Mildred ran. The yammering voices stopped yelling in the parlour.  

Captain Beatty sat down in the most comfortable chair with a peaceful look on his ruddy face. 

He took time to prepare and light his brass pipe and puff out a great smoke cloud. "Just thought 

I'd come by and see how the sick man is." 

"How'd you guess?" 

Beatty smiled his smile which showed the candy pinkness of his gums and the tiny candy 

whiteness of his teeth. "I've seen it all. You were going to call for a night off." 

Montag sat in bed. 

"Well," said Beatty, "take the night off!" He examined his eternal matchbox, the lid of which 

said GUARANTEED: ONE MILLION LIGHTS IN THIS IGNITER, and began to strike the 

chemical match abstractedly, blow out, strike, blow out, strike, speak a few words, blow out. He 

looked at the flame. He blew, he looked at the smoke. "When will you be well?" 

"Tomorrow. The next day maybe. First of the week." 

Beatty puffed his pipe. "Every fireman, sooner or later, hits this. They only need understanding, 

to know how the wheels run. Need to know the history of our profession. They don't feed it to 

rookies like they used to. Damn shame." Puff. "Only fire chiefs remember it now." Puff. "I'll let 



you in on it." 

Mildred fidgeted. 

Beatty took a full minute to settle himself in and think back for what he wanted to say. 

"When did it all start, you ask, this job of ours, how did it come about, where, when? Well, I'd 

say it really got started around about a thing called the Civil War. Even though our rule-book 

claims it was founded earlier. The fact is we didn't get along well until photography came into its 

own. Then--motion pictures in the early twentieth century. Radio. Television. Things began to 

have mass." 

Montag sat in bed, not moving. 

"And because they had mass, they became simpler," said Beatty. "Once, books appealed to a few 

people, here, there, everywhere. They could afford to be different. The world was roomy. But 

then the world got full of eyes and elbows and mouths. Double, triple, quadruple population. 

Films and radios, magazines, books levelled down to a sort of paste pudding norm, do you 

follow me?" 

"I think so." 

Beatty peered at the smoke pattern he had put out on the air. "Picture it. Nineteenth-century man 

with his horses, dogs, carts, slow motion. Then, in the twentieth century, speed up your camera. 

Books cut shorter. Condensations, Digests. Tabloids. Everything boils down to the gag, the snap 

ending." 

"Snap ending." Mildred nodded. 

"Classics cut to fit fifteen-minute radio shows, then cut again to fill a two-minute book column, 

winding up at last as a ten- or twelve-line dictionary resume. I exaggerate, of course. The 

dictionaries were for reference. But many were those whose sole knowledge of Hamlet (you 

know the title certainly, Montag; it is probably only a faint rumour of a title to you, Mrs. 

Montag) whose sole knowledge, as I say, of Hamlet was a one-page digest in a book that 

claimed: 'now at least you can read all the classics; keep up with your neighbours.' Do you see? 

Out of the nursery into the college and back to the nursery; there's your intellectual pattern for 



the past five centuries or more." 

Mildred arose and began to move around the room, picking things up and putting them down. 

Beatty ignored her and continued  

"Speed up the film, Montag, quick. Click? Pic? Look, Eye, Now, Flick, Here, There, Swift, Pace, 

Up, Down, In, Out, Why, How, Who, What, Where, Eh? Uh! Bang! Smack! Wallop, Bing, 

Bong, Boom! Digest-digests, digest-digest-digests. Politics? One column, two sentences, a 

headline! Then, in mid-air, all vanishes! Whirl man's mind around about so fast under the 

pumping hands of publishers, exploiters, broadcasters, that the centrifuge flings off all 

unnecessary, time-wasting thought!" 

Mildred smoothed the bedclothes. Montag felt his heart jump and jump again as she patted his 

pillow. Right now she was pulling at his shoulder to try to get him to move so she could take the 

pillow out and fix it nicely and put it back. And perhaps cry out and stare or simply reach down 

her hand and say, "What's this?" and hold up the hidden book with touching innocence. 

"School is shortened, discipline relaxed, philosophies, histories, languages dropped, English and 

spelling gradually neglected, finally almost completely ignored. Life is immediate, the job 

counts, pleasure lies all about after work. Why learn anything save pressing buttons, pulling 

switches, fitting nuts and bolts?" 

"Let me fix your pillow," said Mildred. 

"No! " whispered Montag, 

"The zipper displaces the button and a man lacks just that much time to think while dressing at. 

dawn, a philosophical hour, and thus a melancholy hour." 

Mildred said, "Here." 

"Get away," said Montag. 

"Life becomes one big pratfall, Montag; everything bang; boff, and wow!" 

"Wow," said Mildred, yanking at the pillow. 

"For God's sake, let me be!" cried Montag passionately. 

Beatty opened his eyes wide. 



Mildred's hand had frozen behind the pillow. Her fingers were tracing the book's outline and as 

the shape became familiar her face looked surprised and then stunned. Her mouth opened to ask 

a question . . . 

"Empty the theatres save for clowns and furnish the rooms with glass walls and pretty colours 

running up and down the walls like confetti or blood or sherry or sauterne. You like baseball, 

don't you, Montag?" 

"Baseball's a fine game." 

Now Beatty was almost invisible, a voice somewhere behind a screen of smoke 

"What's this?" asked Mildred, almost with delight. Montag heaved back against her arms. 

"What's this here?" 

"Sit down!" Montag shouted. She jumped away, her hands empty. "We're talking ! " 

Beatty went on as if nothing had happened. "You like bowling, don't you, Montag?" 

"Bowling, yes." 

"And golf?" 

"Golf is a fine game." 

"Basketball?" 

"A fine game.". 

 "Billiards, pool? Football?" 

"Fine games, all of them." 

"More sports for everyone, group spirit, fun, and you don't have to think, eh? Organize and 

organize and superorganize super-super sports. More cartoons in books. More pictures. The mind 

drinks less and less. Impatience. Highways full of crowds going somewhere, somewhere,  

somewhere, nowhere. The gasoline refugee. Towns turn into motels, people in nomadic surges 

from place to place, following the moon tides, living tonight in the room where you slept this 

noon and I the night before." 

Mildred went out of the room and slammed the door. The parlour "aunts" began to laugh at the 

parlour "uncles.", 



"Now let's take up the minorities in our civilization, shall we? Bigger the population, the more 

minorities. Don't step on the toes of the dog?lovers, the cat?lovers, doctors, lawyers, merchants, 

chiefs, Mormons, Baptists, Unitarians, second?generation Chinese, Swedes, Italians, Germans, 

Texans, Brooklynites, Irishmen, people from Oregon or Mexico. The people in this book, this 

play, this TV serial are not meant to represent any actual painters, cartographers, mechanics 

anywhere. The bigger your market, Montag, the less you handle controversy, remember that! All 

the minor minor minorities with their navels to be kept clean. Authors, full of evil thoughts, lock 

up your typewriters. They did. Magazines became a nice blend of vanilla tapioca. Books, so the 

damned snobbish critics said, were dishwater. No wonder books stopped selling, the critics said. 

But the public, knowing what it wanted, spinning happily, let the comic?books survive. And the 

three?dimensional sex?magazines, of course. There you have it, Montag. It didn't come from the 

Government down. There was no dictum, no declaration, no censorship, to start with, no! 

Technology, mass exploitation, and minority pressure carried the trick, thank God. Today, thanks 

to them, you can stay happy all the time, you are allowed to read comics, the good old 

confessions, or trade?journals." 

"Yes, but what about the firemen, then?" asked Montag. 

"Ah." Beatty leaned forward in the faint mist of smoke from his pipe. "What more easily 

explained and natural? With school turning out more runners, jumpers, racers, tinkerers, 

grabbers, snatchers, fliers, and swimmers instead of examiners, critics, knowers, and imaginative 

creators, the word `intellectual,' of course, became the swear word it deserved to be. You always 

dread the unfamiliar. Surely you remember the boy in your own school class who was 

exceptionally 'bright,' did most of the reciting and answering while the others sat like so many 

leaden idols, hating him. And wasn't it this bright boy you selected for beatings and tortures after 

hours? Of course it was. We must all be alike. Not everyone born free and equal, as the 

Constitution says, but everyone made equal. Each man the image of every other; then all are 

happy, for there are no mountains to make them cower, to judge themselves against. So! A book 

is a loaded gun in the house next door. Burn it. Take the shot from the weapon. Breach man's 



mind. Who knows who might be the target of the well?read man? Me? I won't stomach them for 

a minute. And so when houses were finally fireproofed completely, all over the world (you were 

correct in your assumption the other night) there was no longer need of firemen for the old 

purposes. They were given the new job, as custodians of our peace of mind, the focus of our 

understandable and rightful dread of being inferior; official censors, judges, and executors. That's 

you, Montag, and that's me." 

The door to the parlour opened and Mildred stood there looking in at them, looking at Beatty and 

then at Montag. Behind her the walls of the room were flooded with green and yellow and 

orange fireworks sizzling and bursting to some music composed almost completely of 

trap?drums, tom?toms, and cymbals. Her mouth moved and she was saying something but the 

sound covered it. 

Beatty knocked his pipe into the palm of his pink hand, studied the ashes as if they were a 

symbol to be diagnosed and searched for meaning.  

"You must understand that our civilization is so vast that we can't have our minorities upset and 

stirred. Ask yourself, What do we want in this country, above all? People want to be happy, isn't 

that right? Haven't you heard it all your life? I want to be happy, people say. Well, aren't they? 

Don't we keep them moving, don't we give them fun? That's all we live for, isn't it? For pleasure, 

for titillation? And you must admit our culture provides plenty of these." 

"Yes." 

Montag could lip?read what Mildred was saying in the doorway. He tried not to look at her 

mouth, because then Beatty might turn and read what was there, too. 

"Coloured people don't like Little Black Sambo. Burn it. White people don't feel good about 

Uncle Tom's Cabin. Burn it. Someone's written a book on tobacco and cancer of the lungs? The 

cigarette people are weeping? Bum the book. Serenity, Montag. Peace, Montag. Take your fight 

outside. Better yet, into the incinerator. Funerals are unhappy and pagan? Eliminate them, too. 

Five minutes after a person is dead he's on his way to the Big Flue, the Incinerators serviced by 

helicopters all over the country. Ten minutes after death a man's a speck of black dust. Let's not 



quibble over individuals with memoriams. Forget them. Burn them all, burn everything. Fire is 

bright and fire is clean." 

The fireworks died in the parlour behind Mildred. She had stopped talking at the same time; a 

miraculous coincidence. Montag held his breath. 

"There was a girl next door," he said, slowly. "She's gone now, I think, dead. I can't even 

remember her face. But she was different. How?how did she happen?" 

Beatty smiled. "Here or there, that's bound to occur. Clarisse McClellan? We've a record on her 

family. We've watched them carefully. Heredity and environment are funny things. You can't rid 

yourselves of all the odd ducks in just a few years. The home environment can undo a lot you try 

to do at school. That's why we've lowered the kindergarten age year after year until now we're 

almost snatching them from the cradle. We had some false alarms on the McClellans, when they 

lived in Chicago. Never found a book. Uncle had a mixed record; anti?social. The girl? She was 

a time bomb. The family had been feeding her subconscious, I'm sure, from what I saw of her 

school record. She didn't want to know how a thing was done, but why. That can be 

embarrassing. You ask Why to a lot of things and you wind up very unhappy indeed, if you keep 

at it. The poor girl's better off dead." 

"Yes, dead." 

"Luckily, queer ones like her don't happen, often. We know how to nip most of them in the bud, 

early. You can't build a house without nails and wood. If you don't want a house built, hide the 

nails and wood. If you don't want a man unhappy politically, don't give him two sides to a 

question to worry him; give him one. Better yet, give him none. Let him forget there is such a 

thing as war. If the Government is inefficient, top?heavy, and tax?mad, better it be all those than 

that people worry over it. Peace, Montag. Give the people contests they win by remembering the 

words to more popular songs or the names of state capitals or how much corn Iowa grew last 

year. Cram them full of non?combustible data, chock them so damned full of 'facts' they feel 

stuffed, but absolutely `brilliant' with information. Then they'll feel they're thinking, they'll get a 

sense of motion without moving. And they'll be happy, because facts of that sort don't change. 



Don't give them any slippery stuff like philosophy or sociology to tie things up with. That way 

lies melancholy. Any man who can take a TV wall apart and put it back together again, and most 

men can nowadays, is happier than any man who tries to slide?rule, measure, and equate the 

universe, which just won't be measured or equated without making man feel bestial and lonely. I 

know, I've tried it; to hell with it. So bring on your clubs and parties, your acrobats and  

magicians, your dare-devils, jet cars, motor?cycle helicopters, your sex and heroin, more of 

everything to do with automatic reflex. If the drama is bad, if the film says nothing, if the play is 

hollow, sting me with the theremin, loudly. I'll think I'm responding to the play, when it's only a 

tactile reaction to vibration. But I don't care. I just like solid entertainment." 

Beatty got up. "I must be going. Lecture's over. I hope I've clarified things. The important thing 

for you to remember, Montag, is we're the Happiness Boys, the Dixie Duo, you and I and the 

others. We stand against the small tide of those who want to make everyone unhappy with 

conflicting theory and thought. We have our fingers in the dyke. Hold steady. Don't let the 

torrent of melancholy and drear philosophy drown our world. We depend on you. I don't think 

you realize how important you are, to our happy world as it stands now." 

Beatty shook Montag's limp hand. Montag still sat, as if the house were collapsing about him and 

he could not move, in the bed. Mildred had vanished from the door. 

"One last thing," said Beatty. "At least once in his career, every fireman gets an itch. What do the 

books say, he wonders. Oh, to scratch that itch, eh? Well, Montag, take my word for it, I've had 

to read a few in my time, to know what I was about, and the books say nothing! Nothing you can 

teach or believe. They're about non?existent people, figments of imagination, if they're fiction. 

And if they're non?fiction, it's worse, one professor calling another an idiot, one philosopher 

screaming down another's gullet. All of them running about, putting out the stars and 

extinguishing the sun. You come away lost." 

"Well, then, what if a fireman accidentally, really not, intending anything, takes a book home 

with him?" 

Montag twitched. The open door looked at him with its great vacant eye. 



"A natural error. Curiosity alone," said Beatty. "We don't get over?anxious or mad. We let the 

fireman keep the book twenty?four hours. If he hasn't burned it by then, we simply come and 

burn it for him." 

"Of course." Montag's mouth was dry. 

"Well, Montag. Will you take another, later shift, today? Will we see you tonight perhaps?" 

"I don't know," said Montag. 

"What?" Beatty looked faintly surprised. 

Montag shut his eyes. "I'll be in later. Maybe." 

"We'd certainly miss you if you didn't show," said Beatty, putting his pipe in his pocket 

thoughtfully. 

I'll never come in again, thought Montag. 

"Get well and keep well," said Beatty. 

He turned and went out through the open door. 

Montag watched through the window as Beatty drove away in his gleaming 

yellow?flame?coloured beetle with the black, char?coloured tyres. 

Across the street and down the way the other houses stood with their flat fronts. What was it 

Clarisse had said one afternoon? "No front porches. My uncle says there used to be front 

porches. And people sat there sometimes at night, talking when they wanted to talk, rocking, and 

not talking when they didn't want to talk. Sometimes they just sat there and thought about things, 

turned things over. My uncle says the architects got rid of the front porches because they didn't 

look well. But my uncle says that was merely rationalizing it; the real reason, hidden underneath, 

might be they didn't want people sitting like that, doing nothing, rocking, talking; that was the 

wrong kind of social life. People talked too much. And they had time to think. So they ran off 

with the porches. And the gardens, too. Not many gardens any more to sit around in. And look at 

 

 

 



30. 

Meditations by Marcus Aurelius (161 to 180 AD) 

Book II, sections 1, & 11-17-"opposition and cooperation", "life, death and nature" 

Book III, sections 2, & 6-7, "nature and beauty", "priorities" 

BOOK II 

1. Say thus to thyself every morning: to day I may have to do with some intermeddler in other mens affairs, 

with an ungrateful man; an insolent, or a crafty, or an envious, or an unsociable selfish man. These bad 

qualities have befallen them through their ignorance of what things are truly good or evil. But I have fully 

comprehended the nature of good, as* only what is beautiful and honourable; and of evil, that it is always 

deformed and shameful; and the nature of those persons too † who mistake their aim; that they are my 

kinsmen, by partaking, not of the same blood or seed, but of the same ‡ intelligent divine part; and that I 

cannot be [63] hurt by any of them, since none of them can involve me in any thing dishonourable or 

deformed. I cannot be angry at my kinsmen, or hate them. We were formed by nature for mutual assistance, 

as the two feet, the hands, the eye-lids, the upper and lower rows of teeth. Opposition to each other is 

contrary to nature: All anger and aversion is an opposition. 

11. Undertake each action as one aware he may next moment depart out of life. To depart from men, if there 

be really Gods, can have nothing terrible in it. The Gods will involve you in no evil. If there are no Gods, or, if 

they have no regard to human affairs, why should I desire to live in a world without Gods, and without 

providence? But Gods there are, undoubtedly, and they regard human affairs; and have put it wholly in our 

power, that [69] we should not fall into what is * truly evil. Were there any real evil in other things, they would 

have also put it in the power of man to have avoided them altogether. But how can that which makes not one 

a worse man, be said to make a man’s life worse? And it could neither be from any ignorance, or want of 

power, to prevent or rectify them, when it knew them, that the nature presiding in the whole has overlooked 

such things. We cannot ascribe such gross misconduct to it, either from want of power, or want of skill, as that 

good and evil should happen confusedly and promiscuously, both to good and bad men. Now, death and life, 

glory and reproach, pain and pleasure, riches and poverty, all these happen promiscuously to the good and 

bad. But as they are neither honourable nor shameful, they are therefore neither good nor evil. 

12. ’Tis the office of our rational power, to apprehend how swiftly all things vanish. How the corporeal forms, 

are swallowed up in the material World, and the memory of them in the tide of ages. Such are all sensible 

things, especially [70] those which ensnare us by pleasure, or terrify us by [37] pain, or are celebrated with 

such vanity. How mean, how despicable, how sordid, how perishable, how dead are they! What sort of 

creatures are they, whose voices bestow renown? What is it to die? Would one consider it alone, and by close 

thought strip it of those horrible masks with which it is dressed, would he not see it to be a work of nature, 

and nothing else? He must be a child, who dreads what is natural. Nay, it is not only a work of nature, but 

useful to nature. Our rational power should apprehend, too, how a man is related to God, and by what part; 

and in what state this part shall be, when it returns to him again. 

 



13. Nothing is more miserable, says one, than he who ranges over all things, and dives even into things below 

the earth, and strives by conjectures to discover what is in the souls of others around him, and yet is not 

sensible of this, that ’tis sufficient for a man to dwell and converse with that * divinity which is within him, and 

pay it the genuine worship. [71] It is then worshipped and honoured, when it is kept pure from every passion, 

and folly, and from repining at any thing done by Gods or men. Whatever is done by the Gods, is venerable for 

its excellence. What flows from men, we should entertain with love, since they are our kinsmen; or, 

sometimes, with pity, as proceeding from their ignorance of good and evil. They are not less pityably maimed 

by this defect, this blindness, than by that which hinders them to distinguish between black and white. 

14. † If thou shouldst live three thousand years, or as many myriads, yet remember this, that no man loses any 

other life than that he now lives; and that he now lives no other life than what he is parting with, every 

instant. The longest life, and the shortest, come to one effect: since the present time is equal to all, what is 

lost or parted with is equal to all. And for the same reason, what is parted with, is only a moment. No man at 

death parts with, or, is deprived of, what is either past or future. For how can one take from a man what [72] 

he hath not? We should also remember these things, first, That all things which have happened in the 

continued revolutions from [38] eternity, are of the same kind with what we behold: And ’tis of little 

consequence, whether a man beholds the same things for an hundred years, or an infinite duration. Again that 

the longest and the shortest lives have an equal loss at Death. The present moment is all which either is 

deprived of, since that is all he has. A man cannot part with what he has not. 

15. All depends upon opinion; as the sayings of Monimus7 make evident. The usefulness of his sayings appear, 

if one attend to his pleasantries, as far as truth confirms them. 

16. The soul affronts itself, when it becomes, as far as it can, an abscess or wen in the universe. Freting at 

what happens, is making itself an abscess from that nature, which contains all other parts. Again, when it has 

aversion to any man, and opposes him with intention to hurt him, as wrathful men do. And thirdly, it affronts 

itself, when conquered by pleasure or pain. Fourthly, when it does or says any thing hypocritically, feignedly, 

or falsly. Fifthly, when it does not [73] direct to some proper end all its desires and actions, but exerts them 

inconsiderately, without understanding. Whereas, even the smallest things should be refered to the end. Now, 

the end of rational beings should be this, to follow the * reason and law of their most antient and venerable 

city or country. 

17. The duration of human life is a point; its substance perpetually flowing; the senses obscure; and the 

compound body tending to putrefaction: The soul is restless, fortune uncertain, and fame injudicious. To sum 

up all, the body, and all things related to it, are like a river; what belongs to the animal life, is a dream, and 

smoak; life a warfare, and a journey in a strange land; surviving fame is but oblivion. What is it then, which can 

conduct us honourably out of life, and accompany us in our future progress? philosophy alone. And this 

consists in preserving the divinity within us free from all affronts and injuries, superior to pleasure and pain, 

doing nothing either inconsiderately, or insincerely and hypo-[74]critically; independent on what others may 

do or not do: embracing chearfully whatever befalls or is appointed, as coming from him, from whom itself 

was derived; and, [39] above all, expecting death with calm satisfaction, as conceiving it to be only a 

dissolution of these elements, of which every animal is compounded. And if no harm befalls the elements 

when each is * changed into the other, why should one suspect any harm in the changes and † dissolution of 

them all? It is natural, and nothing natural can be evil. This at Carnuntum.8 [75] 



BOOK III 

2. This also should be observed, that such things as ensue upon what is well constituted by nature, have also 

something graceful and attractive. Thus, some parts of a well baked loaf will crack and become rugged. What 

is thus cleft beyond the design of the baker, looks well, and invites the appetite. So when figs are at the ripest, 

they begin to crack. Thus in full ripe olives, their approach to putrefaction gives the proper beauty to the fruit. 

Thus, the laden’d ear of corn hanging down, the stern brow of the lyon, and the foam flowing from the mouth 

of the wild boar, and many other things, considered apart, have nothing comely; yet because of their 

connexion with things natural, they adorn them, and delight the spectator. Thus, to one who has a deep 

affection of soul, and penetration into the constitution of the whole, scarce any thing connected with nature 

will fail to recommend itself agreeably to him. Thus, the real vast jaws of savage [41] beasts will please him, no 

less than the imitations of them by painters or statuaries. With like pleasure will his chaste eyes behold [77] 

the maturity and grace of old age in man or woman, and the inviting charms of youth. Many such things will 

he experience, not credible to all, but only to those who have the genuine affection of soul toward nature and 

its works.1 

6. If you can find any thing in human life better than justice, truth, temperance, fortitude; or, to sum up all, 

than to have your mind perfectly [43] satisfied with what actions you are engaged in by right reason, and what 

providence orders independently of your choice: if you find any thing better, I say, turn to it with all your soul, 

and enjoy the noble discovery. But if nothing appears more excellent than the divinity seated within you, 

when it hath subjected to its self all its passions, examined all appearances which may excite them, and, as 

Socrates expresses it, has torn itself off from the attachments to sense; has subjected it self to the Gods, and 

has an affectionate care of mankind: If you find all things mean and despicable in comparison with this, give 

place to nothing else: for, if you once give way, and lean towards any thing else, you will not be able, without 

distraction of mind, to preserve the preference of esteem and honour to your own proper and true good. For 

it is against the law of justice, that any thing of a different kind withstand the proper good of the rational and 

[82] social nature; such as the views of popular applause, power, riches, or sensual enjoyments. All these 

things, if we allow them even for a little to appear suitable to our nature, immediately become our masters 

and hurry us away. But do you I say, with liberty, and simplicity of heart, chuse what is most excellent, and 

hold to it resolutely. What is most excellent is most advantageous. If so to the rational nature, retain it; but if 

only to the animal, renounce it. And preserve the judging power unbyassed by external appearances, that it 

may make a just and impartial inquiry. 

7. Never value that as advantageous, which may force you to break your faith; to quit your modesty, or sense 

of honour; to hate, suspect, or imprecate evil on any one; to dissemble; or to desire any of these things which 

need walls or curtains to conceal them. He who to all things prefers the soul, the divinity within him, and the 

sacred mysteries of its virtues, makes no tragical exclamations, complaints, or groans. He needs neither 

solitude nor a croud; and, what is greatest of all, he lives without either desires or fears of death. And whether 

the soul shall use this surrounding [83] body, for a longer or shorter space, gives him no solicitude. Were he to 

depart this moment, he is as ready for it, as for any other work, which can be gracefully, and with honour, 

accomplished; guarding in the whole of life against this alone, that his soul should ever decline, or be averse to 

any thing which becomes the rational and social nature. 

 



31. 

Meditations by Marcus Aurelius (161 to 180 AD) 

Book IV, sections 3, & 43-49-"the inward retreat", "strength and toughness" 

Book V, sections 1, 9, & 17-28, "your work, dealing with failure", "ignorance and overcoming it" 

BOOK IV 

3. They seek retirements in the country, on the sea-coasts, or mountains: you too used to be fond of such 

things. But this is all from ignorance. A man may any hour he pleases retire into himself; and no where will he 

find a place of more quiet and leisure than in his own soul: especially if he has that furniture within, the view 

of which immediately gives him the fullest tranquillity. By tranquillity, I mean the most graceful order. Allow 

yourself continually this retirement, and refresh and renew your self. Have also at hand some short 

elementary maxims, which may readily occur, and suffise to wash away all trouble, and send you back without 

freting at any of the [48] affairs to which you return. What vice of mankind can you be chagrined with, when 

you recollect the maxim, that “all rational beings were formed for each other”; and that, “bearing with them is 

a branch of justice,” and that, “all mistakes and errors are involuntary,” and “how many of those who lived in 

enmity, suspicion, hatred, and quarrels, have [91] been stretched on their funeral piles, and turned to ashes?” 

Cease, then, from such passions. Will you fret at that distribution which comes from the whole, when you 

renew in your remembrance that disjunctive maxim: “either it is providence which disposes of all things, or 

atoms”; or recollect how many have proved the universe to be a regular state, under one polity. Or will you be 

touched with what regards your body, when you consider, that the intellectual or governing part, when it once 

recovers itself, and knows its own power, is not concerned in the impressions made on the animal soul, 

whether grateful or harsh. Recall, too, all you have heard and assented to, about pleasure and pain. Or shall 

the little affair of character and glory disturb you, when you reflect how all things shall be involved in oblivion; 

and the vast immensity of eternal duration on both sides; how empty the noisy echo of applauses; how fickle 

and injudicious the applauders; how narrow the bounds within which our praise is confined: the earth itself 

but as a point in the universe: and how small a corner of it the part inhabited: and, even there, how few are 

they, and of how little worth, who [92] are to praise us! For the future, then, remember to retire into this little 

part of yourself: Above all things, keep yourself from distraction, and intense desires. Retain your freedom, 

consider every thing as a man of courage, as a man, as a citizen, as a mortal. Have these two thoughts ever the 

readiest in all emergencies: one, that “the things themselves reach not to the soul, but stand without, still and 

motionless. All your perturbation comes from inward opinions about them.” The other, that “all these things 

presently change, and shall be no more.” Frequently recollect what changes thou hast observed. The world is 

a continual change; life is opinion. 

43. Time is a river, or violent torrent of things coming into being; each one, as soon as it has appeared, is 

swept off and disappears, and is succeeded by another, which is swept away in its turn. 

44. Whatever happens, is as natural, and customary, and known, as a rose in the spring, or fruit in summer. 

Such are diseases, deaths, calumnies, treache-[107]ries, and all which gives fools either joy or sorrow. 

45. Things subsequent are naturally connected with those which preceeded: They are not as numbers of 

things independent of each other, yet necessarily succeeding; but they are in a regular connexion. And as 



things now existing are joined together in the most apposite contexture; so, those which ensue, have not 

barely a necessary succession, but a wonderful suitableness and affinity to what preceeded. 

46. Remember always the doctrine of Heraclitus, that “the * death of the earth, is its becoming water; that of 

water its becoming air; that of air, its becoming fire. And so back again.”16 Think of † him who forgot whither 

the road led him: And that men are frequently at variance with that reason or intelligence, with which they 

have always to do, and which governs the universe: and are surprised at those things [108] as strange, which 

they meet with every day. That we ought not to speak or act like men asleep; (for even in sleep we seem to 

speak and act); nor like children; merely because we have been so instructed by our parents. 

47. If any God would assure you, you must die either to morrow, or the next day at farthest, you would little 

matter whether it were to morrow or the day after; unless you were exceedingly mean-spirited: for how 

trifling is the difference? Just so, you should repute it of small consequence, whether you are to die in extreme 

old age, or to morrow. 

48. Consider frequently how many physicians, who had often knit their brows on discovering the prognostics 

of death in their patients, have at last yielded to death themselves: And how many astrologers, after 

foretelling the deaths of others, with great ostentation of their art; and how many philosophers, after they 

had made many long dissertations upon death and immortality; how many warriors, after they had 

slaughtered multitudes; how many tyrants, after they had exercised their power of life and death with horrid 

pride, as if they had [109] been immortal; nay, how many whole cities, if I may so speak, are dead: Helice, 

Pompeij, Herculanum,17 and others innumerable. Then run over those whom, in a series, you have known, 

one taking care of the funeral of another, and then buried by a third, and all this in a short time. And, in 

general, all human affairs are mean, and but for a day. What yesterday was a trifling embryo, to morrow shall 

be an embalmed carcase, or ashes. Pass this short moment of time according to nature, and depart 

contentedly; as the full ripe olive falls of its own accord, applauding the earth whence it sprung, and thankful 

to the tree that bore it.[57] 

49. Stand firm like a promontory, upon which the waves are always breaking. It not only keeps its place, but 

stills the fury of the waves. [Wretched am I, says one, that this has befallen me. Nay, say you, happy I, who, 

tho’ this has befallen me, can still remain without sorrow, neither broken by the present, nor dreading the 

future. The like might have befallen any one; but every one could not have remained thus undejected. Why 

should the event be called a misfortune, rather than this strength of mind [110] a felicity? But, can you call 

that a misfortune, to a man, which does not frustrate the intention of his nature? Can that frustrate the 

intention of it, or hinder it to attain its end, which is not contrary to the will or purpose of his nature; What is 

this will or purpose? Sure you have learned it. Doth this event hinder you to be just, magnanimous, temperate, 

prudent, cautious of rash assent, free from error, possessed of a sense of honour and modesty, and of true 

liberty; or from meriting those other characters, which whoever enjoys, hath all his nature requires, as its 

proper perfection? And then, upon every occasion of sorrow, remember the maxim, that this event is not a 

misfortune, but the bearing it courageously is a great felicity.]18 

BOOK V 

1. When you find yourself, in a morning, averse to rise, have this thought at hand: I arise to the proper 

business of a man: And shall I be averse to set about that work for which I was born, and for which I was 



brought into the universe? Have I this constitution and furniture of soul granted me by nature, that I may lye 

among bed-cloaths and keep my self warm? But, say you, This state is the pleasanter. Were you then formed 

for pleasure, and not at all for action, and exercising your powers? Don’t you behold the vegetables, the little 

sparrows, the ants, the spiders, the bees, each of them adorning, on their part, this comely world, as far as 

their powers can go? And will you decline to act your part as a man for this purpose? Won’t you run to that 

which suits your nature? But, say you, must we not take rest? You must: but nature appoints a measure to it, 

as it has to eating and drinking. In rest you are going beyond these measures; beyond what is sufficient: but in 

action, you have [113] not come up to the measure; you are far within the bounds of your power: you don’t 

then love yourself; otherwise, you would have loved your own nature, and its proper will or purpose. Other 

artificers, who love their respective arts, can even emaciate themselves by their several labours, without due 

refreshments of bathing or food: but you honour your nature and its purpose much less than the Turner does 

his art of turning, or the dancer does his art, the covetous man his wealth, or the vain man his applause. All 

these when struck with their several objects, don’t more desire to eat or sleep, than to improve in what they 

are fond of. And do social affectionate actions appear to you meaner, and deserving less diligence and 

application? 

9. Don’t fret, despond, or murmur, if you have not always opportunities as you desire, of acting according to 

the right maxims. If you are beat off from them, return to them again; and content yourself that your actions 

are generally such as become a man; and rejoice in these good offices to which you return. Don’t return to 

philosophy with reluctance, as to a severe tutor, but as to your medicine; as one who has tender eyes, flies to 

the* sponge and the egg; as another flies to plaisters, a third to fomentation. You should require no more than 

being conscious that you have obeyed reason, and rest yourself in this. Remember that philosophy requires no 

other things than what your nature requires. But you are often wanting something different. What can be 

easier and sweeter than these things, which are agreeable to [120] nature? Sensual enjoyments by their 

pleasure insnare [62] us. But consider, can there be any thing sweeter than magnanimity, liberty, or self-

command, simplicity of heart, meekness, purity? What is sweeter than wisdom, when you are conscious of 

success and security from error in what belongs to the intellectual and scientific powers? 

17. ’Tis the part of a mad-man to pursue impossibilities. Now, ’tis*im-[126]possible the vicious should act 

another part than that we see them act. 

18. Nothing can befall any man, which he is not capable by nature to bear. The like events have befallen 

others; and they, either through ignorance that the event hath happened, or through ostentation of 

magnanimity, [65] stand firm and unhurt by them. Strange! then, that ignorance or ostentation should have 

more power than wisdom! 

19. The things themselves* cannot in the least touch the soul; nor have any access to it; nor can they turn or 

move it. The soul alone can turn or move itself; and such judgments or opinions, [127] as she condescends to 

entertain, such she will make all occurrences become to her self.6 

20. In one respect, men are the most dearly attached to us, as we are ever obliged to do good to them: but in 

another respect, as they sometimes obstruct us in our proper offices, they are to be reputed among things 

indifferent, no less than the sun, the wind, or a savage beast; for, any of these may obstruct us in the 

discharge of our proper external offices; but, none of them can obstruct our purpose, or our dispositions, 



because of that† reservation and power of turning our course. For the soul can convert and change every 

impediment of its first intended action, into a more excellent object of action; and thus ’tis for its advantage to 

be obstructed in action; and it advances in its road, by being stopped in it. 

21. Reverence that which is most excellent in the universe; which employs all parts of it as it pleases, and 

governs all. In like manner, reverence that which is most excellent in yourself. Now, this is of a like nature with 

the former, as it [128] is what employs and directs all other powers in your nature; and your whole life is 

governed by it. 

22. What is not hurtful to the‡ state or city, cannot hurt the citizen. Make use of this rule upon every 

conception of any thing as hurting you. [66] If the city is not hurt by it, I cannot be hurt. If the city should 

receive hurt by it, yet we should not be angry at him who hurt it, but* shew him what he has neglected, or 

how he has done wrong.7 

23. Consider frequently, how swiftly all things which exist, or arise, are swept away, and carried off. Their 

substance is as a river in a perpetual course. Their actions are in perpetual changes, and the causes subject to 

ten thousand [129] alterations. Scarce any thing is stable. And the vast eternities, past and ensuing, are close 

upon it on both hands; in which all things are swallowed up. Must he not, then, be a fool, who is either puffed 

up with success in such things; or is distracted, and full of complaints about the contrary; as if it could give 

disturbance of any duration? 

24. Remember how small a part you are of the universal nature; how small a moment of the whole duration is 

appointed for you; and how † small a part you are of the object of universal fate, or providence. 

25. Does any one injure me? Let him look to it. He hath his own disposition, and his own work. I have that 

disposition, which the common president nature wills me to have, and act that part, which my own nature 

recommends to me. 

26. Keep the governing part of the soul‡ unmoved by the grateful or painfull commotions of the flesh; and let 

it [130] not blend itself with the body; but circumscribe and seperate itself; and confine these passions to 

those bodily parts. When they ascend into the soul, by means of that sympathy constituted by its union with 

the body, there is no withstanding of the sensation which is natural. But let not the governing part add also its 

opinion concerning them, as if they were good or evil. 

27. We should live a divine life with the Gods. He lives with the Gods, who displays before them his soul, 

pleased with all they appoint for him, [67] and doing whatever is recommended by that divinity within, which 

Jupiter hath* taken [131] from himself, and given each one as the conductor, and leader of his life. And this is 

the intellectual principle and reason in each man. 

28. Can you be angry at one, whose arm-pits or whose breath are disagreeable? How can the man help it, who 

has such a mouth or such armpits? They must have a smell. But, says one, man has reason: he could by 

attention, discern what is injurious in his actions; [these may justly raise anger.] Well, God bless you, you have 

this reason too. Rouse then his rational dispositions, by your rational dispositions; instruct, suggest to him, 

what is right. If he listens to you, you have cured him, and then there is no occasion for anger. Let us have no 

tragical exclamations against the vices and injuries of others; nor a base concurrence with them, like that of 

harlots. 



32. 

Meditations by Marcus Aurelius (161 to 180 AD) 

Book VI, sections 49-59-"being content and understanding" 

Book VIII, sections 32-36, & 46-50-"being content, humble and accepting": Book X, sections 9-22-"focusing 

on study and clarity, not pride" 

Book VI 

49. Are you grieved that you are only of such or such a small weight, and not three hundred weight? No more 

reason have you to be grieved that you live to such an age, and not to a greater. Be content, as with the 

quantity of matter, so, with the space of time appointed for you. 

50. Let us study to convince others of what is just; but, let us ourselves act what is just, whether they will or 

not. [158] Should one oppose you with superior force, then rouse your resignation to providence, and your 

tranquillity; and improve this obstruction for the exercise of some other virtue; and remember, your former 

purpose was taken up with this† reservation, that you were never to aim at impossibilities. What, then, did 

you chiefly propose? To make a good attempt. In this you succeed; altho’ you don’t obtain what you first 

aimed at. 

51. The vain-glorious man places his good in the action of another; but the sensual, in his own suffering or 

passive feeling: The wise man places it in his own action. 

52. You have it in your power, to have no such opinion, and thus to keep your soul undisturbed. The external 

things themselves have no power of causing opinions in us. 

53. Enure yourself to attend exactly to what is said by others, and to enter into the soul of the speaker. 

54. What is not the interest of the hive, is not the interest of the bee.[82] 

55. If the sailors revile the pilot, and the patients the physician, whom will they attend to, and obey? And, how 

will [159] the one procure safety to the sailorsr the other to the patients? 

56. How many of those who entered the world along with me, are gone off before me? 

57. To men in the jaundice, honey seems bitter; and water is formidable to those who are bitten with a mad-

dog. To boys the ball seems beautiful and honourable. Why am I angry? Has error in the mind less power than 

a little bile in the man who is in the jaundice, or a little poison in the man who was bit? 

58. No man can hinder you to live according to the plan of your nature. And nothing can befall you, contrary to 

the plan of the universe. 

59. Examine well, what sort of men they are; whom they study to please; and with what views; and by what 

actions they expect to please them. How speedily eternity will sweep them away into obscurity! and how 

many it hath already swept away! [160] 

 



Book VIII 

 

32. † Make yourself regular, by regulating your several actions, one by one; so that if each action answers its 

end, and have what perfection belongs to it, you may be satisfied. Now, in this, nothing can hinder you. But, 

say you, may not [195] something external withstand me? Nothing can hinder you to act the just, the 

temperate, the wise part. Some external effects of your actions may be obstructed; but, then, there may arise 

another action of your’s, equally suited to this regularity and orderly composition of life, we are speaking of; in 

your acquiescence under this impediment, and your calmly converting yourself to that conduct which is in 

your power.12 

33. Receive the gifts of fortune, without pride; and part with them, without reluctance.[101] 

34. If you have ever beheld an hand, a foot, or an head, cut off from the rest of the body, and lying dead at a 

distance from it: Such does one make himself, as far as he can, who repines at any event which happens, and 

tears himself off from the whole; or who does any thing unsociable: You are broke off from the natural unity: 

Nature formed you for a part of the whole; but you have cut off yourself. Yet this is glorious, that you can re-

unite yourself to the whole. The Gods have granted such a power of returning again, and re-uniting with the 

whole, to no other parts, when they are once cut off. Consider the goodness and bounty with which [196] God 

hath honoured mankind. He first put it in their power, not to be broken off from this unity; and then put it in 

their power, even when they are thus broken off, to return, and grow together again naturally, in the 

condition of parts. 

35. The president nature of the whole, as it hath imparted to each rational being almost all its faculties and 

powers; so, this one in particular, that, as the nature of the whole converts into its use, and makes subservient 

to its purpose, whatever seems to withstand or oppose it, and makes it a regular part of that orderly fated 

series; thus, each rational being can make every impediment in its way the proper matter for itself to act 

upon; and can use it for its grand purpose, whatever it be. 

36. Don’t confound yourself, by considering the whole of your future life; and by dwelling upon the multitude, 

and greatness of the pains or troubles, to which you may probably be exposed. But ask yourself about such as 

are present, is there any thing intolerable and unsufferable in them? You’ll be ashamed to own it. And, then, 

recollect, that it is neither what is past, nor what is future, which can oppress you; ’tis only what is [197] 

present. And this will be much diminished, if you circumscribe or consider it by itself; and chide your own 

mind, if it cannot bear up against this one thing thus alone. 

46. Nothing can befall a man which is not a natural incident of mankind; nor to an ox, nor to a vine, nor to a 

stone, which is not a natural incident to these species. If, then, that alone can befall any thing, which is usual, 

and naturally incident to it, what cause is there for indignation? The presiding nature of the whole hath 

brought nothing upon you, which you cannot bear? 

47. If you are grieved about anything external, ’tis not the thing itself that afflicts you, but your judgment 

about it; and it is in your power to correct this judgment and get quit of it. If you are grieved at any thing in 

your own disposition; who hinders you to correct your maxims of life? If you are grieved, because you have 

not accomplished some sound and virtuous design; set about it effectually, rather than be grieving that it is 

undone. “But some superior force withstands.” Then you have no cause of sorrow; for, the fault of the 



omission lyes not in you. “But, life is not worth retaining, if this be not accomplished.” Quit life, then, with the 

same serenity, as if you had accom-[201]plished it; and with good-will, even toward those who withstand you. 

48. Remember the governing part becomes invincible, when, collected into itself, it can be satisfied with acting 

only as it pleases, even when it is obstinately set upon things unreasonable. What shall it be then, when, after 

due deliberation, it has fixed its judgment according to reason? The soul, thus free from passions, is a strong 

fort; nor can a man find any stronger, to which he can fly, and become invincible for the future. He [104] who 

has not discerned this, is illiterate. He who has, and does not fly to it, is miserable. 

49. Pronounce no more to yourself, beyond what the appearances directly declare. ’Tis told you, that one has 

spoken ill of you. This alone is told you, and not that you are hurt by it. I see my child is sick; this only I see; 

and not also that he is in danger of dying. Dwell thus upon the first appearances, and add nothing to them, 

from within; and no harm befalls you: Or, rather, add what becomes one who understands the nature of all 

which happens in the universe. 

50. Is the cucumber bitter? Throw it away. Are there thorns in the way? Walk aside. That is enough. Don’t be 

[202] adding; “Why were such things in the universe?” A naturalist would laugh at you, as would a carpenter, 

too, or a shoe-maker, if you were finding fault, because shavings and parings of their Works are lying about in 

their work-houses. These artificers have places too without their work-shops, where they can throw these 

superfluities. But the nature of the whole has no external place for this purpose: And herein its art is 

wonderful, that, having circumscribed itself within certain bounds, all within it which seems corrupting, waxing 

old, or useless, it transforms into itself, and, out of them, makes other new forms; so as neither to need 

matter from without, nor want a place where to cast out its superfluities. ’Tis satisfied with its own substance, 

its own space, and its own art. 

Book X 

9. The public diversions [which you must attend in Rome;] the Wars [abroad,] the consternation, stupidity, and 

slavery of those about you, will wipe [239] out daily, [if you take not heed,] those sacred maxims; unless † you 

have settled them upon a thorough consideration of nature, and laid them up in your mind. You ought so to 

think, and act, on every occasion, that, while you are discharging any external office, your contemplative 

powers may, at the same time, be exerting themselves, and ‡ your confidence [124] in yourself, from your 

right knowledge of things, be preserv’d; unobserved perhaps, but not designedly concealed. For, then, you will 

enjoy simplicity; then, a dignity of deportment; then, an accurate inquiry into every thing which occurs; what it 

is in its real nature; what place and rank it has in the universe; how long it is naturally fitted to last; what [240] 

it is compos’d of; who may possess it; and who may give it, and take it away. 

10. The spider exults if it has caught a fly: another, if he has caught a little hare; another, if a little fish in a 

purse-net; another, if he has hunted down wild-boars; another, if, bears; another, if he has conquered the 

Sarmatians.11 Are not all these robbers alike, if you examine their sentiments? * 

11. Acquire a method of contemplating how all things change into one another. Apply constantly to this part 

[of philosophy,] and exercise yourself thoroughly in it. For there is nothing so proper as this for raising you to 

an elevation and greatness of mind. He who does this, has already put off the body, and being sensible how 

instantly he must depart from among men, and leave all these things behind him, resigns himself entirely to † 



justice, in whatever he does him-[241]self; and to the nature of the whole, in every thing else which happens. 

What any one may say or think of him, or do against him, on this he spends not a thought. He satisfies himself 

with these two things: With acting justly in what he is at present doing; and with loving what is at present 

appointed for him. He has thrown off all hurry and bustle; and has no other will but this, to ‡ go on in the 

straight way § according to the law; and to ** follow God in the straight way.[125] 

12. What need of suspicions [about the event?] Since you can consider what ought to be done: and if you 

understand that surely, go on in the road to it, calmly, and inflexibly. * But if you are not sure, suspend, and 

consult the best advisers. If you meet with any obstacles in the way, proceed with a prudent caution, accord-

[242]ing to the means you have; keeping close to what appears just. For that is the best mark to aim at. Since 

the failing in that is the only proper miscarriage. He who, in every thing, follows reason [or the law of his 

nature] is always at leisure, and yet ready for any business; always chearful, and yet composed. 

13. As soon as you awake, immediately ask yourself. Will it be of consequence to you, if what is just and good 

be done by some other person? It will not. Have you forgot, those who assume such airs of importance in their 

praises and censures of others, what kind of men they are in bed, and at table? What their actions are; what 

they shun, and what pursue? What they steal, and what they rob? Not with feet and hands, but with their 

most precious part; by which one may, if he has the will, procure to himself faith, honour and modesty, truth, 

† law, and a good divinity within, [which is the supreme felicity or good-fortune.] 

14. To [the presiding] nature, which gives and resumes again all things, the well-instructed mind, possessed of 

a sense [243] of honour and decency, says; “Give what thou willest: take back what thou willest.” And this he 

says not with an arrogant ostentation, but with obedience alone, and good-will to her. 

15. This remainder you have of life is small. Live, as if on a [lonely] mountain. For ’tis no matter whether there 

or here, if one, where ever he lives, considers the universe as a city. Let men see and know you to be a man 

indeed, living according to nature. If they cannot bear with you, let them put you to death. For better so than 

live as they do. 

16. Spend your time no longer, in discoursing on what are the qualities of the good-man; but in actually being 

such. 

17. Frequently represent to your imagination a view of the whole of time, and the whole of substance: And 

that every individual thing is, in substance, as a grain of millet; and, in duration, as a * turn of a wimble. 

18. Consider, with attention, each of the things around you as already dissolving, and in a state of change, and, 

as it were, corruption, or dissipation; or, as each formed by nature such as to die. [244] 

19. What sort of men are they when eating, sleeping, procreating, easing nature, and the like! And, then, what 

sort of men when † distributing their largesses, and elate with pride; or angry, and sharply rebuking with a 

stately insolence! To how many were they, but lately, slaves, and on what accounts! and in what condition will 

they shortly be? 

20. That is for the advantage of each which the nature of the whole brings to each. And for his advantage at 

that time, at which she brings it. 



21. ‡ “Earth loves the rain”;—“And the majestic Ether loves [the earth.”]14 The universe, also, loves to do that 

which is going to happen. I say, then to the universe; § “What thou lovest I love.” Is not our common ** 

phrase [245] according to fact, when we say “such a thing loves to be so,” [to denote that it is usual or 

natural.] 

22. Either you are living here, and now habituated to it: Or going hence, and that was your will: Or you are 

dying, and have finished your public offices in life. Now besides these there is nothing else. So, take courage. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



33. 

The Spirit of the Law by The Baron de Montesquieu (1748) 

Book XI, Chapters 2-5 "What is liberty?" 

CHAP. II.: Different Significations of the Word, Liberty. 

THERE is no word that admits of more various significations, and has made more different impressions on the 

human mind, than that of liberty. Some have taken it for a facility of deposing a person on whom they had 

conferred a tyrannical authority: others, for the power of choosing a superior whom they are obliged to obey; 

others, for the right of bearing arms, and of being thereby enabled to use violence: others, in fine, for the 

privilege of being governed by a native of their own country, or by their own laws.* A certain nation, for a long 

time, thought liberty consisted in the privilege of wearing a long beard.∥ Some have annexed this name to one 

form of government exclusive [196] of others: those who had a republican taste applied it to this species of 

polity: those who liked a monarchical state gave it to monarchy.† Thus they have all applied the name of 

liberty to the government most suitable to their own customs and inclinations; and as, in republics, the people 

have not so constant and so present a view of the causes of their misery, and as the magistrates seem to act 

only in conformity to the laws, hence liberty is generally said to reside in republics, and to be banished from 

monarchies. In fine, as in democracies the people seem to act almost as they please, this sort of government 

has been deemed the most free, and the power of the people has been confounded with their liberty. 

CHAP. III.: In what Liberty consists. 

IT is true that, in democracies, the people seem to act as they please; but political liberty does not consist in 

an unlimited freedom. In governments, that is, in societies directed by laws, liberty can consist only in the 

power of doing what we ought to will, and in not being constrained to do what we ought not to will. 

We must have continually present to our minds the difference between independence and liberty. Liberty is a 

right of doing whatever the laws permit; and, if a citizen could do what they forbid, he would be no longer 

possessed of liberty, because all his fellow-citizens would have the same power. 

CHAP. IV.: The same Subject continued. 

DEMOCRATIC and aristocratic states are not in their own nature free. Political liberty is to be found only in 

moderate governments; and even in these it is not always found. It is there only when there is no abuse of 

power: but constant experience shews us that every man invested with power is apt to abuse it, and to carry 

his authority as far as it will go. Is it not strange, though true, to say, that virtue itself has need of limits? 

To prevent this abuse, it is necessary, from the very nature of things, power should be a check to power. A 

government may be so constituted, as no man shall be compelled to do things to which the law does not 

oblige him, nor forced to abstain from things which the law permits. 

CHAP. V.: Of the End or View of different Governments. 

THOUGH all governments have the same general end, which is that of preservation, yet each has another 

particular object. Increase of dominion was the object of Rome; war, that of Sparta; religion, that of the Jewish 



laws; commerce, that of Marseilles; public tranquillity, that of the laws of China*; navigation, that of the laws 

of Rhodes; natural liberty, that of the policy of the savages; in general, the pleasures of the prince, that of 

despotic states; that of monarchies, the prince’s and the kingdom’s glory: the independence of individuals 

[198] is the end aimed at by the laws of Poland; from thence results the oppression of the whole.† 

One nation there is also in the world, that has, for the direct end of its constitution, political liberty. We shall 

presently examine the principles on which this liberty is founded: if they are sound, liberty will appear in its 

highest perfection. 

To discover political liberty in a constitution, no great labour is requisite. If we are capable of seeing it where it 

exists, it is soon found, and we need not go far in search of it. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



34. 

The Spirit of the Law by The Baron de Montesquieu (1748) 

Book XI, Chapter 6 "discussing the three branches" 

CHAP. VI.: Of the Constitution of England. 

IN every government there are three sorts of power: the legislative; the executive in respect to things 

dependent on the law of nations; and the executive in regard to matters that depend on the civil law. 

By virtue of the first, the prince or magistrate enacts temporary or perpetual laws, and amends or abrogates 

those that have been already enacted. By the second, he makes peace or war, sends or receives embassies, 

establishes the public security, and provides against invasions. By the third, he punishes criminals, or 

determines the disputes that arise between individuals. The latter we shall call the judiciary power, and the 

other, simply, the executive power of the state. 

The political liberty of the subject is a tranquillity of mind arising from the opinion each person has of his 

safety. In order to have this liberty, it is requisite the government be so constituted as one man need not be 

afraid of another.[199] 

When the legislative and executive powers are united in the same person, or in the same body of magistrates, 

there can be no liberty; because apprehensions may arise, lest the same monarch or senate should enact 

tyrannical laws, to execute them in a tyrannical manner. 

Again, there is no liberty if the judiciary power be not separated from the legislative and executive. Were it 

joined with the legislative, the life and liberty of the subject would be exposed to arbitrary controul; for the 

judge would be then the legislator. Were it joined to the executive power, the judge might behave with 

violence and oppression. 

There would be an end of every thing, were the same man, or the same body, whether of the nobles or of the 

people, to exercise those three powers, that of enacting laws, that of executing the public resolutions, and of 

trying the causes of individuals. 

Most kingdoms in Europe enjoy a moderate government, because the prince, who is invested with the two 

first powers, leaves the third to his subjects. 

In Turkey, where these three powers are united in the sultan’s person, the subjects groan under the most 

dreadful oppression. 

In the republics of Italy, where these three powers are united, there is less liberty than in our monarchies. 

Hence their government is obliged to have recourse to as violent methods, for its support, as even that of the 

Turks; witness the state-inquisitors,* and the lion’s mouth into which every informer may at all hours throw 

his written accusations. 

In what a situation must the poor subject be, under those republics! The same body of magistrates are 

possessed, as executors of the laws, of the whole [200] power they have given themselves in quality of 



legislators. They may plunder the state by their general determinations; and, as they have likewise the 

judiciary power in their hands, every private citizen may be ruined by their particular decisions. 

The whole power is here united in one body; and, though there is no external pomp that indicates a despotic 

sway, yet the people feel the effects of it every moment. 

Hence it is that many of the princes of Europe, whose aim has been levelled at arbitrary power, have 

constantly set out with uniting, in their own persons, all the branches of magistracy, and all the great offices of 

state. 

I allow, indeed, that the mere hereditary aristocracy of the Italian republics does not exactly answer to the 

despotic power of the Eastern princes. The number of magistrates sometimes moderates the power of the 

magistracy; the whole body of the nobles do not always concur in the same design; and different tribunals are 

erected, that temper each other. Thus, at Venice, the legislative power is in the council, the executive in the 

pregadi, and the judiciary in the quarantia. But the mischief is, that these different tribunals are composed of 

magistrates all belonging to the same body; which constitutes almost one and the same power. 

The judiciary power ought not to be given to a standing senate; it should be exercised by persons taken from 

the body of the people,* at certain times of the year, and consistently with a form and manner prescribed by 

law, in order to erect a tribunal that should last only so long as necessity requires. 

By this method, the judicial power, so terrible to mankind, not being annexed to any particular state [201] or 

profession, becomes, as it were, invisible. People have not then the judges continually present to their view; 

they fear the office, but not the magistrate. 

In accusations of a deep and criminal nature, it is proper the person accused should have the privilege of 

choosing, in some measure, his judges, in concurrence with the law; or, at least, he should have a right to 

except against so great a number, that the remaining part may be deemed his own choice. 

The other two powers may be given rather to magistrates or permanent bodies, because they are not 

exercised on any private subject; one being no more than the general will of the state, and the other the 

execution of that general will. 

But, though the tribunals ought not to be fixt, the judgements ought; and to such a degree, as to be ever 

conformable to the letter of the law. Were they to be the private opinion of the judge, people would then live 

in society without exactly knowing the nature of their obligations. 

The judges ought likewise to be of the same rank as the accused, or, in other words, his peers; to the end, that 

he may not imagine he is fallen into the hands of persons inclined to treat him with rigour. 

If the legislature leaves the executive power in possession of a right to imprison those subjects who can give 

security for their good behaviour, there is an end of liberty; unless they are taken up in order to answer, 

without delay, to a capital crime; in which case they are really free, being subject only to the power of the law. 

But, should the legislature think itself in danger, by some secret conspiracy against the state, or by a 

correspondence with a foreign enemy, it might authorize the executive power, for a short and limited time, to 



imprison suspected persons, who, in that [202] case, would lose their liberty only for a while, to preserve it for 

ever. 

And this is the only reasonable method that can be substituted to the tyrannical magistracy of the Ephori, and 

to the state inquisitors of Venice, who are also despotical. 

As, in a country of liberty, every man who is supposed a free agent ought to be his own governor, the 

legislative power should reside in the whole body of the people. But, since this is impossible in large states, 

and in small ones is subject to many inconveniences, it is fit the people should transact by their 

representatives what they cannot transact by themselves. 

The inhabitants of a particular town are much better acquainted with its wants and interests than with those 

of other places; and are better judges of the capacity of their neighbours than of that of the rest of their 

countrymen. The members, therefore, of the legislature should not be chosen from the general body of the 

nation; but it is proper, that, in every considerable place, a representative should be elected by the 

inhabitants. 

The great advantage of representatives is, their capacity of discussing public affairs. For this, the people 

collectively are extremely unfit, which is one of the chief inconveniences of a democracy. 

It is not at all necessary that the representatives, who have received a general instruction from their 

constituents, should wait to be directed on each particular affair, as is practised in the diets of Germany. True 

it is, that, by this way of proceeding, the speeches of the deputies might, with greater propriety, be called the 

voice of the nation; but, on the other hand, this would occasion infinite delays; would give each deputy a 

power of controlling the assembly; [203] and, on the most urgent and pressing occasions, the wheels of 

government might be stopped by the caprice of a single person. 

When the deputies, as Mr. Sidney well observes, represent a body of people, as in Holland, they ought to be 

accountable to their constituents; but it is a different thing in England, where they are deputed by boroughs. 

All the inhabitants of the several districts ought to have a right of voting at the election of a representative, 

except such as are in so mean a situation as to be deemed to have no will of their own. 

One great fault there was in most of the ancient republics, that the people had a right to active resolutions, 

such as require some execution, a thing of which they are absolutely incapable. They ought to have no share in 

the government but for the choosing of representatives, which is within their reach. For, though few can tell 

the exact degree of men’s capacities, yet there are none but are capable of knowing, in general, whether the 

person they choose is better qualified than most of his neighbours. 

Neither ought the representative body to be chosen for the executive part of government, for which it is not 

so fit; but for the enacting of laws, or to see whether the laws in being are duly executed; a thing suited to 

their abilities, and which none indeed but themselves can properly perform. 

In such a state, there are always persons distinguished by their birth, riches, or honours: but, were they to be 

confounded with the common people, and to have only the weight of a single vote, like the rest, the common 

liberty would be their slavery, and they would have no interest in supporting it, as most of the popular 



resolutions would be against them. The share they have, therefore, in the legislature ought to [204] be 

proportioned to their other advantages in the state; which happens only when they form a body that has a 

right to check the licentiousness of the people, as the people have a right to oppose any encroachment of 

theirs. 

The legislative power is, therefore, committed to the body of the nobles, and to that which represents the 

people; each having their assemblies and deliberations apart, each their separate views and interests. 

Of the three powers abovementioned, the judiciary is, in some measure, next to nothing: there remain, 

therefore, only two: and, as these have need of a regulating power to moderate them, the part of the 

legislative body composed of the nobility is extremely proper for this purpose. 

The body of the nobility ought to be hereditary. In the first place, it is so in its own nature; and, in the next, 

there must be a considerable interest to preserve its privileges: privileges, that, in themselves, are obnoxious 

to popular envy, and of course, in a free state, are always in danger. 

But, as an hereditary power might be tempted to pursue its own particular interests, and forget those of the 

people, it is proper, that, where a singular advantage may be gained by corrupting the nobility, as in the laws 

relating to the supplies, they should have no other share in the legislation than the power of rejecting, and not 

that of resolving. 

By the power of resolving, I mean, the right of ordaining by their own authority, or of amending what has been 

ordained by others. By the power of rejecting, I would be understood to mean, the right of annulling a 

resolution taken by another; which was the power of the tribunes at Rome. And, though the person possessed 

of the privilege of rejecting may likewise have the right of approving, yet this approbation [205] passes for no 

more than a declaration that he intends to make no use of his privilege of rejecting, and is derived from that 

very privilege. 

The executive power ought to be in the hands of a monarch, because this branch of government, having need 

of dispatch, is better administered by one than by many: on the other hand, whatever depends on the 

legislative power, is oftentimes better regulated by many than by a single person. 

But, if there were no monarch, and the executive power should be committed to a certain number of persons, 

selected from the legislative body, there would be an end of liberty, by reason the two powers would be 

united; as the same persons would sometimes possess, and would be always able to possess, a share in both. 

Were the legislative body to be a considerable time without meeting, this would likewise put an end to liberty. 

For, of two things, one would naturally follow; either that there would be no longer any legislative resolutions, 

and then the state would fall into anarchy; or that these resolutions would be taken by the executive power, 

which would render it absolute. 

It would be needless for the legislative body to continue always assembled. This would be troublesome to the 

representative, and moreover would cut out too much work for the executive power, so as to take off its 

attention to its office, and oblige it to think only of defending its own prerogatives and the right it has to 

execute. 



Again, were the legislative body to be always assembled, it might happen to be kept up only by filling the 

places of the deceased members with new representatives; and, in that case, if the legislative body were once 

corrupted, the evil would be past all [206] remedy. When different legislative bodies succeed one another, the 

people, who have a bad opinion of that which is actually sitting, may reasonably entertain some hopes of the 

next: but, were it to be always the same body, the people, upon seeing it once corrupted, would no longer 

expect any good from its laws; and, of course, they would either become desperate or fall into a state of 

indolence. 

The legislative body should not meet of itself. For a body is supposed to have no will but when it is met: and 

besides, were it not to meet unanimously, it would be impossible to determine which was really the legislative 

body, the part assembled, or the other. And, if it had a right to prorogue itself, it might happen never to be 

prorogued; which would be extremely dangerous, in case it should ever attempt to encroach on the executive 

power. Besides, there are seasons (some more proper than others) for assembling the legislative body: it is fit, 

therefore, that the executive power should regulate the time of meeting, as well as the duration, of those 

assemblies, according to the circumstances and exigences of a state, known to itself. 

Were the executive power not to have a right of restraining the encroachments of the legislative body, the 

latter would become despotic: for, as it might arrogate to itself what authority it pleased, it would soon 

destroy all the other powers. 

But it is not proper, on the other hand, that the legislative power should have a right to stay the executive. 

For, as the execution has its natural limits, it is useless to confine it: besides, the executive power is generally 

employed in momentary operations. The power, therefore, of the Roman tribunes was faulty, as it put a stop 

not only to the legislation, [207] but likewise to the executive part of government; which was attended with 

infinite mischiefs. 

But, if the legislative power, in a free state, has no right to stay the executive, it has a right, and ought to have 

the means, of examining in what manner its laws have been executed; an advantage which this government 

has over that of Crete and Sparta, where the Cosmi and the Ephori gave no account of their administration. 

But, whatever may be the issue of that examination, the legislative body ought not to have a power of 

arraigning the person, nor, of course, the conduct, of him who is entrusted with the executive power. His 

person should be sacred, because, as it is necessary, for the good of the state, to prevent the legislative body 

from rendering themselves arbitrary, the moment he is accused or tried there is an end of liberty. 

In this case, the state would be no longer a monarchy, but a kind of republic, though not a free government. 

But, as the person, intrusted with the executive power, cannot abuse it without bad counsellors, and such as 

hate the laws as ministers, though the laws protect them, as subjects these men may be examined and 

punished: an advantage which this government has over that of Gnidus, where the law allowed of no such 

thing as calling the Amymones* to an account, even after their administration†; and therefore the people 

could never obtain any satisfaction for the injuries done them. 

Though, in general, the judiciary power ought not to be united with any part of the legislative, yet [208] this is 

liable to three exceptions, founded on the particular interest of the party accused. 

 



The great are always obnoxious to popular envy; and, were they to be judged by the people, they might be in 

danger from their judges, and would moreover be deprived of the privilege, which the meanest subject is 

possessed of in a free state, of being tried by his peers. The nobility, for this reason, ought not to be cited 

before the ordinary courts of judicature, but before that part of the legislature which is composed of their own 

body. 

It is possible that the law, which is clear-sighted in one sense, and blind in another, might, in some cases, be 

too severe. But, as we have already observed, the national judges are no more than the mouth that 

pronounces the words of the law, mere passive beings, incapable of moderating either its force or rigour. That 

part, therefore, of the legislative body, which we have just now observed to be a necessary tribunal on 

another occasion, is also a necessary tribunal in this: it belongs to its supreme authority to moderate the law 

in favour of the law itself, by mitigating the sentence. 

It might also happen, that a subject, intrusted with the administration of public affairs, may infringe the rights 

of the people, and be guilty of crimes which the ordinary magistrates either could not, or would not, punish. 

But, in general, the legislative power cannot try causes; and much less can it try this particular case, where it 

represents the party aggrieved, which is the people. It can only, therefore, impeach. But before what court 

shall it bring its impeachment? Must it go and demean itself before the ordinary tribunals, which are its 

inferiors, and, being composed moreover of men who are chosen from the people as well as itself, will 

naturally [209] be swayed by the authority of so powerful an accuser? No: in order to preserve the dignity of 

the people and the security of the subject, the legislative part which represents the people must bring in its 

charge before the legislative part which represents the nobility, who have neither the same interests nor the 

same passions. 

Here is an advantage which this government has over most of the ancient republics where this abuse 

prevailed, that the people were at the same time both judge and accuser. 

The executive power, pursuant to what has been already said, ought to have a share in the legislature by the 

power of rejecting; otherwise it would soon be stripped of its prerogative. But, should the legislative power 

usurp a share of the executive, the latter would be equally undone. 

If the prince were to have a part in the legislature by the power of resolving, liberty would be lost. But, as it is 

necessary he should have a share in the legislature for the support of his own prerogative, this share must 

consist in the power of rejecting. 

The change of government at Rome was owing to this, that neither the senate, who had one part of the 

executive power, nor the magistrates, who were entrusted with the other, had the right of rejecting, which 

was entirely lodged in the people. 

Here, then, is the fundamental constitution of the government we are treating of. The legislative body being 

composed of two parts, they check one another by the mutual privilege of rejecting. They are both restrained 

by the executive power, as the executive is by the legislative. 

These three powers should naturally form a state of repose or inaction: but, as there is a necessity for [210] 

movement in the course of human affairs, they are forced to move, but still in concert. 



As the executive power has no other part in the legislative than the privilege of rejecting, it can have no share 

in the public debates. It is not even necessary that it should propose; because, as it may always disapprove of 

the resolutions that shall be taken, it may likewise reject the decisions on those proposals which were made 

against its will. 

In some ancient commonwealths, where public debates were carried on by the people in a body, it was 

natural for the executive power to propose and debate in conjunction with the people; otherwise their 

resolutions must have been attended with a strange confusion. 

Were the executive power to determine the raising of public money otherwise than by giving its confent, 

liberty would be at an end; because it would become legislative in the most important point of legislation. 

If the legislative power were to settle the subsidies, not from year to year, but for ever, it would run the risk of 

losing its liberty, because the executive power would be no longer dependent; and, when once it was 

possessed of such a perpetual right, it would be a matter of indifference whether it held it of itself or of 

another. The same may be said if it should come to a resolution of intrusting, not an annual, but a perpetual, 

command of the fleets and armies to the executive power. 

To prevent the executive power from being able to oppress, it is requisite that the armies with which it is 

intrusted should consist of the people, and have the same spirit as the people, as was the case at Rome till the 

time of Marius. To obtain this end, there are only two ways; either that the persons [211] employed in the 

army should have sufficient property to answer for their conduct to their fellow-subjects, and be enlisted only 

for a year, as was customary at Rome; or, if there should be a standing-army composed chiefly of the most 

despicable part of the nation, the legislative power should have a right to disband them as soon as it pleased; 

the soldiers should live in common with the rest of the people; and no separate camp, barracks, or fortress, 

should be suffered. 

When once an army is established, it ought not to depend immediately on the legislative, but on the 

executive, power; and this from the very nature of the thing, its business consisting more in action than 

deliberation. 

It is natural for mankind to set a higher value upon courage than timidity, on activity than prudence, on 

strength than counsel. Hence the army will ever despise a senate, and respect their own officers: they will 

naturally slight the orders sent them by a body of men whom they look upon as cowards, and therefore 

unworthy to command them: so that, as soon as the troops depend entirely on the legislative body, it 

becomes a military government; and, if the contrary has ever happened, it has been owing to some 

extraordinary circumstances. It is because the army was always kept divided; it is because it was composed of 

several bodies, that depended each on a particular province; it is because the capital towns were strong 

places, defended by their natural situation, and not garrisoned with regular troops. Holland, for instance, is 

still safer than Venice; she might drown or starve the revolted troops; for, as they are not quartered in towns 

capable of furnishing them with necessary subsistence, this subsistence is of course precarious. 

In perusing the admirable treatise of Tacitus on the manners of the Germans,* we find it is from that nation 

the English have borrowed the idea of their political government. This beautiful system was invented first in 

the woods. 



As all human things have an end, the state we are speaking of will lose its liberty, will perish. Have not Rome, 

Sparta, and Carthage, perished? It will perish when the legislative power shall be more corrupt than the 

executive. 

It is not my business to examine whether the English actually enjoy this liberty, or not. Sufficient it is for my 

purpose to observe, that it is established by their laws; and I inquire no farther. 

Neither do I pretend by this to undervalue other governments, nor to say that this extreme political liberty 

ought to give uneasiness to those who have only a moderate share of it. How should I have any such design; I 

who think that even the highest refinement of reason is not always desirable, and that mankind generally find 

their account better in mediums than in extremes? 

Harrington, in his Oceana, has also enquired into the utmost degree of liberty to which the constitution of a 

state may be carried. But, of him, indeed, it may be said, that, for want of knowing the nature of real liberty, 

he busied himself in pursuit of an imaginary one; and that he built a Chalcedon, though he had a Byzantium 

before his eyes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



35. 

Lord of the Flies by William Golding (1954) 

Chapter 1: "The Sound of the Shell: Leadership Selection" 

CHAPTER ONE: The Sound of the Shell 

……… 

Piggy looked up at Ralph. All the shadows on Ralph's face were reversed; green above, 

bright below from the lagoon. A blur of sunlight was crawling across his hair. 

"We got to do something." 

Ralph looked through him. Here at last was the imagined but never fully realized place 

leaping into real life. Ralph's lips parted in a delighted smile and Piggy, taking this smile to 

himself as a mark of recognition, laughed with pleasure. 

"If it really is an island--" 

"What's that?" 

Ralph had stopped smiling and was pointing into the lagoon. Something creamy lay 

among the ferny weeds. 

"A stone." 

"No. A shell." 

Suddenly Piggy was a-bubble with decorous excitement. 

"S'right. It's a shell! I seen one like that before. On someone's back wall. A conch he 

called it. He used to blow it and then his mum would come. It's ever so valuable--" 

Near to Ralph's elbow a palm sapling leaned out over the lagoon. Indeed, the weight 

was already pulling a lump from the poor soil and soon it would fall. He tore out the stem and 

began to poke about in the water, while the brilliant fish flicked away on this side and that. 

Piggy leaned dangerously. 

"Careful! You'll break it--" 

"Shut up." 

Ralph spoke absently. The shell was interesting and pretty and a worthy plaything; but 



the vivid phantoms of his day-dream still interposed between him and Piggy, who in this 

context was an irrelevance. The palm sapling, bending, pushed the shell across the weeds. 

Ralph used one hand as a fulcrum and pressed down with the other till the shell rose, dripping, 

and Piggy could make a grab. 

Now the shell was no longer a thing seen but not to be touched, Ralph too became 

excited. Piggy babbled: 

"--a conch; ever so expensive. I bet if you wanted to buy one, you'd have to pay pounds 

and pounds and pounds--he had it on his garden wall, and my auntie--" 

Ralph took the shell from Piggy and a little water ran down his arm. In color the shell 

was deep cream, touched here and there with fading pink. Between the point, worn away into 

a little hole, and the pink lips of the mouth, lay eighteen inches of shell with a slight spiral 

twist and covered with a delicate, embossed pattern. Ralph shook sand out of the deep tube. 

"--mooed like a cow," he said. "He had some white stones too, an' a bird cage with a 

green parrot. He didn't blow the white stones, of course, an' he said--" 

Piggy paused for breath and stroked the glistening thing that lay in Ralph's hands. 

"Ralph!" 

Ralph looked up. 

"We can use this to call the others. Have a meeting. They'll come when they hear us--" 

He beamed at Ralph. 

"That was what you meant, didn't you? That's why you got the conch out of the water?" 

Ralph pushed back his fair hair. 

"How did your friend blow the conch?" 

"He kind of spat," said Piggy. "My auntie wouldn't let me blow on account of my 

asthma. He said you blew from down here." Piggy laid a hand on his jutting abdomen. "You 

try, Ralph. You'll call the others." 

Doubtfully, Ralph laid the small end of the shell against his mouth and blew. There 

came a rushing sound from its mouth but nothing more. Ralph wiped the salt water off his lips 



and tried again, but the shell remained silent. 

"He kind of spat." 

Ralph pursed his lips and squirted air into the shell, which emitted a low, farting noise. 

This amused both boys so much that Ralph went on squirting for some minutes, between 

bouts of laughter. 

"He blew from down here." 

Ralph grasped the idea and hit the shell with air from his diaphragm. Immediately the 

thing sounded. A deep, harsh note boomed under the palms, spread through the intricacies of 

the forest and echoed back from the pink granite of the mountain. Clouds of birds rose from 

the treetops, and something squealed and ran in the undergrowth. 

Ralph took the shell away from his lips. 

"Gosh!" 

His ordinary voice sounded like a whisper after the harsh note of the conch. He laid 

the conch against his lips, took a deep breath and blew once more. The note boomed again: 

and then at his firmer pressure, the note, fluking up an octave, became a strident blare more 

penetrating than before. Piggy was shouting something, his face pleased, his glasses flashing. 

The birds cried, small animals scuttered. Ralph's breath failed; the note dropped the octave, 

became a low wubber, was a rush of air. 

The conch was silent, a gleaming tusk; Ralph's face was dark with breathlessness and 

the air over the island was full of bird-clamor and echoes ringing. 

"I bet you can hear that for miles." 

Ralph found his breath and blew a series of short blasts. 

Piggy exclaimed: "There's one!" 

A child had appeared among the palms, about a hundred yards along the beach. He was 

a boy of perhaps six years, sturdy and fair, his clothes torn, his face covered with a sticky mess 

of fruit. His trousers had been lowered for an obvious purpose and had only been pulled back 

half-way. He jumped off the palm terrace into the sand and his trousers fell about his ankles; 



he stepped out of them and trotted to the platform. Piggy helped him up. Meanwhile Ralph 

continued to blow till voices shouted in the forest. The small boy squatted in front of Ralph, 

looking up brightly and vertically. As he received the reassurance of something purposeful 

being done he began to look satisfied, and his only clean digit, a pink thumb, slid into his 

mouth. 

Piggy leaned down to him. 

"What's yer name?" 

"Johnny." 

Piggy muttered the name to himself and then shouted it to Ralph, who was not 

interested because he was still blowing. His face was dark with the violent pleasure of making 

this stupendous noise, and his heart was making the stretched shirt shake. The shouting in the 

forest was nearer. 

Signs of life were visible now on the beach. The sand, trembling beneath the heat haze, 

concealed many figures in its miles of length; boys were making their way toward the platform 

through the hot, dumb sand. Three small children, no older than Johnny, appeared from 

startlingly close at hand, where they had been gorging fruit in the forest. A dark little boy, not 

much younger than Piggy, parted a tangle of undergrowth, walked on to the platform, and 

smiled cheerfully at everybody. More and more of them came. Taking their cue from the 

innocent Johnny, they sat down on the fallen palm trunks and waited. Ralph continued to 

blow short, penetrating blasts. Piggy moved among the crowd, asking names and frowning to 

remember them. The children gave him the same simple obedience that they had given to the 

men with megaphones. Some were naked and carrying their clothes; others half-naked, or 

more or less dressed, in school uniforms, grey, blue, fawn, jacketed, or jerseyed. There were 

badges, mottoes even, stripes of color in stockings and pullovers. Their heads clustered above 

the trunks in the green shade; heads brown, fair, black, chestnut, sandy, mouse-colored; heads 

muttering, whispering, heads full of eyes that watched Ralph and speculated. Something was 

being done. 



The children who came along the beach, singly or in twos, leapt into visibility when 

they crossed the line from heat haze to nearer sand. Here, the eye was first attracted to a 

black, bat-like creature that danced on the sand, and only later perceived the body above it. 

The bat was the child's shadow, shrunk by the vertical sun to a patch between the hurrying 

feet. Even while he blew, Ralph noticed the last pair of bodies that reached the platform above 

a fluttering patch of black. The two boys, bullet-headed and with hair like tow, flung 

themselves down and lay grinning and panting at Ralph like dogs. They were twins, and the 

eye was shocked and incredulous at such cheery duplication. They breathed together, they 

grinned together, they were chunky and vital. They raised wet lips at Ralph, for they seemed 

provided with not quite enough skin, so that their profiles were blurred and their mouths 

pulled open. Piggy bent his flashing glasses to them and could be heard between the blasts, 

repeating their names. 

"Sam, Eric, Sam, Eric." 

Then he got muddled; the twins shook their heads and pointed at each other and the 

crowd laughed. 

At last Ralph ceased to blow and sat there, the conch trailing from one hand, his head 

bowed on his knees. As the echoes died away so did the laughter, and there was silence. 

Within the diamond haze of the beach something dark was fumbling along. Ralph saw 

it first, and watched till the intentness of his gaze drew all eyes that way. Then the creature 

stepped from mirage on to clear sand, and they saw that the darkness was not all shadow but 

mostly clothing. The creature was a party of boys, marching approximately in step in two 

parallel lines and dressed in strangely eccentric clothing. Shorts, shirts, and different garments 

they carried in their hands; but each boy wore a square black cap with a silver badge on it. 

Their bodies, from throat to ankle, were hidden by black cloaks which bore a long silver cross 

on the left breast and each neck was finished off with a hambone frill. The heat of the tropics, 

the descent, the search for food, and now this sweaty march along the blazing beach had given 

them the complexions of newly washed plums. The boy who controlled them was dressed in 



the same way though his cap badge was golden. When his party was about ten yards from the 

platform he shouted an order and they halted, gasping, sweating, swaying in the fierce light. 

The boy himself came forward, vaulted on to the platform with his cloak flying, and peered 

into what to him was almost complete darkness. 

"Where's the man with the trumpet?" 

Ralph, sensing his sun-blindness, answered him. 

"There's no man with a trumpet. Only me." 

The boy came close and peered down at Ralph, screwing up his face as he did so. What 

he saw of the fair-haired boy with the creamy shell on his knees did not seem to satisfy him. 

He turned quickly, his black cloak circling. 

"Isn't there a ship, then?" 

Inside the floating cloak he was tall, thin, and bony; and his hair was red beneath the 

black cap. His face was crumpled and freckled, and ugly without silliness. Out of this face 

stared two light blue eyes, frustrated now, and turning, or ready to turn, to anger. 

"Isn't there a man here?" 

Ralph spoke to his back. 

"No. We're having a meeting. Come and join in." 

The group of cloaked boys began to scatter from close line. The tall boy shouted at 

them. 

"Choir! Stand still!" 

Wearily obedient, the choir huddled into line and stood there swaying in the sun. None 

the less, some began to protest faintly. 

"But, Merridew. Please, Merridew . . . can't we?" 

Then one of the boys flopped on his face in the sand and the line broke up. They 

heaved the fallen boy to the platform and let him lie. Merridew, his eyes staring, made the best 

of a bad job. 

"All right then. Sit down. Let him alone." 



"But Merridew." 

"He's always throwing a faint," said Merridew. "He did in Gib.; and Addis; and at 

matins over the precentor." 

This last piece of shop brought sniggers from the choir, who perched like black birds 

on the criss-cross trunks and examined Ralph with interest. Piggy asked no names. He was 

intimidated by this uniformed superiority and the offhand authority in Merridew's voice. He 

shrank to the other side of Ralph and busied himself with his glasses. 

Merridew turned to Ralph. 

"Aren't there any grownups?" 

"No." 

Merridew sat down on a trunk and looked round the circle. 

"Then we'll have to look after ourselves." 

Secure on the other side of Ralph, Piggy spoke timidly. 

"That's why Ralph made a meeting. So as we can decide what to do. We've heard 

names. That's Johnny. Those two--they're twins, Sam 'n Eric. Which is Eric--? You? No-- 

you're Sam--" 

"I'm Sam--" 

"'n I'm Eric." 

"We'd better all have names," said Ralph, "so I'm Ralph." 

"We got most names," said Piggy. "Got 'em just now." 

"Kids' names," said Merridew. "Why should I be Jack? I'm Merridew." 

Ralph turned to him quickly. This was the voice of one who knew his own mind. 

"Then," went on Piggy, "that boy--I forget--" 

"You're talking too much," said Jack Merridew. "Shut up, Fatty." 

Laughter arose. 

"He's not Fatty," cried Ralph, "his real name's Piggy!" 

"Piggy!" 



"Piggy!" 

"Oh, Piggy!" 

A storm of laughter arose and even the tiniest child joined in. For the moment the boys 

were a closed circuit of sympathy with Piggy outside: he went very pink, bowed his head and 

cleaned his glasses again. 

Finally the laughter died away and the naming continued. There was Maurice, next in 

size among the choir boys to Jack, but broad and grinning all the time. There was a slight, 

furtive boy whom no one knew, who kept to himself with an inner intensity of avoidance and 

secrecy. He muttered that his name was Roger and was silent again. Bill, Robert, Harold, 

Henry; the choir boy who had fainted sat up against a palm trunk, smiled pallidly at Ralph and 

said that his name was Simon. 

Jack spoke. 

"We've got to decide about being rescued." 

There was a buzz. One of the small boys, Henry, said that he wanted to go home. 

"Shut up," said Ralph absently. He lifted the conch. "Seems to me we ought to have a 

chief to decide things." 

"A chief! A chief!" 

"I ought to be chief," said Jack with simple arrogance, "because I'm chapter chorister 

and head boy. I can sing C sharp." 

Another buzz. 

"Well then," said Jack, "I--" 

He hesitated. The dark boy, Roger, stirred at last and spoke up. 

"Let's have a vote." 

"Yes!" 

"Vote for chief!" 

"Let's vote--" 

This toy of voting was almost as pleasing as the conch. Jack started to protest but the 



clamor changed from the general wish for a chief to an election by acclaim of Ralph himself. 

None of the boys could have found good reason for this; what intelligence had been shown 

was traceable to Piggy while the most obvious leader was Jack. But there was a stillness about 

Ralph as he sat that marked him out: there was his size, and attractive appearance; and most 

obscurely, yet most powerfully, there was the conch. The being that had blown that, had sat 

waiting for them on the platform with the delicate thing balanced on his knees, was set apart. 

"Him with the shell." 

"Ralph! Ralph!" 

"Let him be chief with the trumpet-thing." 

Ralph raised a hand for silence. 

"All right. Who wants Jack for chief?" 

With dreary obedience the choir raised their hands. 

"Who wants me?" 

Every hand outside the choir except Piggy's was raised immediately. Then Piggy, too, 

raised his hand grudgingly into the air. 

Ralph counted. 

"I'm chief then." 

The circle of boys broke into applause. Even the choir applauded; and the freckles on 

Jack's face disappeared under a blush of mortification. He started up, then changed his mind 

and sat down again while the air rang. Ralph looked at him, eager to offer something. 

"The choir belongs to you, of course." 

"They could be the army--" 

"Or hunters--" 

"They could be--" 

The suffusion drained away from Jack's face. Ralph waved again for silence. 

"Jack's in charge of the choir. They can be--what do you want them to be?" 

"Hunters." 



36. 

The Road to Serfdom by Friedrich A. Hayek (1944) 

The Reader’s Digest condensed version of The Road to Serfdom: Planning and Power, Background to 

Danger, The liberal way of planning, The Great Utopia 

Planning and power 

 

In order to achieve their ends the planners must create power – power over men wielded by other men – of a 

magnitude never before known. Their success will depend on the extent to which they achieve such power. 

Democracy is an obstacle to this suppression of freedom which the centralized direction of economic activity 

requires. Hence arises the clash between planning and democracy. Many socialists have the tragic illusion that 

by depriving private individuals of the power they possess in an individualist system, and transferring this 

power to society, they thereby extinguish power. What they overlook is that by concentrating power so that it 

can be used in the service of a single plan, it is not merely transformed, but infinitely heightened. By uniting in 

the hands of some single body power formerly exercised independently by many, an amount of power is 

created infinitely greater than any that existed before, so much more far-reaching as almost to be different in 

kind. It is entirely fallacious to argue that the great power exercised by a central planning board would be ‘no 

greater than the power collectively exercised by private boards of directors’. There is, in a competitive society, 

nobody who can exercise even a fraction of the power which a socialist planning board would possess. To 

decentralize power is to reduce the absolute amount of power, and the competitive system is the only system 

designed to minimize the power exercised by man over man. Who can seriously doubt that the power which a 

millionaire, who may be my employer, has over me is very much less than that which the smallest bureaucrat 

possesses who wields the coercive power of the state and on whose discretion it depends how I am allowed to 

live and work? In every real sense a badly paid unskilled workman in this country has more freedom to shape 

his life than many an employer in Germany or a much better paid engineer or manager in Russia. If he wants 

to change his job or the place where he lives, if he wants to profess certain views or spend his leisure in a 

particular way, he faces no absolute impediments. There are no dangers to bodily security and freedom that 

confine him by brute force to the task and environment to which a superior has assigned him. Our generation 

has forgotten that the system of private property is the most important guarantee of freedom. It is only 

because the control of the means of production is divided among many people acting independently that we 

as individuals can decide what to do with ourselves. When all the means of production are vested in a single 

hand, whether it be nominally that of ‘society’ as a whole or that of a dictator, whoever exercises this control 

has complete power over us. In the hands of private individuals, what is called economic power can be an 

instrument of coercion, but it is never control over the whole life of a person. But when economic power is 

centralized as an instrument of political power it creates a degree of dependence scarcely distinguishable from 

slavery. It has been well said that, in a country where the sole employer is the state, opposition means death 

by slow starvation. 

Background to danger  

 

Individualism, in contrast to socialism and all other forms of totalitarianism, is based on the respect of 

Christianity for the individual man and the belief that it is desirable that men should be free to develop their 



own individual gifts and bents. This philosophy, first fully developed during the Renaissance, grew and spread 

into what we know as Western civilization. The general direction of social development was one of freeing the 

individual from the ties which bound him in feudal society. Perhaps the greatest result of this unchaining of 

individual energies was the marvellous growth of science. Only since industrial freedom opened the path to 

the free use of new knowledge, only since everything could be tried – if somebody could be found to back it at 

his own risk – has science made the great strides which in the last 150 years have changed the face of the 

world. The result of this growth surpassed all expectations. Wherever the barriers to the free exercise of 

human ingenuity were removed, man became rapidly able to satisfy ever-widening ranges of desire. By the 

beginning of the twentieth century the working man in the Western world had reached a degree of material 

comfort, security and personal independence which 100 years before had hardly seemed possible. The effect 

of this success was to create among men a new sense of power over their own fate, the belief in the 

unbounded possibilities of improving their own lot. What had been achieved came to be regarded as a secure 

and imperishable possession, acquired once and for all; and the rate of progress began to seem too slow. 

Moreover the principles which had made this progress possible came to be regarded as obstacles to speedier 

progress, impatiently to be brushed away. It might be said that the very success of liberalism became the 

cause of its decline. No sensible person should have doubted that the economic principles of the nineteenth 

century were only a beginning – that there were immense possibilities of advancement on the lines on which 

we had moved. But according to the views now dominant, the question is no longer how we can make the 

best use of the spontaneous forces found in a free society. We have in effect undertaken to dispense with 

these forces and to replace them by collective and ‘conscious’ direction. It is significant that this abandonment 

of liberalism, whether expressed as socialism in its more radical form or merely as ‘organization’ or ‘planning’, 

was perfected in Germany. During the last quarter of the nineteenth century and the fi rst quarter of the 

twentieth, Germany moved far ahead in both the theory and the practice of socialism, so that even today 

Russian discussion largely carries on where the Germans left off. The Germans, long before the Nazis, were 

attacking liberalism and democracy, capitalism, and individualism. Long before the Nazis, too, the German and 

Italian socialists were using techniques of which the Nazis and fascists later made effective use. The idea of a 

political party which embraces all activities of the individual from the cradle to the grave, which claims to 

guide his views on everything, was first put into practice by the socialists. It was not the fascists but the 

socialists who began to collect children at the tenderest age into political organizations to direct their thinking. 

It was not the fascists but the socialists who first thought of organizing sports and games, football and hiking, 

in party clubs where the members would not be infected by other views. It was the socialists who first insisted 

that the party member should distinguish himself from others by the modes of greeting and the forms of 

address. It was they who, by their organization of ‘cells’ and devices for the permanent supervision of private 

life, created the prototype of the totalitarian party. By the time Hitler came to power, liberalism was dead in 

Germany. And it was socialism that had killed it. To many who have watched the transition from socialism to 

fascism at close quarters the connection between the two systems has become increasingly obvious, but in 

the democracies the majority of people still believe that socialism and freedom can be combined. They do not 

realize that democratic socialism, the great utopia of the last few generations, is not only unachievable, but 

that to strive for it produces something utterly different – the very destruction of freedom itself. As has been 

aptly said: ‘What has always made the state a hell on earth has been precisely that man has tried to make it 

his heaven.’ It is disquieting to see in England and the United States today the same drawing together of forces 

and nearly the same contempt of all that is liberal in the old sense. ‘Conservative socialism’ was the slogan 



under which a large number of writers prepared the atmosphere in which National Socialism succeeded. It is 

‘consevative socialism’ which is the dominant trend among us now. 

The liberal way of planning  

 

‘Planning’ owes its popularity largely to the fact that everybody desires, of course, that we should handle our 

common problems with as much foresight as possible. The dispute between the modern planners and the 

liberals is not on whether we ought to employ systematic thinking in planning our affairs. It is a dispute about 

what is the best way of so doing. The question is whether we should create conditions under which the 

knowledge and initiative of individuals are given the best scope so that they can plan most successfully; or 

whether we should direct and organize all economic activities according to a ‘blueprint’, that is, ‘consciously 

direct the resources of society to conform to the planners’ particular views of who should have what’. It is 

important not to confuse opposition against the latter kind of planning with a dogmatic laissez faire attitude. 

The liberal argument does not advocate leaving things just as they are; it favours making the best possible use 

of the forces of competition as a means of coordinating human efforts. It is based on the conviction that, 

where effective competition can be created, it is a better way of guiding individual efforts than any other. It 

emphasizes that in order to make competition work beneficially a carefully thought-out legal framework is 

required, and that neither the past nor the existing legal rules are free from grave defects. Liberalism is 

opposed, however, to supplanting competition by inferior methods of guiding economic activity. And it 

regards competition as superior not only because in most circumstances it is the most efficient method known 

but because it is the only method which does not require the coercive or arbitrary intervention of authority. It 

dispenses with the need for ‘conscious social control’ and gives individuals a chance to decide whether the 

prospects of a particular occupation are sufficient to compensate for the disadvantages connected with it. The 

successful use of competition does not preclude some types of government interference. For instance, to limit 

working hours, to require certain sanitary arrangements, to provide an extensive system of social services is 

fully compatible with the preservation of competition. There are, too, certain fields where the system of 

competition is impracticable. For example, the harmful effects of deforestation or of the smoke of factories 

cannot be confined to the owner of the property in question. But the fact that we have to resort to direct 

regulation by authority where the conditions for the proper working of competition cannot be created does 

not prove that we should suppress competition where it can be made to function. To create conditions in 

which competition will be as effective as possible, to prevent fraud and deception, to break up monopolies – 

these tasks provide a wide and unquestioned field for state activity. This does not mean that it is possible to 

find some ‘middle way’ between competition and central direction, though nothing seems at first more 

plausible, or is more likely to appeal to reasonable people. Mere common sense proves a treacherous guide in 

this field. Although competition can bear some mixture of regulation, it cannot be combined with planning to 

any extent we like without ceasing to operate as an effective guide to production. Both competition and 

central direction become poor and inefficient tools if they are incomplete, and a mixture of the two means 

that neither will work. Planning and competition can be combined only by planning for competition, not by 

planning against competition. The planning against which all our criticism is directed is solely the planning 

against competition.  

 



The great utopia  

 

There can be no doubt that most of those in the democracies who demand a central direction of all economic 

activity still believe that socialism and individual freedom can be combined. Yet socialism was early recognized 

by many thinkers as the gravest threat to freedom. It is rarely remembered now that socialism in its 

beginnings was frankly authoritarian. It began quite openly as a reaction against the liberalism of the French 

Revolution. The French writers who laid its foundation had no doubt that their ideas could be put into practice 

only by a strong dictatorial government. The first of modern planners, Saint-Simon, predicted that those who 

did not obey his proposed planning boards would be ‘treated as cattle’. Nobody saw more clearly than the 

great political thinker de Tocqueville that democracy stands in an irreconcilable conflict with socialism: 

‘Democracy extends the sphere of individual freedom,’ he said. ‘Democracy attaches all possible value to each 

man,’ he said in 1848, ‘while socialism makes each man a mere agent, a mere number. Democracy and 

socialism have nothing in common but one word: equality. But notice the difference: while democracy seeks 

equality in liberty, socialism seeks equality in restraint and servitude.’ To allay these suspicions and to harness 

to its cart the strongest of all political motives – the craving for freedom – socialists began increasingly to 

make use of the promise of a ‘new freedom’. Socialism was to bring ‘economic freedom’ without which 

political freedom was ‘not worth having’. To make this argument sound plausible, the word ‘freedom’ was 

subjected to a subtle change in meaning. The word had formerly meant freedom from coercion, from the 

arbitrary power of other men. Now it was made to mean freedom from necessity, release from the 

compulsion of the circumstances which inevitably limit the range of choice of all of us. Freedom in this sense 

is, of course, merely another name for power or wealth. The demand for the new freedom was thus only 

another name for the old demand for a redistribution of wealth. The claim that a planned economy would 

produce a substantially larger output than the competitive system is being progressively abandoned by most 

students of the problem. Yet it is this false hope as much as anything which drives us along the road to 

planning. Although our modern socialists’ promise of greater freedom is genuine and sincere, in recent years 

observer after observer has been impressed by the unforeseen consequences of socialism, the extraordinary 

similarity in many respects of the conditions under ‘communism’ and ‘fascism’. As the writer Peter Drucker 

expressed it in 1939, ‘the complete collapse of the belief in the attainability of freedom and equality through 

Marxism has forced Russia to travel the same road toward a totalitarian society of unfreedom and inequality 

which Germany has been following. Not that communism and fascism are essentially the same. Fascism is the 

stage reached after communism has proved an illusion, and it has proved as much an illusion in Russia as in 

pre-Hitler Germany.’ No less significant is the intellectual outlook of the rank and fi le in the communist and 

fascist movements in Germany before 1933. The relative ease with which a young communist could be 

converted into a Nazi or vice versa was well known, best of all to the propagandists of the two parties. The 

communists and Nazis clashed more frequently with each other than with other parties simply because they 

competed for the same type of mind and reserved for each other the hatred of the heretic. Their practice 

showed how closely they are related. To both, the real enemy, the man with whom they had nothing in 

common, was the liberal of the old type. While to the Nazi the communist and to the communist the Nazi, and 

to both the socialist, are potential recruits made of the right timber, they both know that there can be no com 

promise between them and those who really believe in individual freedom. What is promised to us as the 

Road to Freedom is in fact the Highroad to Servitude. For it is not difficult to see what must be the 

consequences when democracy embarks upon a course of planning. The goal of the planning will be described 



by some such vague term as ‘the general welfare’. There will be no real agreement as to the ends to be 

attained, and the effect of the people’s agreeing that there must be central planning, without agreeing on the 

ends, will be rather as if a group of people were to commit themselves to take a journey together without 

agreeing where they want to go: with the result that they may all have to make a journey which most of them 

do not want at all. Democratic assemblies cannot function as planning agencies. They cannot produce 

agreement on everything – the whole direction of the resources of the nation – for the number of possible 

courses of action will be legion. Even if a congress could, by proceeding step by step and compromising at 

each point, agree on some scheme, it would certainly in the end satisfy nobody. To draw up an economic plan 

in this fashion is even less possible than, for instance, successfully to plan a military campaign by democratic 

procedure. As in strategy, it would become inevitable to delegate the task to experts. And even if, by this 

expedient, a democracy should succeed in planning every sector of economic activity, it would still have to 

face the problem of integrating these separate plans into a unitary whole. There will be a stronger and 

stronger demand that some board or some single individual should be given powers to act on their own 

responsibility. The cry for an economic dictator is a characteristic stage in the movement toward planning. 

Thus the legislative body will be reduced to choosing the persons who are to have practically absolute power. 

The whole system will tend toward that kind of dictatorship in which the head of government is from time to 

time confirmed in his position by popular vote, but where he has all the power at his command to make 

certain that the vote will go in the direction that he desires. Planning leads to dictatorship because 

dictatorship is the most effective instrument of coercion and, as such, essential if central planning on a large 

scale is to be possible. There is no justification for the widespread belief that, so long as power is conferred by 

democratic procedure, it cannot be arbitrary; it is not the source of power which prevents it from being 

arbitrary; to be free from dictatorial qualities, the power must also be limited. A true ‘dictatorship of the 

proletariat’, even if democratic in form, if it undertook centrally to direct the economic system, would 

probably destroy personal freedom as completely as any autocracy has ever done. Individual freedom cannot 

be reconciled with the supremacy of one single purpose to which the whole of society is permanently 

subordinated. To a limited extent we ourselves experience this fact in wartime, when subordination of almost 

everything to the immediate and pressing need is the price at which we preserve our freedom in the long run. 

The fashionable phrases about doing for the purposes of peace what we have learned to do for the purposes 

of war are completely misleading, for it is sensible temporarily to sacrifice freedom in order to make it more 

secure in the future, but it is quite a different thing to sacrifice liberty permanently in the interests of a 

planned economy. To those who have watched the transition from socialism to fascism at close quarters, the 

connection between the two systems is obvious. The realization of the socialist programme means the 

destruction of freedom. Democratic socialism, the great utopia of the last few generations, is simply not 

achievable. 
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Free to Choose: A Personal Statement by Milton Friedman (1980) 

Chapter 2: The Tyranny of Controls 

In discussing tariffs and other restrictions on international trade in his Wealth of Nations, Adam Smith wrote:  
 
“What is prudence in the conduct of every private family, can scarce be folly in that of a great kingdom. If a 
foreign country can supply us with a commodity cheaper than we ourselves can make it, better buy it of them 
with some part of the produce of our own industry, employed in a way in which we have some advantage. . . . 
In every country, it always is and must be the interest of the great body of the people to buy whatever they 
want of those who sell it cheapest. The proposition is so very manifest, that it seems ridiculous to take any 
pains to prove it; nor could it ever have been called in question, had not the interested sophistry of merchants 
and manufacturers confounded the common sense of mankind. Their interest is, in this respect, directly 
opposite to that of the great body of the people.” 
 
These words are as true today as they were then. In domestic as well as foreign trade, it is in the interest of 
"the great body of the people" to buy from the cheapest source and sell to the dearest. Yet "interested 
sophistry" has led to a bewildering proliferation of restrictions on what we may buy and sell, from whom we 
may buy and to whom we may sell and on what terms, whom we may employ and whom we may work for, 
where we may live, and what we may eat and drink. Adam Smith pointed to "the interested sophistry of 
merchants and manufacturers." They may have been the chief culprits in his day. Today they have much 
company. Indeed, there is hardly one of us who is not engaged in "interested sophistry" in one area or 
another. In Pogo's immortal words, "We have met the enemy and they is us." We rail against "special 
interests" except when the "special interest" happens to be our own. Each of us knows that what is good for 
him is good for the country—so our "special interest" is different. The end result is a maze of restraints and 
restrictions that makes almost all of us worse off than we would be if they were all eliminated. We lose far 
more from measures that serve other "special interests" than we gain from measures that serve our "special 
interest." The clearest example is in international trade. The gains to some producers from tariffs and other 
restrictions are more than offset by the loss to other producers and especially to consumers in general. Free 
trade would not only promote our material welfare, it would also foster peace and harmony among nations 
and spur domestic competition. Controls on foreign trade extend to domestic trade. They become intertwined 
with every aspect of economic activity. Such controls have often been defended, particularly for 
underdeveloped countries, as essential to provide development and progress. A comparison of the experience 
of Japan after the Meiji Restoration in 1867 and of India after independence in 1947 tests this view. It 
suggests, as do other examples, that free trade at home and abroad is the best way that a poor country can 
promote the well-being of its citizens. The economic controls that have proliferated in the United 
States in recent decades have not only restricted our freedom to use our economic resources, they have also 
affected our freedom of speech, of press, and of religion. 
 
INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
It is often said that bad economic policy reflects disagreement among the experts; that if all economists gave 
the same advice, economic policy would be good. Economists often do disagree, but that has not been true 
with respect to international trade. Ever since Adam Smith there has been virtual unanimity among 
economists, whatever their ideological position on other issues, that international free trade is in the best 
interest of the trading countries and of the world. Yet tariffs have been the rule. The only major exceptions are 
nearly a century of free trade in Great Britain after the repeal of the Corn Laws in 1846, thirty years 



of free trade in Japan after the Meiji Restoration, and free trade in Hong Kong today. The United States had 
tariffs throughout the nineteenth century and they were raised still higher in the twentieth century, especially 
by the Smoot-Hawley tariff bill of 1930, which some scholars regard as partly responsible for the severity of 
the subsequent depression. Tariffs have since been reduced by repeated international agreements, but they 
remain high, probably higher than in the nineteenth century, though the vast changes in the kinds of items 
entering international trade make a precise comparison impossible. Today, as always, there is much support 
for tariffs—euphemistically labeled "protection," a good label for a bad cause. Producers of steel and 
steelworkers' unions press for restrictions on steel imports from Japan. Producers of TV sets and their workers 
lobby for "voluntary agreements" to limit imports of TV sets or components from Japan, Taiwan, or Hong 
Kong. Producers of textiles, shoes, cattle, sugar—they and myriad others complain about "unfair" competition 
from abroad and demand that government do something to "protect" them. Of course, no group makes its 
claim on the basis of naked self-interest. Every group speaks of the "general interest, " of the need to preserve 
jobs or to promote national security. The need to strengthen the dollar vis-a-vis the mark or the yen has more 
recently joined the traditional rationalizations for restrictions on imports. 
 
The Economic Case for Free Trade 
One voice that is hardly ever raised is the consumer's. So-called consumer special interest groups have 
proliferated in recent years. But you will search the news media, or the records of congressional hearings in 
vain, to find any record of their launching a concentrated attack on tariffs or other restrictions on imports, 
even though consumers are major victims of such measures. The self-styled consumer advocates have other 
concerns—as we shall see in Chapter 7. The individual consumer's voice is drowned out in the cacophony 
the "interested sophistry of merchants and manufacturers" and their employees. The result is a serious 
distortion of the issue. For example, the supporters of tariffs treat it as self-evident that the creation of jobs is 
a desirable end, in and of itself, regardless of what the persons employed do. That is clearly wrong. If all we 
want are jobs, we can create any number—for example, have people dig holes and then fill them up again, or 
perform other useless tasks. Work is sometimes its own reward. Mostly, however, it is the price we pay to get 
the things we want. Our real objective is not just jobs but productive jobs—jobs that will mean moregoods and 
services to consume. Another fallacy seldom contradicted is that exports are good, imports bad. The truth is 
very different. We cannot eat, wear, or enjoy the goods we send abroad. We eat bananas from Central 
America, wear Italian shoes, drive German automobiles, and enjoy programs we see on our Japanese TV sets. 
Our gain from foreign trade is what we import. Exports are the price we pay to get imports. As Adam Smith 
saw so clearly, the citizens of a nation benefit from getting as large a volume of imports as possible in return 
for its exports, or equivalently, from exporting as little as possible to pay for its imports. The misleading 
terminology we use reflects these erroneous ideas. "Protection" really means exploiting the consumer. A 
"favorable balance of trade" really means exporting more than we import, sending abroad goods of greater 
total value than the goods we get from abroad. In your private household, you would surely prefer to pay less 
for more rather than the other way around, yet that would be termed an "unfavorable balance of payments" 
in foreign trade. The argument in favor of tariffs that has the greatest emotional appeal to the public at large 
is the alleged need to protect the high standard of living of American workers from the "unfair" competition of 
workers in Japan or Korea or Hong Kong who are willing to work for a much lower wage. What is wrong with 
this argument? Don't we want to protect the high standard of living of our people? The fallacy in this 
argument is the loose use of the terms "high" wage and "low" wage. What do high and low wages mean? 
American workers are paid in dollars; Japanese workers are paid in yen. How do we compare wages in dollars 
with wages in yen? How many yen equal a dollar? What determines that exchange rate? Consider an extreme 
case. Suppose that, to begin with, 360 yen equal a dollar. At this exchange rate, the actual rate of exchange for 
many years, suppose that the Japanese can produce and sell everything for fewer dollars than we can in the 
United States— TV sets, automobiles, steel, and even soybeans, wheat, milk, and ice cream. If we had free 
international trade, we would try to buy all our goods from Japan. This would seem to be the extreme 



horror story of the kind depicted by defenders of tariffs—we would be flooded with Japanese goods and could 
sell them nothing. Before throwing up your hands in horror, carry the analysis one step further. How would we 
pay the Japanese? We would offer them dollar bills. What would they do with the dollar bills? We have 
assumed that at 360 yen to the dollar everything is cheaper in Japan, so there is nothing in the U.S. market 
that they would want to buy. If the Japanese exporters were willing to burn or bury the dollar bills, that would 
be wonderful for us. We would get all kinds of goods for green pieces of paper that we can produce in great 
abundance and very cheaply. We would have the most marvelous export industry conceivable. Of course, the 
Japanese would not in fact sell us useful goods in order to get useless pieces of paper to bury or burn. Like us, 
they want to get something real in return for their work. If all goods were cheaper in Japan than in the United 
States at 360 yen to the dollar, the exporters would try to get rid of their dollars, would try to sell them for 360 
yen to the dollar in order to buy the cheaper Japanese goods. But who would be willing to buy the dollars? 
What is true for the Japanese exporter is true for everyone in Japan. No one will be willing to give 360 yen in 
exchange for one dollar if 360 yen will buy more of everything in Japan than one dollar will buy in the United 
States. The exporters, on discovering that no one will buy their dollars at 360 yen, will offer to take fewer yen 
for a dollar. The price of the dollar in terms of yen will go down—to 300 yen for a dollar, or 250 yen, or 200 
yen. Put the other way around, it will take more and more dollars to buy a given number of Japanese yen. 
Japanese goods are priced in yen, so their price in dollars will go up. Conversely, U.S. goods are priced in 
dollars, so the more dollars the Japanese get for a given number of yen, the cheaper U.S. goods become to the 
Japanese in terms of yen. 
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The Federalist Papers #10 by James Madison (November 23, 1787) 

The Same Subject Continued: The Union as a Safeguard Against Domestic Faction and Insurrection 

To the People of the State of New York: 

AMONG the numerous advantages promised by a wellconstructed Union, none deserves to be more accurately 

developed than its tendency to break and control the violence of faction. The friend of popular governments never 

finds himself so much alarmed for their character and fate, as when he contemplates their propensity to this 

dangerous vice. He will not fail, therefore, to set a due value on any plan which, without violating the principles to 

which he is attached, provides a proper cure for it. The instability, injustice, and confusion introduced into the public 

councils, have, in truth, been the mortal diseases under which popular governments have everywhere perished; as 

they continue to be the favorite and fruitful topics from which the adversaries to liberty derive their most specious 

declamations. The valuable improvements made by the American constitutions on the popular models, both ancient 

and modern, cannot certainly be too much admired; but it would be an unwarrantable partiality, to contend that they 

have as effectually obviated the danger on this side, as was wished and expected. Complaints are everywhere 

heard from our most considerate and virtuous citizens, equally the friends of public and private faith, and of public 

and personal liberty, that our governments are too unstable, that the public good is disregarded in the conflicts of 

rival parties, and that measures are too often decided, not according to the rules of justice and the rights of the 

minor party, but by the superior force of an interested and overbearing majority. However anxiously we may wish 

that these complaints had no foundation, the evidence, of known facts will not permit us to deny that they are in 

some degree true. It will be found, indeed, on a candid review of our situation, that some of the distresses under 

which we labor have been erroneously charged on the operation of our governments; but it will be found, at the 

same time, that other causes will not alone account for many of our heaviest misfortunes; and, particularly, for that 

prevailing and increasing distrust of public engagements, and alarm for private rights, which are echoed from one 

end of the continent to the other. These must be chiefly, if not wholly, effects of the unsteadiness and injustice with 

which a factious spirit has tainted our public administrations. 

By a faction, I understand a number of citizens, whether amounting to a majority or a minority of the whole, who 

are united and actuated by some common impulse of passion, or of interest, adversed to the rights of other citizens, 

or to the permanent and aggregate interests of the community. 

There are two methods of curing the mischiefs of faction: the one, by removing its causes; the other, by 

controlling its effects. 

There are again two methods of removing the causes of faction: the one, by destroying the liberty which is 

essential to its existence; the other, by giving to every citizen the same opinions, the same passions, and the same 

interests. 

It could never be more truly said than of the first remedy, that it was worse than the disease. Liberty is to faction 

what air is to fire, an aliment without which it instantly expires. But it could not be less folly to abolish liberty, which is 

essential to political life, because it nourishes faction, than it would be to wish the annihilation of air, which is 

essential to animal life, because it imparts to fire its destructive agency. 

The second expedient is as impracticable as the first would be unwise. As long as the reason of man continues 

fallible, and he is at liberty to exercise it, different opinions will be formed. As long as the connection subsists 

between his reason and his self-love, his opinions and his passions will have a reciprocal influence on each other; 

and the former will be objects to which the latter will attach themselves. The diversity in the faculties of men, from 

which the rights of property originate, is not less an insuperable obstacle to a uniformity of interests. The protection 

of these faculties is the first object of government. From the protection of different and unequal faculties of acquiring 

property, the possession of different degrees and kinds of property immediately results; and from the influence of 

these on the sentiments and views of the respective proprietors, ensues a division of the society into different 

interests and parties. 



The latent causes of faction are thus sown in the nature of man; and we see them everywhere brought into 

different degrees of activity, according to the different circumstances of civil society. A zeal for different opinions 

concerning religion, concerning government, and many other points, as well of speculation as of practice; an 

attachment to different leaders ambitiously contending for pre-eminence and power; or to persons of other 

descriptions whose fortunes have been interesting to the human passions, have, in turn, divided mankind into 

parties, inflamed them with mutual animosity, and rendered them much more disposed to vex and oppress each 

other than to co-operate for their common good. So strong is this propensity of mankind to fall into mutual 

animosities, that where no substantial occasion presents itself, the most frivolous and fanciful distinctions have been 

sufficient to kindle their unfriendly passions and excite their most violent conflicts. But the most common and durable 

source of factions has been the various and unequal distribution of property. Those who hold and those who are 

without property have ever formed distinct interests in society. Those who are creditors, and those who are debtors, 

fall under a like discrimination. A landed interest, a manufacturing interest, a mercantile interest, a moneyed interest, 

with many lesser interests, grow up of necessity in civilized nations, and divide them into different classes, actuated 

by different sentiments and views. The regulation of these various and interfering interests forms the principal task 

of modern legislation, and involves the spirit of party and faction in the necessary and ordinary operations of the 

government. 

No man is allowed to be a judge in his own cause, because his interest would certainly bias his judgment, and, 

not improbably, corrupt his integrity. With equal, nay with greater reason, a body of men are unfit to be both judges 

and parties at the same time; yet what are many of the most important acts of legislation, but so many judicial 

determinations, not indeed concerning the rights of single persons, but concerning the rights of large bodies of 

citizens? And what are the different classes of legislators but advocates and parties to the causes which they 

determine? Is a law proposed concerning private debts? It is a question to which the creditors are parties on one 

side and the debtors on the other. Justice ought to hold the balance between them. Yet the parties are, and must 

be, themselves the judges; and the most numerous party, or, in other words, the most powerful faction must be 

expected to prevail. Shall domestic manufactures be encouraged, and in what degree, by restrictions on foreign 

manufactures? are questions which would be differently decided by the landed and the manufacturing classes, and 

probably by neither with a sole regard to justice and the public good. The apportionment of taxes on the various 

descriptions of property is an act which seems to require the most exact impartiality; yet there is, perhaps, no 

legislative act in which greater opportunity and temptation are given to a predominant party to trample on the rules 

of justice. Every shilling with which they overburden the inferior number, is a shilling saved to their own pockets. 

It is in vain to say that enlightened statesmen will be able to adjust these clashing interests, and render them all 

subservient to the public good. Enlightened statesmen will not always be at the helm. Nor, in many cases, can such 

an adjustment be made at all without taking into view indirect and remote considerations, which will rarely prevail 

over the immediate interest which one party may find in disregarding the rights of another or the good of the whole. 

The inference to which we are brought is, that the CAUSES of faction cannot be removed, and that relief is only 

to be sought in the means of controlling its EFFECTS. 

If a faction consists of less than a majority, relief is supplied by the republican principle, which enables the 

majority to defeat its sinister views by regular vote. It may clog the administration, it may convulse the society; but it 

will be unable to execute and mask its violence under the forms of the Constitution. When a majority is included in a 

faction, the form of popular government, on the other hand, enables it to sacrifice to its ruling passion or interest 

both the public good and the rights of other citizens. To secure the public good and private rights against the danger 

of such a faction, and at the same time to preserve the spirit and the form of popular government, is then the great 

object to which our inquiries are directed. Let me add that it is the great desideratum by which this form of 

government can be rescued from the opprobrium under which it has so long labored, and be recommended to the 

esteem and adoption of mankind. 

By what means is this object attainable? Evidently by one of two only. Either the existence of the same passion 

or interest in a majority at the same time must be prevented, or the majority, having such coexistent passion or 

interest, must be rendered, by their number and local situation, unable to concert and carry into effect schemes of 

oppression. If the impulse and the opportunity be suffered to coincide, we well know that neither moral nor religious 

motives can be relied on as an adequate control. They are not found to be such on the injustice and violence of 
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individuals, and lose their efficacy in proportion to the number combined together, that is, in proportion as their 

efficacy becomes needful. 

From this view of the subject it may be concluded that a pure democracy, by which I mean a society consisting 

of a small number of citizens, who assemble and administer the government in person, can admit of no cure for the 

mischiefs of faction. A common passion or interest will, in almost every case, be felt by a majority of the whole; a 

communication and concert result from the form of government itself; and there is nothing to check the inducements 

to sacrifice the weaker party or an obnoxious individual. Hence it is that such democracies have ever been 

spectacles of turbulence and contention; have ever been found incompatible with personal security or the rights of 

property; and have in general been as short in their lives as they have been violent in their deaths. Theoretic 

politicians, who have patronized this species of government, have erroneously supposed that by reducing mankind 

to a perfect equality in their political rights, they would, at the same time, be perfectly equalized and assimilated in 

their possessions, their opinions, and their passions. 

A republic, by which I mean a government in which the scheme of representation takes place, opens a different 

prospect, and promises the cure for which we are seeking. Let us examine the points in which it varies from pure 

democracy, and we shall comprehend both the nature of the cure and the efficacy which it must derive from the 

Union. 

The two great points of difference between a democracy and a republic are: first, the delegation of the 

government, in the latter, to a small number of citizens elected by the rest; secondly, the greater number of citizens, 

and greater sphere of country, over which the latter may be extended. 

The effect of the first difference is, on the one hand, to refine and enlarge the public views, by passing them 

through the medium of a chosen body of citizens, whose wisdom may best discern the true interest of their country, 

and whose patriotism and love of justice will be least likely to sacrifice it to temporary or partial considerations. 

Under such a regulation, it may well happen that the public voice, pronounced by the representatives of the people, 

will be more consonant to the public good than if pronounced by the people themselves, convened for the purpose. 

On the other hand, the effect may be inverted. Men of factious tempers, of local prejudices, or of sinister designs, 

may, by intrigue, by corruption, or by other means, first obtain the suffrages, and then betray the interests, of the 

people. The question resulting is, whether small or extensive republics are more favorable to the election of proper 

guardians of the public weal; and it is clearly decided in favor of the latter by two obvious considerations: 

In the first place, it is to be remarked that, however small the republic may be, the representatives must be 

raised to a certain number, in order to guard against the cabals of a few; and that, however large it may be, they 

must be limited to a certain number, in order to guard against the confusion of a multitude. Hence, the number of 

representatives in the two cases not being in proportion to that of the two constituents, and being proportionally 

greater in the small republic, it follows that, if the proportion of fit characters be not less in the large than in the small 

republic, the former will present a greater option, and consequently a greater probability of a fit choice. 

In the next place, as each representative will be chosen by a greater number of citizens in the large than in the 

small republic, it will be more difficult for unworthy candidates to practice with success the vicious arts by which 

elections are too often carried; and the suffrages of the people being more free, will be more likely to centre in men 

who possess the most attractive merit and the most diffusive and established characters. 

It must be confessed that in this, as in most other cases, there is a mean, on both sides of which 

inconveniences will be found to lie. By enlarging too much the number of electors, you render the representatives 

too little acquainted with all their local circumstances and lesser interests; as by reducing it too much, you render 

him unduly attached to these, and too little fit to comprehend and pursue great and national objects. The federal 

Constitution forms a happy combination in this respect; the great and aggregate interests being referred to the 

national, the local and particular to the State legislatures. 

The other point of difference is, the greater number of citizens and extent of territory which may be brought 

within the compass of republican than of democratic government; and it is this circumstance principally which 

renders factious combinations less to be dreaded in the former than in the latter. The smaller the society, the fewer 



probably will be the distinct parties and interests composing it; the fewer the distinct parties and interests, the more 

frequently will a majority be found of the same party; and the smaller the number of individuals composing a 

majority, and the smaller the compass within which they are placed, the more easily will they concert and execute 

their plans of oppression. Extend the sphere, and you take in a greater variety of parties and interests; you make it 

less probable that a majority of the whole will have a common motive to invade the rights of other citizens; or if such 

a common motive exists, it will be more difficult for all who feel it to discover their own strength, and to act in unison 

with each other. Besides other impediments, it may be remarked that, where there is a consciousness of unjust or 

dishonorable purposes, communication is always checked by distrust in proportion to the number whose 

concurrence is necessary. 

Hence, it clearly appears, that the same advantage which a republic has over a democracy, in controlling the 

effects of faction, is enjoyed by a large over a small republic,--is enjoyed by the Union over the States composing it. 

Does the advantage consist in the substitution of representatives whose enlightened views and virtuous sentiments 

render them superior to local prejudices and schemes of injustice? It will not be denied that the representation of the 

Union will be most likely to possess these requisite endowments. Does it consist in the greater security afforded by 

a greater variety of parties, against the event of any one party being able to outnumber and oppress the rest? In an 

equal degree does the increased variety of parties comprised within the Union, increase this security. Does it, in 

fine, consist in the greater obstacles opposed to the concert and accomplishment of the secret wishes of an unjust 

and interested majority? Here, again, the extent of the Union gives it the most palpable advantage. 

The influence of factious leaders may kindle a flame within their particular States, but will be unable to spread a 

general conflagration through the other States. A religious sect may degenerate into a political faction in a part of the 

Confederacy; but the variety of sects dispersed over the entire face of it must secure the national councils against 

any danger from that source. A rage for paper money, for an abolition of debts, for an equal division of property, or 

for any other improper or wicked project, will be less apt to pervade the whole body of the Union than a particular 

member of it; in the same proportion as such a malady is more likely to taint a particular county or district, than an 

entire State. 

In the extent and proper structure of the Union, therefore, we behold a republican remedy for the diseases most 

incident to republican government. And according to the degree of pleasure and pride we feel in being republicans, 

ought to be our zeal in cherishing the spirit and supporting the character of Federalists. 

PUBLIUS. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



39. 

The Federalist Papers #51 by James Madison or Alexander Hamilton (February 8, 1788) 

The Structure of the Government Must Furnish the Proper Checks  and Balances Between the Different 

Departments  

To the People of the State of New York: 

TO WHAT expedient, then, shall we finally resort, for maintaining in practice the necessary partition of power 

among the several departments, as laid down in the Constitution? The only answer that can be given is, that as all 

these exterior provisions are found to be inadequate, the defect must be supplied, by so contriving the interior 

structure of the government as that its several constituent parts may, by their mutual relations, be the means of 

keeping each other in their proper places. Without presuming to undertake a full development of this important idea, 

I will hazard a few general observations, which may perhaps place it in a clearer light, and enable us to form a more 

correct judgment of the principles and structure of the government planned by the convention. 

In order to lay a due foundation for that separate and distinct exercise of the different powers of government, 

which to a certain extent is admitted on all hands to be essential to the preservation of liberty, it is evident that each 

department should have a will of its own; and consequently should be so constituted that the members of each 

should have as little agency as possible in the appointment of the members of the others. Were this principle 

rigorously adhered to, it would require that all the appointments for the supreme executive, legislative, and judiciary 

magistracies should be drawn from the same fountain of authority, the people, through channels having no 

communication whatever with one another. Perhaps such a plan of constructing the several departments would be 

less difficult in practice than it may in contemplation appear. Some difficulties, however, and some additional 

expense would attend the execution of it. Some deviations, therefore, from the principle must be admitted. In the 

constitution of the judiciary department in particular, it might be inexpedient to insist rigorously on the principle: first, 

because peculiar qualifications being essential in the members, the primary consideration ought to be to select that 

mode of choice which best secures these qualifications; secondly, because the permanent tenure by which the 

appointments are held in that department, must soon destroy all sense of dependence on the authority conferring 

them. 

It is equally evident, that the members of each department should be as little dependent as possible on those of 

the others, for the emoluments annexed to their offices. Were the executive magistrate, or the judges, not 

independent of the legislature in this particular, their independence in every other would be merely nominal. But the 

great security against a gradual concentration of the several powers in the same department, consists in giving to 

those who administer each department the necessary constitutional means and personal motives to resist 

encroachments of the others. The provision for defense must in this, as in all other cases, be made commensurate 

to the danger of attack. Ambition must be made to counteract ambition. The interest of the man must be connected 

with the constitutional rights of the place. It may be a reflection on human nature, that such devices should be 

necessary to control the abuses of government. But what is government itself, but the greatest of all reflections on 

human nature? If men were angels, no government would be necessary. If angels were to govern men, neither 

external nor internal controls on government would be necessary. In framing a government which is to be 

administered by men over men, the great difficulty lies in this: you must first enable the government to control the 

governed; and in the next place oblige it to control itself. 

A dependence on the people is, no doubt, the primary control on the government; but experience has taught 

mankind the necessity of auxiliary precautions. This policy of supplying, by opposite and rival interests, the defect of 

better motives, might be traced through the whole system of human affairs, private as well as public. We see it 

particularly displayed in all the subordinate distributions of power, where the constant aim is to divide and arrange 

the several offices in such a manner as that each may be a check on the other that the private interest of every 

individual may be a sentinel over the public rights. These inventions of prudence cannot be less requisite in the 

distribution of the supreme powers of the State. But it is not possible to give to each department an equal power of 

self-defense. In republican government, the legislative authority necessarily predominates. The remedy for this 

inconveniency is to divide the legislature into different branches; and to render them, by different modes of election 



and different principles of action, as little connected with each other as the nature of their common functions and 

their common dependence on the society will admit. It may even be necessary to guard against dangerous 

encroachments by still further precautions. As the weight of the legislative authority requires that it should be thus 

divided, the weakness of the executive may require, on the other hand, that it should be fortified. 

An absolute negative on the legislature appears, at first view, to be the natural defense with which the executive 

magistrate should be armed. But perhaps it would be neither altogether safe nor alone sufficient. On ordinary 

occasions it might not be exerted with the requisite firmness, and on extraordinary occasions it might be perfidiously 

abused. May not this defect of an absolute negative be supplied by some qualified connection between this weaker 

department and the weaker branch of the stronger department, by which the latter may be led to support the 

constitutional rights of the former, without being too much detached from the rights of its own department? If the 

principles on which these observations are founded be just, as I persuade myself they are, and they be applied as a 

criterion to the several State constitutions, and to the federal Constitution it will be found that if the latter does not 

perfectly correspond with them, the former are infinitely less able to bear such a test. 

There are, moreover, two considerations particularly applicable to the federal system of America, which place 

that system in a very interesting point of view. First. In a single republic, all the power surrendered by the people is 

submitted to the administration of a single government; and the usurpations are guarded against by a division of the 

government into distinct and separate departments. In the compound republic of America, the power surrendered by 

the people is first divided between two distinct governments, and then the portion allotted to each subdivided among 

distinct and separate departments. Hence a double security arises to the rights of the people. The different 

governments will control each other, at the same time that each will be controlled by itself. Second. It is of great 

importance in a republic not only to guard the society against the oppression of its rulers, but to guard one part of 

the society against the injustice of the other part. Different interests necessarily exist in different classes of citizens. 

If a majority be united by a common interest, the rights of the minority will be insecure. 

There are but two methods of providing against this evil: the one by creating a will in the community 

independent of the majority that is, of the society itself; the other, by comprehending in the society so many separate 

descriptions of citizens as will render an unjust combination of a majority of the whole very improbable, if not 

impracticable. The first method prevails in all governments possessing an hereditary or self-appointed authority. 

This, at best, is but a precarious security; because a power independent of the society may as well espouse the 

unjust views of the major, as the rightful interests of the minor party, and may possibly be turned against both 

parties. The second method will be exemplified in the federal republic of the United States. Whilst all authority in it 

will be derived from and dependent on the society, the society itself will be broken into so many parts, interests, and 

classes of citizens, that the rights of individuals, or of the minority, will be in little danger from interested 

combinations of the majority. 

In a free government the security for civil rights must be the same as that for religious rights. It consists in the 

one case in the multiplicity of interests, and in the other in the multiplicity of sects. The degree of security in both 

cases will depend on the number of interests and sects; and this may be presumed to depend on the extent of 

country and number of people comprehended under the same government. This view of the subject must 

particularly recommend a proper federal system to all the sincere and considerate friends of republican government, 

since it shows that in exact proportion as the territory of the Union may be formed into more circumscribed 

Confederacies, or States oppressive combinations of a majority will be facilitated: the best security, under the 

republican forms, for the rights of every class of citizens, will be diminished: and consequently the stability and 

independence of some member of the government, the only other security, must be proportionately increased. 

Justice is the end of government. It is the end of civil society. It ever has been and ever will be pursued until it be 

obtained, or until liberty be lost in the pursuit. In a society under the forms of which the stronger faction can readily 

unite and oppress the weaker, anarchy may as truly be said to reign as in a state of nature, where the weaker 

individual is not secured against the violence of the stronger; and as, in the latter state, even the stronger individuals 

are prompted, by the uncertainty of their condition, to submit to a government which may protect the weak as well as 

themselves; so, in the former state, will the more powerful factions or parties be gradnally induced, by a like motive, 

to wish for a government which will protect all parties, the weaker as well as the more powerful. 



It can be little doubted that if the State of Rhode Island was separated from the Confederacy and left to itself, 

the insecurity of rights under the popular form of government within such narrow limits would be displayed by such 

reiterated oppressions of factious majorities that some power altogether independent of the people would soon be 

called for by the voice of the very factions whose misrule had proved the necessity of it. In the extended republic of 

the United States, and among the great variety of interests, parties, and sects which it embraces, a coalition of a 

majority of the whole society could seldom take place on any other principles than those of justice and the general 

good; whilst there being thus less danger to a minor from the will of a major party, there must be less pretext, also, 

to provide for the security of the former, by introducing into the government a will not dependent on the latter, or, in 

other words, a will independent of the society itself. It is no less certain than it is important, notwithstanding the 

contrary opinions which have been entertained, that the larger the society, provided it lie within a practical sphere, 

the more duly capable it will be of self-government. And happily for the REPUBLICAN CAUSE, the practicable 

sphere may be carried to a very great extent, by a judicious modification and mixture of the FEDERAL PRINCIPLE. 

PUBLIUS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



40. 

Brutus 1 by Melancton Smith, Robert Yates or perhaps John Williams (October 18, 1787) 

To the Citizens of the State of New-York. 

When the public is called to investigate and decide upon a question in which not only the present 

members of the community are deeply interested, but upon which the happiness and misery of 

generations yet unborn is in great measure suspended, the benevolent mind cannot help feeling itself 

peculiarly interested in the result. 

In this situation, I trust the feeble efforts of an individual, to lead the minds of the people to a wise 

and prudent determination, cannot fail of being acceptable to the candid and dispassionate part of the 

community. Encouraged by this consideration, I have been induced to offer my thoughts upon the 

present important crisis of our public affairs. 

Perhaps this country never saw so critical a period in their political concerns. We have felt the 

feebleness of the ties by which these United-States are held together, and the want of sufficient energy 

in our present confederation, to manage, in some instances, our general concerns. Various expedients 

have been proposed to remedy these evils, but none have succeeded. At length a Convention of the 

states has been assembled, they have formed a constitution which will now, probably, be submitted to 

the people to ratify or reject, who are the fountain of all power, to whom alone it of right belongs to 

make or unmake constitutions, or forms of government, at their pleasure. The most important 

question that was ever proposed to your decision, or to the decision of any people under heaven, is 

before you, and you are to decide upon it by men of your own election, chosen specially for this 

purpose. If the constitution, offered to [your acceptance], be a wise one, calculated to preserve the 

invaluable blessings of liberty, to secure the inestimable rights of mankind, and promote human 

happiness, then, if you accept it, you will lay a lasting foundation of happiness for millions yet unborn; 

generations to come will rise up and call you blessed. You may rejoice in the prospects of this vast 

extended continent becoming filled with freemen, who will assert the dignity of human nature. You 

may solace yourselves with the idea, that society, in this favoured land, will fast advance to the highest 

point of perfection; the human mind will expand in knowledge and virtue, and the golden age be, in 

some measure, realised. But if, on the other hand, this form of government contains principles that 

will lead to the subversion of liberty — if it tends to establish a despotism, or, what is worse, a tyrannic 

aristocracy; then, if you adopt it, this only remaining assylum for liberty will be [shut] up, and 

posterity will execrate your memory. 

Momentous then is the question you have to determine, and you are called upon by every motive 

which should influence a noble and virtuous mind, to examine it well, and to make up a wise 

judgment. It is insisted, indeed, that this constitution must be received, be it ever so imperfect. If it 

has its defects, it is said, they can be best amended when they are experienced. But remember, when 

the people once part with power, they can seldom or never resume it again but by force. Many 

instances can be produced in which the people have voluntarily increased the powers of their rulers; 



but few, if any, in which rulers have willingly abridged their authority. This is a sufficient reason to 

induce you to be careful, in the first instance, how you deposit the powers of government. 

With these few introductory remarks I shall proceed to a consideration of this constitution: 

The first question that presents itself on the subject is, whether a confederated government be the 

best for the United States or not? Or in other words, whether the thirteen United States should be 

reduced to one great republic, governed by one legislature, and under the direction of one executive 

and judicial; or whether they should continue thirteen confederated republics, under the direction 

and controul of a supreme federal head for certain defined national purposes only? 

This enquiry is important, because, although the government reported by the convention does not go 

to a perfect and entire consolidation, yet it approaches so near to it, that it must, if executed, certainly 

and infallibly terminate in it. 

This government is to possess absolute and uncontroulable power, legislative, executive and judicial, 

with respect to every object to which it extends, for by the last clause of section 8th, article Ist, it is 

declared “that the Congress shall have power to make all laws which shall be necessary and proper for 

carrying into execution the foregoing powers, and all other powers vested by this constitution, in the 

government of the United States; or in any department or office thereof.” And by the 6th article, it is 

declared “that this constitution, and the laws of the United States, which shall be made in pursuance 

thereof, and the treaties made, or which shall be made, under the authority of the United States, shall 

be the supreme law of the land; and the judges in every state shall be bound thereby, any thing in the 

constitution, or law of any state to the contrary notwithstanding.” It appears from these articles that 

there is no need of any intervention of the state governments, between the Congress and the people, 

to execute any one power vested in the general government, and that the constitution and laws of 

every state are nullified and declared void, so far as they are or shall be inconsistent with this 

constitution, or the laws made in pursuance of it, or with treaties made under the authority of the 

United States. — The government then, so far as it extends, is a complete one, and not a 

confederation. It is as much one complete government as that of New-York or Massachusetts, has as 

absolute and perfect powers to make and execute all laws, to appoint officers, institute courts, declare 

offences, and annex penalties, with respect to every object to which it extends, as any other in the 

world. So far therefore as its powers reach, all ideas of confederation are given up and lost. It is true 

this government is limited to certain objects, or to speak more properly, some small degree of power 

is still left to the states, but a little attention to the powers vested in the general government, will 

convince every candid man, that if it is capable of being executed, all that is reserved for the individual 

states must very soon be annihilated, except so far as they are barely necessary to the organization of 

the general government. The powers of the general legislature extend to every case that is of the least 

importance — there is nothing valuable to human nature, nothing dear to freemen, but what is within 

its power. It has authority to make laws which will affect the lives, the liberty, and property of every 

man in the United States; nor can the constitution or laws of any state, in any way prevent or impede 

the full and complete execution of every power given. The legislative power is competent to lay taxes, 



duties, imposts, and excises; — there is no limitation to this power, unless it be said that the clause 

which directs the use to which those taxes, and duties shall be applied, may be said to be a limitation; 

but this is no restriction of the power at all, for by this clause they are to be applied to pay the debts 

and provide for the common defence and general welfare of the United States; but the legislature have 

authority to contract debts at their discretion; they are the sole judges of what is necessary to provide 

for the common defence, and they only are to determine what is for the general welfare: this power 

therefore is neither more nor less, than a power to lay and collect taxes, imposts, and excises, at their 

pleasure; not only the power to lay taxes unlimited, as to the amount they may require, but it is 

perfect and absolute to raise them in any mode they please. No state legislature, or any power in the 

state governments, have any more to do in carrying this into effect, than the authority of one state has 

to do with that of another. In the business therefore of laying and collecting taxes, the idea of 

confederation is totally lost, and that of one entire republic is embraced. It is proper here to remark, 

that the authority to lay and collect taxes is the most important of any power that can be granted; it 

connects with it almost all other powers, or at least will in process of time draw all other after it; it is 

the great mean of protection, security, and defence, in a good government, and the great engine of 

oppression and tyranny in a bad one. This cannot fail of being the case, if we consider the contracted 

limits which are set by this constitution, to the late governments, on this article of raising money. No 

state can emit paper money — lay any duties, or imposts, on imports, or exports, but by consent of the 

Congress; and then the net produce shall be for the benefit of the United States. The only mean 

therefore left, for any state to support its government and discharge its debts, is by direct taxation; 

and the United States have also power to lay and collect taxes, in any way they please. Every one who 

has thought on the subject, must be convinced that but small sums of money can be collected in any 

country, by direct taxe[s], when the foederal government begins to exercise the right of taxation in all 

its parts, the legislatures of the several states will find it impossible to raise monies to support their 

governments. Without money they cannot be supported, and they must dwindle away, and, as before 

observed, their powers absorbed in that of the general government. 

It might be here shewn, that the power in the federal legislative, to raise and support armies at 

pleasure, as well in peace as in war, and their controul over the militia, tend, not only to a 

consolidation of the government, but the destruction of liberty. — I shall not, however, dwell upon 

these, as a few observations upon the judicial power of this government, in addition to the preceding, 

will fully evince the truth of the position. 

The judicial power of the United States is to be vested in a supreme court, and in such inferior courts 

as Congress may from time to time ordain and establish. The powers of these courts are very 

extensive; their jurisdiction comprehends all civil causes, except such as arise between citizens of the 

same state; and it extends to all cases in law and equity arising under the constitution. One inferior 

court must be established, I presume, in each state at least, with the necessary executive officers 

appendant thereto. It is easy to see, that in the common course of things, these courts will eclipse the 

dignity, and take away from the respectability, of the state courts. These courts will be, in themselves, 

totally independent of the states, deriving their authority from the United States, and receiving from 



them fixed salaries; and in the course of human events it is to be expected, that they will swallow up 

all the powers of the courts in the respective states. 

How far the clause in the 8th section of the Ist article may operate to do away all idea of confederated 

states, and to effect an entire consolidation of the whole into one general government, it is impossible 

to say. The powers given by this article are very general and comprehensive, and it may receive a 

construction to justify the passing almost any law. A power to make all laws, which shall be necessary 

and proper, for carrying into execution, all powers vested by the constitution in the government of the 

United States, or any department or officer thereof, is a power very comprehensive and definite, and 

may, for ought I know, be exercised in a such manner as entirely to abolish the state legislatures. 

Suppose the legislature of a state should pass a law to raise money to support their government and 

pay the state debt, may the Congress repeal this law, because it may prevent the collection of a tax 

which they may think proper and necessary to lay, to provide for the general welfare of the United 

States? For all laws made, in pursuance of this constitution, are the supreme lay of the land, and the 

judges in every state shall be bound thereby, any thing in the constitution or laws of the different 

states to the contrary notwithstanding. — By such a law, the government of a particular state might be 

overturned at one stroke, and thereby be deprived of every means of its support. 

It is not meant, by stating this case, to insinuate that the constitution would warrant a law of this 

kind; or unnecessarily to alarm the fears of the people, by suggesting, that the federal legislature 

would be more likely to pass the limits assigned them by the constitution, than that of an individual 

state, further than they are less responsible to the people. But what is meant is, that the legislature of 

the United States are vested with the great and uncontroulable powers, of laying and collecting taxes, 

duties, imposts, and excises; of regulating trade, raising and supporting armies, organizing, arming, 

and disciplining the militia, instituting courts, and other general powers. And are by this clause 

invested with the power of making all laws, proper and necessary, for carrying all these into 

execution; and they may so exercise this power as entirely to annihilate all the state governments, and 

reduce this country to one single government. And if they may do it, it is pretty certain they will; for it 

will be found that the power retained by individual states, small as it is, will be a clog upon the wheels 

of the government of the United States; the latter therefore will be naturally inclined to remove it out 

of the way. Besides, it is a truth confirmed by the unerring experience of ages, that every man, and 

every body of men, invested with power, are ever disposed to increase it, and to acquire a superiority 

over every thing that stands in their way. This disposition, which is implanted in human nature, will 

operate in the federal legislature to lessen and ultimately to subvert the state authority, and having 

such advantages, will most certainly succeed, if the federal government succeeds at all. It must be very 

evident then, that what this constitution wants of being a complete consolidation of the several parts 

of the union into one complete government, possessed of perfect legislative, judicial, and executive 

powers, to all intents and purposes, it will necessarily acquire in its exercise and operation. 

Let us now proceed to enquire, as I at first proposed, whether it be best the thirteen United States 

should be reduced to one great republic, or not? It is here taken for granted, that all agree in this, that 

whatever government we adopt, it ought to be a free one; that it should be so framed as to secure the 



liberty of the citizens of America, and such an one as to admit of a full, fair, and equal representation 

of the people. The question then will be, whether a government thus constituted, and founded on such 

principles, is practicable, and can be exercised over the whole United States, reduced into one state? 

If respect is to be paid to the opinion of the greatest and wisest men who have ever thought or wrote 

on the science of government, we shall be constrained to conclude, that a free republic cannot succeed 

over a country of such immense extent, containing such a number of inhabitants, and these 

encreasing in such rapid progression as that of the whole United States. Among the many illustrious 

authorities which might be produced to this point, I shall content myself with quoting only two. The 

one is the baron de Montesquieu, spirit of laws, chap. xvi. vol. I [book VIII]. “It is natural to a republic 

to have only a small territory, otherwise it cannot long subsist. In a large republic there are men of 

large fortunes, and consequently of less moderation; there are trusts too great to be placed in any 

single subject; he has interest of his own; he soon begins to think that he may be happy, great and 

glorious, by oppressing his fellow citizens; and that he may raise himself to grandeur on the ruins of 

his country. In a large republic, the public good is sacrificed to a thousand views; it is subordinate to 

exceptions, and depends on accidents. In a small one, the interest of the public is easier perceived, 

better understood, and more within the reach of every citizen; abuses are of less extent, and of course 

are less protected.” Of the same opinion is the marquis Beccarari. 

History furnishes no example of a free republic, any thing like the extent of the United States. The 

Grecian republics were of small extent; so also was that of the Romans. Both of these, it is true, in 

process of time, extended their conquests over large territories of country; and the consequence was, 

that their governments were changed from that of free governments to those of the most tyrannical 

that ever existed in the world. 

Not only the opinion of the greatest men, and the experience of mankind, are against the idea of an 

extensive republic, but a variety of reasons may be drawn from the reason and nature of things, 

against it. In every government, the will of the sovereign is the law. In despotic governments, the 

supreme authority being lodged in one, his will is law, and can be as easily expressed to a large 

extensive territory as to a small one. In a pure democracy the people are the sovereign, and their will 

is declared by themselves; for this purpose they must all come together to deliberate, and decide. This 

kind of government cannot be exercised, therefore, over a country of any considerable extent; it must 

be confined to a single city, or at least limited to such bounds as that the people can conveniently 

assemble, be able to debate, understand the subject submitted to them, and declare their opinion 

concerning it. 

In a free republic, although all laws are derived from the consent of the people, yet the people do not 

declare their consent by themselves in person, but by representatives, chosen by them, who are 

supposed to know the minds of their constituents, and to be possessed of integrity to declare this 

mind. 

In every free government, the people must give their assent to the laws by which they are governed. 

This is the true criterion between a free government and an arbitrary one. The former are ruled by the 



will of the whole, expressed in any manner they may agree upon; the latter by the will of one, or a few. 

If the people are to give their assent to the laws, by persons chosen and appointed by them, the 

manner of the choice and the number chosen, must be such, as to possess, be disposed, and 

consequently qualified to declare the sentiments of the people; for if they do not know, or are not 

disposed to speak the sentiments of the people, the people do not govern, but the sovereignty is in a 

few. Now, in a large extended country, it is impossible to have a representation, possessing the 

sentiments, and of integrity, to declare the minds of the people, without having it so numerous and 

unwieldly, as to be subject in great measure to the inconveniency of a democratic government. 

The territory of the United States is of vast extent; it now contains near three millions of souls, and is 

capable of containing much more than ten times that number. Is it practicable for a country, so large 

and so numerous as they will soon become, to elect a representation, that will speak their sentiments, 

without their becoming so numerous as to be incapable of transacting public business? It certainly is 

not. 

In a republic, the manners, sentiments, and interests of the people should be similar. If this be not the 

case, there will be a constant clashing of opinions; and the representatives of one part will be 

continually striving against those of the other. This will retard the operations of government, and 

prevent such conclusions as will promote the public good. If we apply this remark to the condition of 

the United States, we shall be convinced that it forbids that we should be one government. The United 

States includes a variety of climates. The productions of the different parts of the union are very 

variant, and their interests, of consequence, diverse. Their manners and habits differ as much as their 

climates and productions; and their sentiments are by no means coincident. The laws and customs of 

the several states are, in many respects, very diverse, and in some opposite; each would be in favor of 

its own interests and customs, and, of consequence, a legislature, formed of representatives from the 

respective parts, would not only be too numerous to act with any care or decision, but would be 

composed of such heterogenous and discordant principles, as would constantly be contending with 

each other. 

The laws cannot be executed in a republic, of an extent equal to that of the United States, with 

promptitude. 

The magistrates in every government must be supported in the execution of the laws, either by an 

armed force, maintained at the public expence for that purpose; or by the people turning out to aid 

the magistrate upon his command, in case of resistance. 

In despotic governments, as well as in all the monarchies of Europe, standing armies are kept up to 

execute the commands of the prince or the magistrate, and are employed for this purpose when 

occasion requires: But they have always proved the destruction of liberty, and [are] abhorrent to the 

spirit of a free republic. In England, where they depend upon the parliament for their annual support, 

they have always been complained of as oppressive and unconstitutional, and are seldom employed in 



executing of the laws; never except on extraordinary occasions, and then under the direction of a civil 

magistrate. 

A free republic will never keep a standing army to execute its laws. It must depend upon the support 

of its citizens. But when a government is to receive its support from the aid of the citizens, it must be 

so constructed as to have the confidence, respect, and affection of the people. Men who, upon the call 

of the magistrate, offer themselves to execute the laws, are influenced to do it either by affection to the 

government, or from fear; where a standing army is at hand to punish offenders, every man is 

actuated by the latter principle, and therefore, when the magistrate calls, will obey: but, where this is 

not the case, the government must rest for its support upon the confidence and respect which the 

people have for their government and laws. The body of the people being attached, the government 

will always be sufficient to support and execute its laws, and to operate upon the fears of any faction 

which may be opposed to it, not only to prevent an opposition to the execution of the laws themselves, 

but also to compel the most of them to aid the magistrate; but the people will not be likely to have 

such confidence in their rulers, in a republic so extensive as the United States, as necessary for these 

purposes. The confidence which the people have in their rulers, in a free republic, arises from their 

knowing them, from their being responsible to them for their conduct, and from the power they have 

of displacing them when they misbehave: but in a republic of the extent of this continent, the people 

in general would be acquainted with very few of their rulers: the people at large would know little of 

their proceedings, and it would be extremely difficult to change them. The people in Georgia and 

New-Hampshire would not know one another’s mind, and therefore could not act in concert to enable 

them to effect a general change of representatives. The different parts of so extensive a country could 

not possibly be made acquainted with the conduct of their representatives, nor be informed of the 

reasons upon which measures were founded. The consequence will be, they will have no confidence in 

their legislature, suspect them of ambitious views, be jealous of every measure they adopt, and will 

not support the laws they pass. Hence the government will be nerveless and inefficient, and no way 

will be left to render it otherwise, but by establishing an armed force to execute the laws at the point 

of the bayonet — a government of all others the most to be dreaded. 

In a republic of such vast extent as the United-States, the legislature cannot attend to the various 

concerns and wants of its different parts. It cannot be sufficiently numerous to be acquainted with the 

local condition and wants of the different districts, and if it could, it is impossible it should have 

sufficient time to attend to and provide for all the variety of cases of this nature, that would be 

continually arising. 

In so extensive a republic, the great officers of government would soon become above the controul of 

the people, and abuse their power to the purpose of aggrandizing themselves, and oppressing them. 

The trust committed to the executive offices, in a country of the extent of the United-States, must be 

various and of magnitude. The command of all the troops and navy of the republic, the appointment 

of officers, the power of pardoning offences, the collecting of all the public revenues, and the power of 

expending them, with a number of other powers, must be lodged and exercised in every state, in the 

hands of a few. When these are attended with great honor and emolument, as they always will be in 



large states, so as greatly to interest men to pursue them, and to be proper objects for ambitious and 

designing men, such men will be ever restless in their pursuit after them. They will use the power, 

when they have acquired it, to the purposes of gratifying their own interest and ambition, and it is 

scarcely possible, in a very large republic, to call them to account for their misconduct, or to prevent 

their abuse of power. 

These are some of the reasons by which it appears, that a free republic cannot long subsist over a 

country of the great extent of these states. If then this new constitution is calculated to consolidate the 

thirteen states into one, as it evidently is, it ought not to be adopted. 

Though I am of opinion, that it is a sufficient objection to this government, to reject it, that it creates 

the whole union into one government, under the form of a republic, yet if this objection was obviated, 

there are exceptions to it, which are so material and fundamental, that they ought to determine every 

man, who is a friend to the liberty and happiness of mankind, not to adopt it. I beg the candid and 

dispassionate attention of my countrymen while I state these objections — they are such as have 

obtruded themselves upon my mind upon a careful attention to the matter, and such as I sincerely 

believe are well founded. There are many objections, of small moment, of which I shall take no notice 

— perfection is not to be expected in anything that is the production of man — and if I did not in my 

conscience believe that this scheme was defective in the fundamental principles — in the foundation 

upon which a free and equal government must rest — I would hold my peace. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



41. 

The Crisis by Thomas Paine (December 23, 1776) 

These are the times that try men's souls. The summer soldier and the sunshine patriot will, in this crisis, 
shrink from the service of their country; but he that stands by it now, deserves the love and thanks of 
man and woman. Tyranny, like hell, is not easily conquered; yet we have this consolation with us, that the 
harder the conflict, the more glorious the triumph. What we obtain too cheap, we esteem too lightly: it is 
dearness only that gives everything its value. Heaven knows how to put a proper price upon its goods; 
and it would be strange indeed if so celestial an article as FREEDOM should not be highly rated. Britain, 
with an army to enforce her tyranny, has declared that she has a right (not only to TAX) but "to BIND us 
in ALL CASES WHATSOEVER" and if being bound in that manner, is not slavery, then is there not such a 
thing as slavery upon earth. Even the expression is impious; for so unlimited a power can belong only to 
God. 

Whether the independence of the continent was declared too soon, or delayed too long, I will not now 
enter into as an argument; my own simple opinion is, that had it been eight months earlier, it would have 
been much better. We did not make a proper use of last winter, neither could we, while we were in a 
dependent state. However, the fault, if it were one, was all our own; we have none to blame but ourselves. 
But no great deal is lost yet. All that Howe has been doing for this month past, is rather a ravage than a 
conquest, which the spirit of the Jerseys, a year ago, would have quickly repulsed, and which time and a 
little resolution will soon recover. 

I have as little superstition in me as any man living, but my secret opinion has ever been, and still is, that 
God Almighty will not give up a people to military destruction, or leave them unsupportedly to perish, 
who have so earnestly and so repeatedly sought to avoid the calamities of war, by every decent method 
which wisdom could invent. Neither have I so much of the infidel in me, as to suppose that He has 
relinquished the government of the world, and given us up to the care of devils; and as I do not, I cannot 
see on what grounds the king of Britain can look up to heaven for help against us: a common murderer, a 
highwayman, or a house-breaker, has as good a pretence as he. 

'Tis surprising to see how rapidly a panic will sometimes run through a country. All nations and ages 
have been subject to them. Britain has trembled like an ague at the report of a French fleet of flat-
bottomed boats; and in the fourteenth [fifteenth] century the whole English army, after ravaging the 
kingdom of France, was driven back like men petrified with fear; and this brave exploit was performed by 
a few broken forces collected and headed by a woman, Joan of Arc. Would that heaven might inspire some 
Jersey maid to spirit up her countrymen, and save her fair fellow sufferers from ravage and ravishment! 
Yet panics, in some cases, have their uses; they produce as much good as hurt. Their duration is always 
short; the mind soon grows through them, and acquires a firmer habit than before. But their peculiar 
advantage is, that they are the touchstones of sincerity and hypocrisy, and bring things and men to light, 
which might otherwise have lain forever undiscovered. In fact, they have the same effect on secret 
traitors, which an imaginary apparition would have upon a private murderer. They sift out the hidden 
thoughts of man, and hold them up in public to the world. Many a disguised Tory has lately shown his 
head, that shall penitentially solemnize with curses the day on which Howe arrived upon the Delaware. 

As I was with the troops at Fort Lee, and marched with them to the edge of Pennsylvania, I am well 
acquainted with many circumstances, which those who live at a distance know but little or nothing of. 
Our situation there was exceedingly cramped, the place being a narrow neck of land between the North 
River and the Hackensack. Our force was inconsiderable, being not one-fourth so great as Howe could 
bring against us. We had no army at hand to have relieved the garrison, had we shut ourselves up and 
stood on our defence. Our ammunition, light artillery, and the best part of our stores, had been removed, 
on the apprehension that Howe would endeavor to penetrate the Jerseys, in which case Fort Lee could be 
of no use to us; for it must occur to every thinking man, whether in the army or not, that these kind of 



field forts are only for temporary purposes, and last in use no longer than the enemy directs his force 
against the particular object which such forts are raised to defend. Such was our situation and condition 
at Fort Lee on the morning of the 20th of November, when an officer arrived with information that the 
enemy with 200 boats had landed about seven miles above; Major General [Nathaniel] Green, who 
commanded the garrison, immediately ordered them under arms, and sent express to General 
Washington at the town of Hackensack, distant by the way of the ferry = six miles. Our first object was to 
secure the bridge over the Hackensack, which laid up the river between the enemy and us, about six miles 
from us, and three from them. General Washington arrived in about three-quarters of an hour, and 
marched at the head of the troops towards the bridge, which place I expected we should have a brush for; 
however, they did not choose to dispute it with us, and the greatest part of our troops went over the 
bridge, the rest over the ferry, except some which passed at a mill on a small creek, between the bridge 
and the ferry, and made their way through some marshy grounds up to the town of Hackensack, and 
there passed the river. We brought off as much baggage as the wagons could contain, the rest was lost. 
The simple object was to bring off the garrison, and march them on till they could be strengthened by the 
Jersey or Pennsylvania militia, so as to be enabled to make a stand. We staid four days at Newark, 
collected our out-posts with some of the Jersey militia, and marched out twice to meet the enemy, on 
being informed that they were advancing, though our numbers were greatly inferior to theirs. Howe, in 
my little opinion, committed a great error in generalship in not throwing a body of forces off from Staten 
Island through Amboy, by which means he might have seized all our stores at Brunswick, and intercepted 
our march into Pennsylvania; but if we believe the power of hell to be limited, we must likewise believe 
that their agents are under some providential control. 

I shall not now attempt to give all the particulars of our retreat to the Delaware; suffice it for the present 
to say, that both officers and men, though greatly harassed and fatigued, frequently without rest, 
covering, or provision, the inevitable consequences of a long retreat, bore it with a manly and martial 
spirit. All their wishes centred in one, which was, that the country would turn out and help them to drive 
the enemy back. Voltaire has remarked that King William never appeared to full advantage but in 
difficulties and in action; the same remark may be made on General Washington, for the character fits 
him. There is a natural firmness in some minds which cannot be unlocked by trifles, but which, when 
unlocked, discovers a cabinet of fortitude; and I reckon it among those kind of public blessings, which we 
do not immediately see, that God hath blessed him with uninterrupted health, and given him a mind that 
can even flourish upon care. 

I shall conclude this paper with some miscellaneous remarks on the state of our affairs; and shall begin 
with asking the following question, Why is it that the enemy have left the New England provinces, and 
made these middle ones the seat of war? The answer is easy: New England is not infested with Tories, 
and we are. I have been tender in raising the cry against these men, and used numberless arguments to 
show them their danger, but it will not do to sacrifice a world either to their folly or their baseness. The 
period is now arrived, in which either they or we must change our sentiments, or one or both must fall. 
And what is a Tory? Good God! What is he? I should not be afraid to go with a hundred Whigs against a 
thousand Tories, were they to attempt to get into arms. Every Tory is a coward; for servile, slavish, self-
interested fear is the foundation of Toryism; and a man under such influence, though he may be cruel, 
never can be brave. 

But, before the line of irrecoverable separation be drawn between us, let us reason the matter together: 
Your conduct is an invitation to the enemy, yet not one in a thousand of you has heart enough to join him. 
Howe is as much deceived by you as the American cause is injured by you. He expects you will all take up 
arms, and flock to his standard, with muskets on your shoulders. Your opinions are of no use to him, 
unless you support him personally, for 'tis soldiers, and not Tories, that he wants. 

I once felt all that kind of anger, which a man ought to feel, against the mean principles that are held by 
the Tories: a noted one, who kept a tavern at Amboy, was standing at his door, with as pretty a child in his 
hand, about eight or nine years old, as I ever saw, and after speaking his mind as freely as he thought was 



prudent, finished with this unfatherly expression, "Well! give me peace in my day." Not a man lives on the 
continent but fully believes that a separation must some time or other finally take place, and a generous 
parent should have said, "If there must be trouble, let it be in my day, that my child may have peace;" and 
this single reflection, well applied, is sufficient to awaken every man to duty. Not a place upon earth 
might be so happy as America. Her situation is remote from all the wrangling world, and she has nothing 
to do but to trade with them. A man can distinguish himself between temper and principle, and I am as 
confident, as I am that God governs the world, that America will never be happy till she gets clear of 
foreign dominion. Wars, without ceasing, will break out till that period arrives, and the continent must in 
the end be conqueror; for though the flame of liberty may sometimes cease to shine, the coal can never 
expire. 

America did not, nor does not want force; but she wanted a proper application of that force. Wisdom is 
not the purchase of a day, and it is no wonder that we should err at the first setting off. From an excess of 
tenderness, we were unwilling to raise an army, and trusted our cause to the temporary defence of a 
well-meaning militia. A summer's experience has now taught us better; yet with those troops, while they 
were collected, we were able to set bounds to the progress of the enemy, and, thank God! they are again 
assembling. I always considered militia as the best troops in the world for a sudden exertion, but they will 
not do for a long campaign. Howe, it is probable, will make an attempt on this city [Philadelphia]; should 
he fail on this side the Delaware, he is ruined. If he succeeds, our cause is not ruined. He stakes all on his 
side against a part on ours; admitting he succeeds, the consequence will be, that armies from both ends of 
the continent will march to assist their suffering friends in the middle states; for he cannot go 
everywhere, it is impossible. I consider Howe as the greatest enemy the Tories have; he is bringing a war 
into their country, which, had it not been for him and partly for themselves, they had been clear of. 
Should he now be expelled, I wish with all the devotion of a Christian, that the names of Whig and Tory 
may never more be mentioned; but should the Tories give him encouragement to come, or assistance if 
he come, I as sincerely wish that our next year's arms may expel them from the continent, and the 
Congress appropriate their possessions to the relief of those who have suffered in well-doing. A single 
successful battle next year will settle the whole. America could carry on a two years' war by the 
confiscation of the property of disaffected persons, and be made happy by their expulsion. Say not that 
this is revenge, call it rather the soft resentment of a suffering people, who, having no object in view but 
the good of all, have staked their own all upon a seemingly doubtful event. Yet it is folly to argue against 
determined hardness; eloquence may strike the ear, and the language of sorrow draw forth the tear of 
compassion, but nothing can reach the heart that is steeled with prejudice. 

Quitting this class of men, I turn with the warm ardor of a friend to those who have nobly stood, and are 
yet determined to stand the matter out: I call not upon a few, but upon all: not on this state or that state, 
but on every state: up and help us; lay your shoulders to the wheel; better have too much force than too 
little, when so great an object is at stake. Let it be told to the future world, that in the depth of winter, 
when nothing but hope and virtue could survive, that the city and the country, alarmed at one common 
danger, came forth to meet and to repulse it. Say not that thousands are gone, turn out your tens of 
thousands; throw not the burden of the day upon Providence, but "show your faith by your works," that 
God may bless you. It matters not where you live, or what rank of life you hold, the evil or the blessing 
will reach you all. The far and the near, the home counties and the back, the rich and the poor, will suffer 
or rejoice alike. The heart that feels not now is dead; the blood of his children will curse his cowardice, 
who shrinks back at a time when a little might have saved the whole, and made them happy. I love the 
man that can smile in trouble, that can gather strength from distress, and grow brave by reflection. 'Tis 
the business of little minds to shrink; but he whose heart is firm, and whose conscience approves his 
conduct, will pursue his principles unto death. My own line of reasoning is to myself as straight and clear 
as a ray of light. Not all the treasures of the world, so far as I believe, could have induced me to support an 
offensive war, for I think it murder; but if a thief breaks into my house, burns and destroys my property, 
and kills or threatens to kill me, or those that are in it, and to "bind me in all cases whatsoever" to his 
absolute will, am I to suffer it? What signifies it to me, whether he who does it is a king or a common man; 



my countryman or not my countryman; whether it be done by an individual villain, or an army of them? If 
we reason to the root of things we shall find no difference; neither can any just cause be assigned why we 
should punish in the one case and pardon in the other. Let them call me rebel and welcome, I feel no 
concern from it; but I should suffer the misery of devils, were I to make a whore of my soul by swearing 
allegiance to one whose character is that of a sottish, stupid, stubborn, worthless, brutish man. I conceive 
likewise a horrid idea in receiving mercy from a being, who at the last day shall be shrieking to the rocks 
and mountains to cover him, and fleeing with terror from the orphan, the widow, and the slain of 
America. 

There are cases which cannot be overdone by language, and this is one. There are persons, too, who see 
not the full extent of the evil which threatens them; they solace themselves with hopes that the enemy, if 
he succeed, will be merciful. It is the madness of folly, to expect mercy from those who have refused to do 
justice; and even mercy, where conquest is the object, is only a trick of war; the cunning of the fox is as 
murderous as the violence of the wolf, and we ought to guard equally against both. Howe's first object is, 
partly by threats and partly by promises, to terrify or seduce the people to deliver up their arms and 
receive mercy. The ministry recommended the same plan to Gage, and this is what the tories call making 
their peace, "a peace which passeth all understanding" indeed! A peace which would be the immediate 
forerunner of a worse ruin than any we have yet thought of. Ye men of Pennsylvania, do reason upon 
these things! Were the back counties to give up their arms, they would fall an easy prey to the Indians, 
who are all armed: this perhaps is what some Tories would not be sorry for. Were the home counties to 
deliver up their arms, they would be exposed to the resentment of the back counties who would then 
have it in their power to chastise their defection at pleasure. And were any one state to give up its arms, 
that state must be garrisoned by all Howe's army of Britons and Hessians to preserve it from the anger of 
the rest. Mutual fear is the principal link in the chain of mutual love, and woe be to that state that breaks 
the compact. Howe is mercifully inviting you to barbarous destruction, and men must be either rogues or 
fools that will not see it. I dwell not upon the vapors of imagination; I bring reason to your ears, and, in 
language as plain as A, B, C, hold up truth to your eyes. 

I thank God, that I fear not. I see no real cause for fear. I know our situation well, and can see the way out 
of it. While our army was collected, Howe dared not risk a battle; and it is no credit to him that he 
decamped from the White Plains, and waited a mean opportunity to ravage the defenceless Jerseys; but it 
is great credit to us, that, with a handful of men, we sustained an orderly retreat for near an hundred 
miles, brought off our ammunition, all our field pieces, the greatest part of our stores, and had four rivers 
to pass. None can say that our retreat was precipitate, for we were near three weeks in performing it, that 
the country might have time to come in. Twice we marched back to meet the enemy, and remained out till 
dark. The sign of fear was not seen in our camp, and had not some of the cowardly and disaffected 
inhabitants spread false alarms through the country, the Jerseys had never been ravaged. Once more we 
are again collected and collecting; our new army at both ends of the continent is recruiting fast, and we 
shall be able to open the next campaign with sixty thousand men, well armed and clothed. This is our 
situation, and who will may know it. By perseverance and fortitude we have the prospect of a glorious 
issue; by cowardice and submission, the sad choice of a variety of evils - a ravaged country - a 
depopulated city - habitations without safety, and slavery without hope - our homes turned into barracks 
and bawdy-houses for Hessians, and a future race to provide for, whose fathers we shall doubt of. Look 
on this picture and weep over it! and if there yet remains one thoughtless wretch who believes it not, let 
him suffer it unlamented. 

December 23, 1776 
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Human Action by Ludwig von Mises (1949) 

XXXVI. THE CRISIS OF INTERVENTIONISM 

1. The Harvest of Interventionism 

The interventionist says that policies, as practiced for many decades by all governments of the capitalistic West, 
have brought about all those effects which the economists predicted. There are wars and civil wars, ruthless 
oppression of the masses by clusters of self-appointed dictators, economic depressions, mass unemployment, 
capital consumption, and famines.  

However, it is not these catastrophic events which have led to the crisis of interventionism. The interventionist 
doctrinaires and their followers explain all these undesired consequences as the unavoidable features of 
capitalism. As they see it, it is precisely these disasters that clearly demonstrate the necessity of intensifying 
interventionism. The failures of the interventionist policies do not in the least impair the popularity of the implied 
doctrine. They are so interpreted as to strengthen, not to lessen, the prestige of these teachings. As a vicious 
economic theory cannot be simply refuted by historical experience, the interventionist propagandists have been 
able to go on in spite of all the havoc they have spread.  

Yet the age of interventionism is reaching its end. Interventionism has exhausted all its potentialities and must 
disappear. 

2. The Exhaustion of the Reserve Fund 

The idea underlying all interventionist policies is that the higher Income and wealth of the mere affluent part of the 
population is a fund which can be freely used for the improvement of the conditions of the less prosperous. The 
essence of the interventionist policy is to take from one group to give to another. It is confiscation and distribution. 
Every measure is ultimately justified by declaring that it is fair to curb the rich for the benefit of the poor.  

In the field of public finance progressive taxation of incomes and estates is the most characteristic manifestation of 
this doctrine. Tax the rich and spend the revenue for the improvement of the condition of the poor, is the principle 
of contemporary budgets. In the field of industrial relations shortening the hours of work, raising wages, and a 
thousand other measures are recommended under the assumption that they favor the employee and burden the 
employer. Every issue of government and community affairs is dealt with exclusively from the point of view of this 
principle.  

An illustrative example is provided by the methods applied in the operation of nationalized and municipalized 
enterprises. These enterprises very often result in financial failure; their accounts regularly show losses burdening 
the state or the city treasury. It is of no use to investigate whether the deficits are due to the notorious inefficiency 
of the public conduct of business enterprises or, at least partly, to the inadequacy of the prices at which the 
commodities or services are sold to the customers. What matters more is the fact that the taxpayers must cover 
these deficits. The interventionists fully approve of this arrangement. They passionately reject the two other 
possible solutions: selling the enterprises to private entrepreneurs or raising the prices charged to the customers 
to such a height that no further deficit remains. The first of these proposals is in their eyes manifestly reactionary 
because the inevitable trend of history is toward more and more socialization. The second is deemed "antisocial" 
because it places a heavier load upon the consuming masses. It is fairer to make the taxpayers, i.e., the wealthy 
citizens, bear the burden. Their ability to pay is greater than that of the average people riding the nationalized 
railroads and the municipalized subways, trolleys, and busses. To ask that such public utilities should be self-
supporting, is, say the interventionists, a relic of the old-fashioned ideas of orthodox finance. One might as well aim 
at making the roads and the public schools self-supporting. 



It is not necessary to argue with the advocates of this deficit policy. It is obvious that recourse to this ability-to-pay 
principle depends on the existence of such incomes and fortunes as can still be taxed away. It can no longer be 
resorted to once these extra funds have been exhausted by taxes and other interventionist measures. 

This is precisely the present state of affairs in most of the European countries. The United States has not yet gone 
so far; but if the actual trend of its economic policies is not radically altered very soon, it will be in the same 
condition in a few years. 

For the sake of argument we may disregard aI1 the other consequences which the fulI triumph of the ability-to-pay 
principle must bring about and concentrate upon its financial aspects. 

The interventionist in advocating additional public expenditure is not aware of the fact that the funds available are 
limited. He does not realize that increasing expenditure in one department enjoins restricting it in other 
departments. In his opinion there is plenty of money available. The income and wealth of the rich can be freely 
tapped. In recommending a greater allowance for the schools he simply stresses the point that it would be a good 
thing to spend more for education. He does not venture to prove that to raise the budgetary allowance for schools 
is more expedient than to raise that of another department, e.g., that of health. It never occurs to him that grave 
arguments could be advanced in favor of restricting public spending and lowering the burden of taxation. The 
champions of cuts in the budget are in his eyes merely the defenders of the manifestly unfair class interests of the 
rich. 

With the present height of income and inheritance tax rates, this reserve fund out of which the interventionists 
seek to cover all public expenditure is rapidly shrinking. It has practically disappeared altogether in most European 
countries. In the United States the recent advances in tax rates produced only negligible revenue results beyond 
what would be produced by a progression which stopped at much lower rates. High surtax rates for the rich are 
very popular with interventionist dilettantes and demagogues, but they secure only modest additions to the 
revenue. From day to day it becomes more obvious that large-scale additions to the amount of public expenditure 
cannot be financed by "soaking the rich," but that the burden must be carried by the masses. The traditional tax 
policy of the age of interventionism, its glorified devices of progressive taxation and lavish spending, have been 
carried to a point at which their absurdity can no longer be concealed. The notorious principle that, whereas 
private expenditures depend on the size of income available, public revenues must be regulated according to 
expenditures, refutes itself. Henceforth, governments will have to realize that one dollar cannot be spent twice, and 
that the various items of government expenditure are in conflict with one another. Every penny of additional 
government spending will have to be collected from precisely those people who hitherto have been intent upon 
shifting the main burden to other groups. Those anxious to get subsidies will have to foot the bill themselves for 
the subsidies. The deficits of publicly owned and operated enterprises will be charged to the bulk of the population. 

The situation in the employer-employee nexus will be analogous. 'The popular doctrine contends that wage 
earners are reaping "social gains" at the expense of the unearned income of the exploiting classes. The strikers, it is 
said, do not strike against the consumers but against "management." There is no reason to raise the prices of 
products when labor costs are increased; the difference must be borne by employers. But when more and more of 
the share of the entrepreneurs and capitalists is absorbed by taxes, higher wage rates, and other "social gains" of 
employees, and by price ceilings, nothing remains for such a buffer function. Then it becomes evident that every 
wage raise, with its whole momentum, must affect the prices of the products and that the social gains of each group 
fully correspond to the social losses of the other groups. Every strike becomes, even in the short run and not only 
in the long run, a strike against the rest of the people. 

An essential point in the social philosophy of interventionism is the existence of an inexhaustible fund which can be 
squeezed forever. The whole doctrine of interventionism collapses when this fountain is drained off. The Santa 
Claus principle liquidates itself. 

 

 



XXIV. HARMONY AND CONFLICT OF INTERESTS 

3. The Harmony of the "Rightly Understood" Interests 

The advocates of socialism could even go farther and say:  

"Granted that each individual will be worse off under socialism than even the poorest under capitalism, yet we 
spurn the market economy in spite of the fact that it supplies everybody with more goods than socialism. We 
disapprove of capitalism on ethical grounds as an unfair and amoral system. We prefer socialism on grounds 
commonly called noneconomic and put up with the fact that it impairs everybody's material well-being.”  

It cannot be denied that this haughty indifference with regard to material well-being is a privilege reserved to 
ivory-tower intellectuals, secluded from reality, and to ascetic anchorites. What made socialism popular with the 
immense majority of its supporters was, on the contrary, the illusion that it would supply them with more 
amenities than capitalism. But however this may be, it is obvious that this type of pro-socialist argumentation 
cannot be touched by the liberal reasoning concerning the productivity of labor. 

If no other objections could be raised to the socialist plans than that socialism will lower the standard of living of 
all or at least of the immense majority, it would be impossible for praxeology to pronounce a final judgment. Men 
would have to decide the issue between capitalism and socialism on the ground of judgments of value and of 
judgments of relevance. They would have to choose between the two systems as they choose between many other 
things. No objective standard could be discovered which would make it possible to settle the dispute in a manner 
which allows no contradiction and must be accepted by every sane individual. The freedom of each man's choice 
and discretion would not be annihilated by inexorable necessity. However, the true state of affairs is entirely 
different. Man is not in a position to choose between these two systems. Human cooperation under the system of 
the social division of labor is possible only in the market economy. Socialism is not a realizable system of society's 
economic organization because it lacks any method of economic calculation.  

The establishment of this truth does not amount to a depreciation of the conclusiveness and the convincing power 
of the antisocialist argument derived from the impairment of productivity to be expected from socialism. The 
weight of this objection raised to the socialist plans is so overwhelming that no judicious man could hesitate to 
choose capitalism. Yet this would still be a choice between alternative systems of society's economic organization, 
preference given to one system as against another. However, such is not the alternative. Socialism cannot he 
realized because it is beyond human power to establish it as a social system. The choice is between capitalism and 
chaos. A man who chooses between drinking a glass of milk and a glass of a solution of potassium cyanide does not 
choose between two beverages; he chooses between life and death. A society that chooses between capitalism and 
socialism does not choose between two social systems; it chooses between social cooperation and the 
disintegration of society. Socialism is not an alternative to capitalism; it is an alternative to any system under which 
men can live as human beings. To stress this point is the task of economics as it is the task of biology and chemistry 
to teach that potassium cyanide is not a nutriment but a deadly poison. 

The convincing power of the productivity argument is in fact so irresistible that the advocates of socialism were 
forced to abandon their old tactics and to resort to new methods. They are eager to divert attention from the 
productivity issue by throwing into relief the monopoly problem. All contemporary socialist manifestoes expatiate 
on monopoly power. Statesmen and professors try to outdo one another in depicting the evils of monopoly. Our 
age is called the age of monopoly capitalism. The foremost argument advanced today in favor of socialism is the 
reference to monopoly. 

 


