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RATIONALE AND INTRODUCTION
The fascinating conversation that constitutes philosophical ethics is about 2,500 years old. It
begins with the sharp questions that Socrates asked his fellow Athenians in his efforts to
encourage them to greater virtue; it continues through the great systems of Aristotle and
Thomas Aquinas, through the formulations of Hobbes, Locke, Smith, Bentham, and Mill,
and ends in the tentative explorations of the "postmodernists." We live with these systems,
like it or not, and we use them whenever we reason, or argue, about ethical matters.
The Ethics Reader supports Ethics in America II, a six-part television/DVD series produced
by the Fred Friendly Seminars. The Reader includes selections from the writings of the great
ethicists of the Western tradition, and is meant to help you put together the conversations of
the program panelists with their sources in the ethical tradition. In the chapters of the
Discussion Guide you will find references to the readings, and these in turn will deepen your
understanding of the video presentation. If you find these readings fun or inspiring or both,
you are encouraged to join the conversation yourself, to find the sources that contain the
originals of the works excerpted here, make them your friends, and learn with Socrates to
think, to ask questions, and to enjoy the realm of ideas.
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THE GREEK PHILOSPHERS
Thucydides
From History of the Peloponnesian War
(The Melian Debate)

CHAPTER XVII: Sixteenth Year of the War—The Melian Conference—Fate
of Melos

THE NEXT SUMMER Alcibiades sailed with twenty ships to Argos and seized the
suspected persons still left of the Lacedæmonian faction to the number of three hundred,
whom the Athenians forthwith lodged in the neighbouring islands of their empire. The
Athenians also made an expedition against the isle of Melos with thirty ships of their own,
six Chian, and two Lesbian vessels, sixteen hundred heavy infantry, three hundred archers,
and twenty mounted archers from Athens, and about fifteen hundred heavy infantry from
the allies and the islanders. The Melians are a colony of Lacedæmon that would not submit
to the Athenians like the other islanders, and at first remained neutral and took no part in
the struggle, but afterwards upon the Athenians using violence and plundering their territory,
assumed an attitude of open hostility. Cleomedes, son of Lycomedes, and Tisias, son of
Tisimachus, the generals, encamping in their territory with the above armament, before
doing any harm to their land, sent envoys to negotiate. These the Melians did not bring
before the people, but bade them state the object of their mission to the magistrates and the
few; upon which the Athenian envoys spoke as follows:
Athenians. Since the negotiations are not to go on before the people, in order that we may
not be able to speak straight on without interruption, and deceive the ears of the multitude
by seductive arguments which would pass without refutation (for we know that this is the
meaning of our being brought before the few), what if you who sit there were to pursue a
method more cautious still? Make no set speech yourselves, but take us up at whatever you
do not like, and settle that before going any farther. And first tell us if this proposition of
ours suits you.
The Melian commissioners answered:
Melians. To the fairness of quietly instructing each other as you propose there is nothing to
object; but your military preparations are too far advanced to agree with what you say, as we
see you are come to be judges in your own cause, and that all we can reasonably expect from
this negotiation is war, if we prove to have right on our side and refuse to submit, and in the
contrary case, slavery.
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Athenians. If you have met to reason about presentiments of the future, or for anything else
than to consult for the safety of your state upon the facts that you see before you, we will
give over; otherwise we will go on.
Melians. It is natural and excusable for men in our position to turn more ways than one both
in thought and utterance. However, the question in this conference is, as you say, the safety
of our country; and the discussion, if you please, can proceed in the way which you propose.
Athenians. For ourselves, we shall not trouble you with specious pretences—either of how we
have a right to our empire because we overthrew the Mede, or are now attacking you
because of wrong that you have done us—and make a long speech which would not be
believed; and in return we hope that you, instead of thinking to influence us by saying that
you did not join the Lacedæmonians, although their colonists, or that you have done us no
wrong, will aim at what is feasible, holding in view the real sentiments of us both; since you
know as well as we do that right, as the world goes, is only in question between equals in
power, while the strong do what they can and the weak suffer what they must . . .
Melians. And how, pray, could it turn out as good for us to serve as for you to rule?
Athenians. Because you would have the advantage of submitting before suffering the worst,
and we should gain by not destroying you.
Melians. So that you would not consent to our being neutral, friends instead of enemies, but
allies of neither side.
Athenians. No; for your hostility cannot so much hurt us as your friendship will be an
argument to our subjects of our weakness, and your enmity of our power.
Melians. Is that your subjects' idea of equity, to put those who have nothing to do with you in
the same category with peoples that are most of them your own colonists, and some
conquered rebels?
Athenians. As far as right goes they think one has as much of it as the other, and that if any
maintain their independence it is because they are strong, and that if we do not molest them
it is because we are afraid; so that besides extending our empire we should gain in security by
your subjection; the fact that you are islanders and weaker than others rendering it all the
more important that you should not succeed in baffling the masters of the sea.
Melians. But do you consider that there is no security in the policy which we indicate? For
here again if you debar us from talking about justice and invite us to obey your interest, we
also must explain ours, and try to persuade you, if the two happen to coincide. How can you
avoid making enemies of all existing neutrals who shall look at case from it that one day or
another you will attack them? And what is this but to make greater the enemies that you
have already, and to force others to become so who would otherwise have never thought of
it?
Athenians. Why, the fact is that continentals generally give us but little alarm; the liberty
which they enjoy will long prevent their taking precautions against us; it is rather islanders
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like yourselves, outside our empire, and subjects smarting under the yoke, who would be the
most likely to take a rash step and lead themselves and us into obvious danger.
Melians. Well then, if you risk so much to retain your empire, and your subjects to get rid of
it, it were surely great baseness and cowardice in us who are still free not to try everything
that can be tried, before submitting to your yoke.
Athenians. Not if you are well advised, the contest not being an equal one, with honour as the
prize and shame as the penalty, but a question of self-preservation and of not resisting those
who are far stronger than you are.
Melians. But we know that the fortune of war is sometimes more impartial than the
disproportion of numbers might lead one to suppose; to submit is to give ourselves over to
despair, while action still preserves for us a hope that we may stand erect.
Athenians. Hope, danger's comforter, may be indulged in by those who have abundant
resources, if not without loss at all events without ruin; but its nature is to be extravagant,
and those who go so far as to put their all upon the venture see it in its true colours only
when they are ruined; but so long as the discovery would enable them to guard against it, it is
never found wanting. Let not this be the case with you, who are weak and hang on a single
turn of the scale; nor be like the vulgar, who, abandoning such security as human means may
still afford, when visible hopes fail them in extremity, turn to invisible, to prophecies and
oracles, and other such inventions that delude men with hopes to their destruction.
Melians. You may be sure that we are as well aware as you of the difficulty of contending
against your power and fortune, unless the terms be equal. But we trust that the gods may
grant us fortune as good as yours, since we are just men fighting against unjust, and that
what we want in power will be made up by the alliance of the Lacedæmonians, who are
bound, if only for very shame, to come to the aid of their kindred. Our confidence,
therefore, after all is not so utterly irrational . . .
Athenians. . . . we are struck by the fact that, after saying you would consult for the safety of
your country, in all this discussion you have mentioned nothing which men might trust in
and think to be saved by. Your strongest arguments depend upon hope and the future, and
your actual resources are too scanty, as compared with those arrayed against you, for you to
come out victorious. You will therefore show great blindness of judgment, unless, after
allowing us to retire, you can find some counsel more prudent than this. You will surely not
be caught by that idea of disgrace, which in dangers that are disgraceful, and at the same time
too plain to be mistaken, proves so fatal to mankind; since in too many cases the very men
that have their eyes perfectly open to what they are rushing into, let the thing called disgrace,
by the mere influence of a seductive name, lead them on to a point at which they become so
enslaved by the phrase as in fact to fall wilfully into hopeless disaster, and incur disgrace
more disgraceful as the companion of error, than when it comes as the result of misfortune.
This, if you are well advised, you will guard against; and you will not think it dishonourable
to submit to the greatest city in Hellas, when it makes you the moderate offer of becoming
its tributary ally, without ceasing to enjoy the country that belongs to you; nor when you
have the choice given you between war and security, will you be so blinded as to choose the
worse. And it is certain that those who do not yield to their equals, who keep terms with
their superiors, and are moderate towards their inferiors, on the whole succeed best. Think
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over the matter, therefore, after our withdrawal, and reflect once and again that it is for your
country that you are consulting, that you have not more than one, and that upon this one
deliberation depends its prosperity or ruin.
The Athenians now withdrew from the conference; and the Melians, left to themselves,
came to a decision corresponding with what they had maintained in the discussion, and
answered: "Our resolution, Athenians, is the same as it was at first. We will not in a moment
deprive of freedom a city that has been inhabited these seven hundred years; but we put our
trust in the fortune by which the gods have preserved it until now, and in the help of men,
that is, of the Lacedæmonians; and so we will try and save ourselves. Meanwhile we invite
you to allow us to be friends to you and foes to neither party, and to retire from our country
after making such a treaty as shall seem fit to us both."
The Athenian envoys now returned to the army; and the Melians showing no signs of
yielding, the generals at once betook themselves to hostilities, and drew a line of
circumvallation round the Melians, dividing the work among the different states.
Subsequently the Athenians returned with most of their army, leaving behind them a certain
number of their own citizens and of the allies to keep guard by land and sea. The force thus
left stayed on and besieged the place . . .
Summer was now over. The next winter the Lacedæmonians intended to invade the Argive
territory, but arriving at the frontier found the sacrifices for crossing unfavourable, and went
back again. This intention of theirs gave the Argives suspicions of certain of their fellow
citizens, some of whom they arrested; others, however, escaped them. About the same time
the Melians again took another part of the Athenian lines which were but feebly garrisoned.
Reinforcements afterwards arriving from Athens in consequence, under the command of
Philocrates, son of Demeas, the siege was now pressed vigorously; and some treachery
taking place inside, the Melians surrendered at discretion to the Athenians, who put to death
all the grown men whom they took, and sold the women and children for slaves, and
subsequently sent out five hundred colonists and inhabited the place themselves.
—Translated by Richard Crawley

Acknowledgments: Thucydides, The History of the Peloponnesian War
Reproduced by permission from Litrix Reading Room
Selection from www.litrix.com
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Plato
From Apology (c. 360 B.C.)

How you have felt, O men of Athens, at hearing the speeches of my accusers, I cannot tell;
but I know that their persuasive words almost made me forget who I was—such was the
effect of them; and yet they have hardly spoken a word of truth. But many as their
falsehoods were, there was one of them which quite amazed me;—I mean when they told
you to be upon your guard, and not to let yourselves be deceived by the force of my
eloquence. They ought to have been ashamed of saying this, because they were sure to be
detected as soon as I opened my lips and displayed my deficiency; they certainly did appear
to be most shameless in saying this, unless by the force of eloquence they mean the force of
truth; for then I do indeed admit that I am eloquent. But in how different a way from theirs!
Well, as I was saying, they have hardly uttered a word, or not more than a word, of truth; but
you shall hear from me the whole truth: not, however, delivered after their manner, in a set
oration duly ornamented with words and phrases. No indeed! but I shall use the words and
arguments which occur to me at the moment; for I am certain that this is right, and that at
my time of life I ought not to be appearing before you, O men of Athens, in the character of
a juvenile orator—let no one expect this of me . . . I am more than seventy years of age, and
this is the first time that I have ever appeared in a court of law, and I am quite a stranger to
the ways of the place; and therefore I would have you regard me as if I were really a stranger,
whom you would excuse if he spoke in his native tongue, and after the fashion of his
country;—that I think is not an unfair request. Never mind the manner, which may or may
not be good; but think only of the justice of my cause, and give heed to that: let the judge
decide justly and the speaker speak truly. . . .

What do the slanderers say? They shall be my prosecutors, and I will sum up their words in
an affidavit. "Socrates is an evil-doer, and a curious person, who searches into things under
the earth and in heaven, and he makes the worse appear the better cause; and he teaches the
aforesaid doctrines to others." That is the nature of the accusation . . . As little foundation is
there for the report that I am a teacher, and take money; that is no more true than the other.
Although, if a man is able to teach, I honor him for being paid. There is Gorgias of
Leontium, and Prodicus of Ceos, and Hippias of Elis, who go the round of the cities, and
are able to persuade the young men to leave their own citizens, by whom they might be
taught for nothing, and come to them, whom they not only pay, but are thankful if they may
be allowed to pay them. . . .
Someone will say: And are you not ashamed, Socrates, of a course of life which is likely to
bring you to an untimely end? To him I may fairly answer: There you are mistaken: a man
who is good for anything ought not to calculate the chance of living or dying; he ought only
to consider whether in doing anything he is doing right or wrong—acting the part of a good
man or of a bad. Whereas, according to your view, the heroes who fell at Troy were not
good for much, and the son of Thetis above all, who altogether despised danger in
comparison with disgrace; . . . For wherever a man's place is, whether the place which he has
chosen or that in which he has been placed by a commander, there he ought to remain in the
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hour of danger; he should not think of death or of anything, but of disgrace. And this, O
men of Athens, is a true saying.
Strange, indeed, would be my conduct, O men of Athens, if I who, when I was ordered by
the generals whom you chose to command me at Potidaea and Amphipolis and Delium,
remained where they placed me, like any other man, facing death; if, I say, now, when, as I
conceive and imagine, God orders me to fulfill the philosopher's mission of searching into
myself and other men, I were to desert my post through fear of death, or any other fear; that
would indeed be strange, and I might justly be arraigned in court for denying the existence of
the gods, if I disobeyed the oracle because I was afraid of death: then I should be fancying
that I was wise when I was not wise. For this fear of death is indeed the pretence of wisdom,
and not real wisdom, being the appearance of knowing the unknown; since no one knows
whether death, which they in their fear apprehend to be the greatest evil, may not be the
greatest good. Is there not here conceit of knowledge, which is a disgraceful sort of
ignorance? And this is the point in which, as I think, I am superior to men in general, and in
which I might perhaps fancy myself wiser than other men,—that whereas I know but little of
the world below, I do not suppose that I know: but I do know that injustice and
disobedience to a better, whether God or man, is evil and dishonorable, and I will never fear
or avoid a possible good rather than a certain evil. . . .
[I]f you say to me, Socrates, this time we will not mind Anytus, and will let you off, but upon
one condition, that you are not to inquire and speculate in this way any more, and that if you are
caught doing this again you shall die;—if this was the condition on which you let me go, I
should reply: Men of Athens, I honor and love you; but I shall obey God rather than you,
and while I have life and strength I shall never cease from the practice and teaching of
philosophy, exhorting anyone whom I meet after my manner, and convincing him, saying: O
my friend, why do you who are a citizen of the great and mighty and wise city of Athens,
care so much about laying up the greatest amount of money and honor and reputation, and
so little about wisdom and truth and the greatest improvement of the soul, which you never
regard or heed at all? Are you not ashamed of this? And if the person with whom I am
arguing says: Yes, but I do care; I do not depart or let him go at once; I interrogate and
examine and cross-examine him, and if I think that he has no virtue, but only says that he
has, I reproach him with undervaluing the greater, and overvaluing the less. And this I
should say to everyone whom I meet, young and old, citizen and alien, but especially to the
citizens, inasmuch as they are my brethren. For this is the command of God, as I would have
you know; and I believe that to this day no greater good has ever happened in the state than
my service to the God. For I do nothing but go about persuading you all, old and young
alike, not to take thought for your persons and your properties, but first and chiefly to care
about the greatest improvement of the soul. I tell you that virtue is not given by money, but
that from virtue come money and every other good of man, public as well as private. This is
my teaching, and if this is the doctrine which corrupts the youth, my influence is ruinous
indeed. But if anyone says that this is not my teaching, he is speaking an untruth. Wherefore,
O men of Athens, I say to you, do as Anytus bids or not as Anytus bids, and either acquit
me or not; but whatever you do, know that I shall never alter my ways, not even if I have to
die many times . . .
The jury finds Socrates guilty. . . .
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The jury condemns Socrates to death.
Strange, indeed, would be my conduct, O men of Athens, if I who, when I was ordered by
the generals whom you chose to command me at Potidaea and Amphipolis and Delium,
remained where they placed me, like any other man, facing death; if, I say, now, when, as I
conceive and imagine, God orders me to fulfill the philosopher's mission of searching into
myself and other men, I were to desert my post through fear of death, or any other fear; that
would indeed be strange, and I might justly be arraigned in court for denying the existence of
the gods, if I disobeyed the oracle because I was afraid of death: then I should be fancying
that I was wise when I was not wise. For this fear of death is indeed the pretence of wisdom,
and not real wisdom, being the appearance of knowing the unknown; since no one knows
whether death, which they in their fear apprehend to be the greatest evil, may not be the
greatest good. Is there not here conceit of knowledge, which is a disgraceful sort of
ignorance? And this is the point in which, as I think, I am superior to men in general, and in
which I might perhaps fancy myself wiser than other men,—that whereas I know but little of
the world below, I do not suppose that I know: but I do know that injustice and
disobedience to a better, whether God or man, is evil and dishonorable, and I will ever fear
or avoid a possible good rather than a certain evil.
But I thought that I ought not to do anything common or mean in the hour of danger: nor
do I now repent of the manner of my defence, and I would rather die having spoken after
my manner, than speak in your manner and live. For neither in war nor yet at law ought any
man to use every way of escaping death. For often in battle there is no doubt that if a man
will throw away his arms, and fall on his knees before his pursuers, he may escape death; and
in other dangers there are other ways of escaping death, if a man is willing to say and do
anything. The difficulty, my friends, is not in avoiding death, but in avoiding
unrighteousness; for that runs faster than death. I am old and move slowly, and the slower
runner has overtaken me, and my accusers are keen and quick, and the faster runner, who is
unrighteousness, has overtaken them. And now I depart hence condemned by you to suffer
the penalty of death, and they, too, go their ways condemned by the truth to suffer the
penalty of villainy and wrong; and I must abide by my award—let them abide by theirs. I
suppose that these things may be regarded as fated,—and I think that they are well.
And now, O men who have condemned me, I would fain prophesy to you; for I am about to
die, and that is the hour in which men are gifted with prophetic power. And I prophesy to
you who are my murderers, that immediately after my death punishment far heavier than you
have inflicted on me will surely await you. Me you have killed because you wanted to escape
the accuser, and not to give an account of your lives. But that will not be as you suppose: far
otherwise. For I say that there will be more accusers of you than there are now; accusers
whom hitherto I have restrained: and as they are younger they will be more severe with you,
and you will be more offended at them. For if you think that by killing men you can avoid
the accuser censuring your lives, you are mistaken; that is not a way of escape which is either
possible or honorable; the easiest and noblest way is not to be crushing others, but to be
improving yourselves. This is the prophecy which I utter before my departure, to the judges
who have condemned me.
Friends, who would have acquitted me, I would like also to talk with you about this thing
which has happened, while the magistrates are busy, and before I go to the place at which I
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must die. Stay then awhile, for we may as well talk with one another while there is time. You
are my friends, and I should like to show you the meaning of this event which has happened
to me. O my judges—for you I may truly call judges—I should like to tell you of a
wonderful circumstance. Hitherto the familiar oracle within me has constantly been in the
habit of opposing me even about trifles, if I was going to make a slip or error about
anything; and now as you see there has come upon me that which may be thought, and is
generally believed to be, the last and worst evil. But the oracle made no sign of opposition,
either as I was leaving my house and going out in the morning, or when I was going up into
this court, or while I was speaking, at anything which I was going to say; and yet I have often
been stopped in the middle of a speech; but now in nothing I either said or did touching this
matter has the oracle opposed me. What do I take to be the explanation of this? I will tell
you. I regard this as a proof that what has happened to me is a good, and that those of us
who think that death is an evil are in error. This is a great proof to me of what I am saying,
for the customary sign would surely have opposed me had I been going to evil and not to
good.
Let us reflect in another way, and we shall see that there is great reason to hope that death is
a good, for one of two things:—either death is a state of nothingness and utter
unconsciousness, or, as men say, there is a change and migration of the soul from this world
to another. Now if you suppose that there is no consciousness, but a sleep like the sleep of
him who is undisturbed even by the sight of dreams, death will be an unspeakable gain. For
if a person were to select the night in which his sleep was undisturbed even by dreams, and
were to compare with this the other days and nights of his life, and then were to tell us how
many days and nights he had passed in the course of his life better and more pleasantly than
this one, I think that any man, I will not say a private man, but even the great king, will not
find many such days or nights, when compared with the others. Now if death is like this, I
say that to die is gain; for eternity is then only a single night. But if death is the journey to
another place, and there, as men say, all the dead are, what good, O my friends and judges,
can be greater than this? If indeed when the pilgrim arrives in the world below, he is
delivered from the professors of justice in this world, and finds the true judges who are said
to give judgment there . . .
Wherefore, O judges, be of good cheer about death, and know this of a truth—that no evil
can happen to a good man, either in life or after death. He and his are not neglected by the
gods; nor has my own approaching end happened by mere chance. But I see clearly that to
die and be released was better for me; and therefore the oracle gave no sign. For which
reason also, I am not angry with my accusers, or my condemners; they have done me no
harm, although neither of them meant to do me any good; and for this I may gently blame
them.
Still I have a favor to ask of them. When my sons are grown up, I would ask you, O my
friends, to punish them; and I would have you trouble them, as I have troubled you, if they
seem to care about riches, or anything, more than about virtue; or if they pretend to be
something when they are really nothing,—then reprove them, as I have reproved you, for
not caring about that for which they ought to care, and thinking that they are something
when they are really nothing. And if you do this, I and my sons will have received justice at
your hands.
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The hour of departure has arrived, and we go our ways—I to die, and you to live. Which is
better God only knows.
—Translated by Benjamin Jowett

Acknowledgments: Plato, Apology
Selection from the Constitution Society, http://www.constitution.org/
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Plato
From Crito (c. 360 B.C.)

Persons of the Dialogue: Socrates, Crito
Scene: The Prison of Socrates. . . .
Cr. I come to bring you a message which is sad and painful; not, as I believe, to yourself but
to all of us who are your friends, and saddest of all to me.
Soc. What! I suppose that the ship has come from Delos, on the arrival of which I am to
die?
Cr. No, the ship has not actually arrived, but she will probably be here to-day, as persons
who have come from Sunium tell me that they have left her there; and therefore to-morrow,
Socrates, will be the last day of your life.
Soc. Very well, Crito; if such is the will of God, I am willing; but my belief is that there will
be a delay of a day.
Cr. Why do you say this?
Soc. I will tell you. I am to die on the day after the arrival of the ship?
Cr. Yes; that is what the authorities say.
Soc. But I do not think that the ship will be here until to-morrow; this I gather from a vision
which I had last night, or rather only just now, when you fortunately allowed me to sleep. . . .
Cr. Yes: the meaning is only too clear. But, O! my beloved Socrates, let me entreat you once
more to take my advice and escape. For if you die I shall not only lose a friend who can
never be replaced, but there is another evil: people who do not know you and me will believe
that I might have saved you if I had been willing to give money, but that I did not care.
Now, can there be a worse disgrace than this—that I should be thought to value money
more than the life of a friend? For the many will not be persuaded that I wanted you to
escape, and that you refused.
Soc. But why, my dear Crito, should we care about the opinion of the many? Good men,
and they are the only persons who are worth considering, will think of these things truly as
they happened.
Cr. But do you see. Socrates, that the opinion of the many must be regarded, as is evident in
your own case, because they can do the very greatest evil to anyone who has lost their good
opinion?
Soc. I only wish, Crito, that they could; for then they could also do the greatest good, and
that would be well. But the truth is, that they can do neither good nor evil: they cannot make
a man wise or make him foolish; and whatever they do is the result of chance.
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Cr. Well, I will not dispute about that; but please to tell me, Socrates, whether you are not
acting out of regard to me and your other friends: are you not afraid that if you escape hence
we may get into trouble with the informers for having stolen you away, and lose either the
whole or a great part of our property; or that even a worse evil may happen to us? Now, if
this is your fear, be at ease; for in order to save you, we ought surely to run this or even a
greater risk; be persuaded, then, and do as I say.
Soc. Yes, Crito, that is one fear which you mention, but by no means the only one. . . .
Now you, Crito, are a disinterested person who are not going to die to-morrow. . . . Tell me,
then, whether I am right in saying that some opinions, and the opinions of some men only,
are to be valued, and other opinions, and the opinions of other men, are not to be valued. I
ask you whether I was right in maintaining this?
Cr. Certainly.
Soc. The good are to be regarded, and not the bad?
Cr. Yes.
Soc. And the opinions of the wise are good, and the opinions of the unwise are evil?
Cr. Certainly.
Soc. And what was said about another matter? Was the disciple in gymnastics supposed to
attend to the praise and blame and opinion of every man, or of one man only—his physician
or trainer, whoever that was?
Cr. Of one man only.
Soc. And he ought to fear the censure and welcome the praise of that one only, and not of
the many?
Cr. That is clear.
Soc. And he ought to live and train, and eat and drink in the way which seems good to his
single master who has understanding, rather than according to the opinion of all other men
put together?
Cr. True.
Soc. And if he disobeys and disregards the opinion and approval of the one, and regards the
opinion of the many who have no understanding, will he not suffer evil?
Cr. Certainly he will.
Soc. And what will the evil be, whither tending and what affecting, in the disobedient
person?
Cr. Clearly, affecting the body; that is what is destroyed by the evil.
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Soc. Very good; and is not this true, Crito, of other things which we need not separately
enumerate? In the matter of just and unjust, fair and foul, good and evil, which are the
subjects of our present consultation, ought we to follow the opinion of the many and to fear
them; or the opinion of the one man who has understanding, and whom we ought to fear
and reverence more than all the rest of the world: and whom deserting we shall destroy and
injure that principle in us which may be assumed to be improved by justice and deteriorated
by injustice; is there not such a principle?
Cr. Certainly there is, Socrates . . .
Soc. Then, my friend, we must not regard what the many say of us: but what he, the one
man who has understanding of just and unjust, will say, and what the truth will say. And
therefore you begin in error when you suggest that we should regard the opinion of the
many about just and unjust, good and evil, honorable and dishonorable. Well, someone will
say, "But the many can kill us."
Cr. Yes, Socrates; that will clearly be the answer.
Soc. That is true; but still I find with surprise that the old argument is, as I conceive,
unshaken as ever. And I should like to know Whether I may say the same of another
proposition—that not life, but a good life, is to be chiefly valued?
Cr. Yes, that also remains.
Soc. And a good life is equivalent to a just and honorable one—that holds also?
Cr. Yes, that holds.
Soc. From these premises I proceed to argue the question whether I ought or ought not to
try to escape without the consent of the Athenians: and if I am clearly right in escaping, then
I will make the attempt; but if not, I will abstain . . . . But now, since the argument has thus
far prevailed, the only question which remains to be considered is, whether we shall do
rightly either in escaping or in suffering others to aid in our escape and paying them in
money and thanks, or whether we shall not do rightly; and if the latter, then death or any
other calamity which may ensue on my remaining here must not be allowed to enter into the
calculation.
Cr. I think that you are right, Socrates; how then shall we proceed?
Soc. Let us consider the matter together, and do you either refute me if you can, and I will
be convinced; or else cease, my dear friend, from repeating to me that I ought to escape
against the wishes of the Athenians: for I am extremely desirous to be persuaded by you, but
not against my own better judgment. And now please to consider my first position, and do
your best to answer me.
Cr. I will do my best. . . .
Soc. Then I will proceed to the next step, which may be put in the form of a question:
Ought a man to do what he admits to be right, or ought he to betray the right?
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Cr. He ought to do what he thinks right.
Soc. But if this is true, what is the application? In leaving the prison against the will of the
Athenians, do I wrong any? or rather do I not wrong those whom I ought least to wrong?
Do I not desert the principles which were acknowledged by us to be just? What do you say?
Cr. I cannot tell, Socrates, for I do not know.
Soc. Then consider the matter in this way: Imagine that I am about to play truant (you may
call the proceeding by any name which you like), and the laws and the government come and
interrogate me: "Tell us, Socrates," they say; "what are you about? are you going by an act of
yours to overturn us—the laws and the whole State, as far as in you lies? Do you imagine
that a State can subsist and not be overthrown, in which the decisions of law have no power,
but are set aside and overthrown by individuals?" What will be our answer, Crito, to these
and the like words? Anyone, and especially a clever rhetorician, will have a good deal to urge
about the evil of setting aside the law which requires a sentence to be carried out; and we
might reply, "Yes; but the State has injured us and given an unjust sentence." Suppose I say
that?
Cr. Very good, Socrates.
Soc. "And was that our agreement with you?" the law would say, "or were you to abide by
the sentence of the State?" And if I were to express astonishment at their saying this, the law
would probably add: "Answer, Socrates, instead of opening your eyes: you are in the habit of
asking and answering questions. Tell us what complaint you have to make against us which
justifies you in attempting to destroy us and the State? In the first place did we not bring you
into existence? Your father married your mother by our aid and begat you. Say whether you
have any objection to urge against those of us who regulate marriage?" None, I should reply.
"Or against those of us who regulate the system of nurture and education of children in
which you were trained? Were not the laws, who have the charge of this, right in
commanding your father to train you in music and gymnastic?" Right, I should reply. "Well,
then, since you were brought into the world and nurtured and educated by us, can you deny
in the first place that you are our child and slave, as your fathers were before you? And if this
is true you are not on equal terms with us; nor can you think that you have a right to do to
us what we are doing to you. Would you have any right to strike or revile or do any other
evil to a father or to your master, if you had one, when you have been struck or reviled by
him, or received some other evil at his hands?—you would not say this? And because we
think right to destroy you, do you think that you have any right to destroy us in return, and
your country as far as in you lies? And will you, O professor of true virtue, say that you are
justified in this? Has a philosopher like you failed to discover that our country is more to be
valued and higher and holier far than mother or father or any ancestor, and more to be
regarded in the eyes of the gods and of men of understanding? also to be soothed, and gently
and reverently entreated when angry, even more than a father, and if not persuaded, obeyed?
And when we are punished by her, whether with imprisonment or stripes, the punishment is
to be endured in silence; and if she leads us to wounds or death in battle, thither we follow
as is right; neither may anyone yield or retreat or leave his rank, but whether in battle or in a
court of law, or in any other place, he must do what his city and his country order him; or he
must change their view of what is just: and if he may do no violence to his father or mother,
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much less may he do violence to his country." What answer shall we make to this, Crito? Do
the laws speak truly, or do they not?
Cr. I think that they do.
Soc. Then the laws will say: "Consider, Socrates, if this is true, that in your present attempt
you are going to do us wrong. For, after having brought you into the world, and nurtured
and educated you, and given you and every other citizen a share in every good that we had to
give, we further proclaim and give the right to every Athenian, that if he does not like us
when he has come of age and has seen the ways of the city, and made our acquaintance, he
may go where he pleases and take his goods with him; and none of our laws will forbid him or
interfere with him. Any of you who does not like us and the city, and who wants to go to a
colony or to any other city, may go where he likes, and take his goods with him. But he who
has experience of the manner in which we order justice and administer the State, and still
remains, has entered into an implied contract that he will do as we command him. And he
who disobeys us is, as we maintain, thrice wrong: first, because in disobeying us he is
disobeying his parents; secondly, because we are the authors of his education; thirdly,
because he has made an agreement with us that he will duly obey our commands; and he
neither obeys them nor convinces us that our commands are wrong; and we do not rudely
impose them, but give him the alternative of obeying or convincing us; that is what we offer
and he does neither. These are the sort of accusations to which, as we were saying, you,
Socrates, will be exposed if you accomplish your intentions; you, above all other Athenians."
Suppose I ask, why is this? they will justly retort upon me that I above all other men have
acknowledged the agreement. "There is clear proof," they will say, "Socrates, that we and the
city were not displeasing to you. Of all Athenians you have been the most constant resident
in the city, which, as you never leave, you may be supposed to love. For you never went out
of the city either to see the games, except once when you went to the Isthmus, or to any
other place unless when you were on military service; nor did you travel as other men do.
Nor had you any curiosity to know other States or their laws: your affections did not go
beyond us and our State; we were your especial favorites, and you acquiesced in our
government of you; and this is the State in which you begat your children, which is a proof
of your satisfaction. Moreover, you might, if you had liked, have fixed the penalty at
banishment in the course of the trial—the State which refuses to let you go now would have
let you go then. But you pretended that you preferred death to exile, and that you were not
grieved at death. And now you have forgotten these fine sentiments, and pay no respect to
us, the laws, of whom you are the destroyer; and are doing what only a miserable slave would
do, running away and turning your back upon the compacts and agreements which you made
as a citizen. And first of all answer this very question: Are we right in saying that you agreed
to be governed according to us in deed, and not in word only? Is that true or not?" How
shall we answer that, Crito? Must we not agree?
Cr. There is no help, Socrates.
Soc. Then will they not say: "You, Socrates, are breaking the covenants and agreements
which you made with us at your leisure, not in any haste or under any compulsion or
deception, but having had seventy years to think of them, during which time you were at
liberty to leave the city, if we were not to your mind, or if our covenants appeared to you to
be unfair. You had your choice, and might have gone either to Lacedaemon or Crete, which
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you often praise for their good government, or to some other Hellenic or foreign State.
Whereas you, above all other Athenians, seemed to be so fond of the State, or, in other
words, of us her laws (for who would like a State that has no laws?), that you never stirred
out of her: the halt, the blind, the maimed, were not more stationary in her than you were.
And now you run away and forsake your agreements. Not so, Socrates, if you will take our
advice; do not make yourself ridiculous by escaping out of the city.
"For just consider, if you transgress and err in this sort of way, what good will you do, either
to yourself or to your friends? That your friends will be driven into exile and deprived of
citizenship, or will lose their property, is tolerably certain; and you yourself, if you fly to one
of the neighboring cities, as, for example, Thebes or Megara, both of which are wellgoverned cities, will come to them as an enemy, Socrates, and their government will be
against you, and all patriotic citizens will cast an evil eye upon you as a subverter of the laws,
and you will confirm in the minds of the judges the justice of their own condemnation of
you. For he who is a corrupter of the laws is more than likely to be corrupter of the young
and foolish portion of mankind. Will you then flee from well-ordered cities and virtuous
men? and is existence worth having on these terms? Or will you go to them without shame,
and talk to them, Socrates? And what will you say to them? What you say here about virtue
and justice and institutions and laws being the best things among men? Would that be decent
of you? Surely not. But if you go away from well-governed States to Crito's friends in
Thessaly, where there is great disorder and license, they will be charmed to have the tale of
your escape from prison, set off with ludicrous particulars of the manner in which you were
wrapped in a goatskin or some other disguise, and metamorphosed as the fashion of
runaways is—that is very likely; but will there be no one to remind you that in your old age
you violated the most sacred laws from a miserable desire of a little more life? Perhaps not, if
you keep them in a good temper; but if they are out of temper you will hear many degrading
things; you will live, but how?—as the flatterer of all men, and the servant of all men; and
doing what?—eating and drinking in Thessaly, having gone abroad in order that you may get
a dinner. And where will be your fine sentiments about justice and virtue then? Say that you
wish to live for the sake of your children, that you may bring them up and educate them—
will you take them into Thessaly and deprive them of Athenian citizenship? Is that the
benefit which you would confer upon them? Or are you under the impression that they will
be better cared for and educated here if you are still alive, although absent from them; for
that your friends will take care of them? Do you fancy that if you are an inhabitant of
Thessaly they will take care of them, and if you are an inhabitant of the other world they will
not take care of them? Nay; but if they who call themselves friends are truly friends, they
surely will.
"Listen, then, Socrates, to us who have brought you up. Think not of life and children first,
and of justice afterwards, but of justice first, that you may be justified before the princes of
the world below. For neither will you nor any that belong to you be happier or holier or
juster in this life, or happier in another, if you do as Crito bids. Now you depart in
innocence, a sufferer and not a doer of evil; a victim, not of the laws, but of men. But if you
go forth, returning evil for evil, and injury for injury, breaking the covenants and agreements
which you have made with us, and wronging those whom you ought least to wrong, that is
to say, yourself, your friends, your country, and us, we shall be angry with you while you live,
and our brethren, the laws in the world below, will receive you as an enemy; for they will
know that you have done your best to destroy us. Listen, then, to us and not to Crito."
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This is the voice which I seem to hear murmuring in my ears, like the sound of the flute in
the ears of the mystic; that voice, I say, is humming in my ears, and prevents me from
hearing any other. And I know that anything more which you will say will be in vain. Yet
speak, if you have anything to say.
Cr. I have nothing to say, Socrates.
Soc. Then let me follow the intimations of the will of God.
—Translated by Benjamin Jowett
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Plato
From Republic (c. 360 B.C.)

[Plato's Republic is a conversation—Socrates talking with others. In Book I, the dialogue includes
conversations with Cephalus, his son Polemarchus, both coming from wealth, and the Sophist Thrasymachus.
Socrates's approach is teaching through questioning, what has become known as the Socratic method.]

Book I
[Socrates speaking.]
. . . may I ask another question? What do you consider to be the greatest blessing which you
have reaped from your wealth?
[Cephalus speaking.]
One, he said, of which I could not expect easily to convince others. For let me tell you,
Socrates, that when a man thinks himself to be near death, fears and cares enter into his
mind which he never had before; the tales of a world below and the punishment which is
exacted there of deeds done here were once a laughing matter to him, but now he is
tormented with the thought that they may be true: either from the weakness of age, or
because he is now drawing nearer to that other place, he has a clearer view of these things;
suspicions and alarms crowd thickly upon him, and he begins to reflect and consider what
wrongs he has done to others. And when he finds that the sum of his transgressions is great
he will many a time like a child start up in his sleep for fear, and he is filled with dark
forebodings. But to him who is conscious of no sin, sweet hope, as Pindar charmingly says,
is the kind nurse of his age . . .
How admirable are his words! And the great blessing of riches, I do not say to every man,
but to a good man, is, that he has had no occasion to deceive or to defraud others, either
intentionally or unintentionally; and when he departs to the world below he is not in any
apprehension about offerings due to the gods or debts which he owes to men. Now to this
peace of mind the possession of wealth greatly contributes; and therefore I say, that, setting
one thing against another, of the many advantages which wealth has to give, to a man of
sense this is in my opinion the greatest.
Well said, Cephalus, I replied; but as concerning justice, what is it?—to speak the truth and
to pay your debts—no more than this? And even to this are there not exceptions? Suppose
that a friend when in his right mind has deposited arms with me and he asks for them when
he is not in his right mind, ought I to give them back to him? No one would say that I ought
or that I should be right in doing so, any more than they would say that I ought always to
speak the truth to one who is in his condition.
You are quite right, he replied. But then, I said, speaking the truth and paying your debts is
not a correct definition of justice.
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Quite correct, Socrates, if Simonides is to be believed, said Polemarchus interposing.
I fear, said Cephalus, that I must go now, for I have to look after the sacrifices, and I hand
over the argument to Polemarchus and the company.
Is not Polemarchus your heir? I said.
To be sure, he answered, and went away laughing to the sacrifices.
Tell me then, O thou heir of the argument, what did Simonides say, and according to you
truly say, about justice?
He said that the repayment of a debt is just, and in saying so he appears to me to be right.
I should be sorry to doubt the word of such a wise and inspired man, but his meaning,
though probably clear to you, is the reverse of clear to me. For he certainly does not mean,
as we were now saying that I ought to return a deposit of arms or of anything else to one
who asks for it when he is not in his right senses; and yet a deposit cannot be denied to
be a debt.
True.
Then when the person who asks me is not in his right mind I am by no means to make the
return?
Certainly not.
When Simonides said that the repayment of a debt was justice, he did not mean to include
that case?
Certainly not; for he thinks that a friend ought always to do good to a friend and never evil.
You mean that the return of a deposit of gold which is to the injury of the receiver, if the
two parties are friends, is not the repayment of a debt—that is what you would imagine him
to say?
Yes.
And are enemies also to receive what we owe to them?
To be sure, he said, they are to receive what we owe them, and an enemy, as I take it, owes
to an enemy that which is due or proper to him—that is to say, evil.
Simonides, then, after the manner of poets, would seem to have spoken darkly of the nature
of justice; for he really meant to say that justice is the giving to each man what is proper to
him, and this he termed a debt.
That must have been his meaning, he said.
By heaven! I replied; and if we asked him what due or proper thing is given by medicine, and
to whom, what answer do you think that he would make to us?
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He would surely reply that medicine gives drugs and meat and drink to human bodies.
And what due or proper thing is given by cookery, and to what?
Seasoning to food.
And what is that which justice gives, and to whom?
If, Socrates, we are to be guided at all by the analogy of the preceding instances, then justice
is the art which gives good to friends and evil to enemies.
That is his meaning then?
I think so.
And who is best able to do good to his friends and evil to his enemies in time of sickness?
The physician.
Or when they are on a voyage, amid the perils of the sea?
The pilot.
And in what sort of actions or with a view to what result is the just man most able to do
harm to his enemy and good to his friends?
In going to war against the one and in making alliances with the other.
But when a man is well, my dear Polemarchus, there is no need of a physician? . . . And he
who is not on a voyage has no need of a pilot?
No.
Then in time of peace justice will be of no use?
I am very far from thinking so.
You think that justice may be of use in peace as well as in war? . . . Like husbandry for the
acquisition of corn? . . . Or like shoemaking for the acquisition of shoes—that is what you
mean?
Yes.
And what similar use or power of acquisition has justice in time of peace?
In contracts, Socrates, justice is of use.
And by contracts you mean partnerships?
Exactly.
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But is the just man or the skilful player a more useful and better partner at a game of
draughts?
The skilful player.
And in the laying of bricks and stones is the just man a more useful or better partner than
the builder?
Quite the reverse.
Then in what sort of partnership is the just man a better partner than the harp-player, as in
playing the harp the harp-player is certainly a better partner than the just man?
In a money partnership.
Yes, Polemarchus, but surely not in the use of money; for you do not want a just man to be
your counsellor in the purchase or sale of a horse; a man who is knowing about horses
would be better for that, would he not?
Certainly.
And when you want to buy a ship, the shipwright or the pilot would be better?
True.
Then what is that joint use of silver or gold in which the just man is to be preferred?
When you want a deposit to be kept safely.
You mean when money is not wanted, but allowed to lie?
Precisely.
That is to say, justice is useful when money is useless?
That is the inference.
And when you want to keep a pruning-hook safe, then justice is useful to the individual and
to the state; but when you want to use it, then the art of the vine-dresser?
Clearly.
And when you want to keep a shield or a lyre, and not to use them, you would say that
justice is useful; but when you want to use them, then the art of the soldier or of the
musician? . . . And so of all the other things—justice is useful when they are useless, and
useless when they are useful?
That is the inference.
Then justice is not good for much. But let us consider this further point: Is not he who can
best strike a blow in a boxing match or in any kind of fighting best able to ward off a blow?
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Certainly.
And he who is most skilful in preventing or escaping from a disease is best able to create
one?
True.
And he is the best guard of a camp who is best able to steal a march upon the enemy?
Certainly.
Then he who is a good keeper of anything is also a good thief?
That, I suppose, is to be inferred.
Then if the just man is good at keeping money, he is good at stealing it.
That is implied in the argument.
Then after all the just man has turned out to be a thief. And this is a lesson which I suspect
you must have learnt out of Homer; for he, speaking of Autolycus, the maternal grandfather
of Odysseus, who is a favourite of his, affirms that He was excellent above all men in theft
and perjury.
And so, you and Homer and Simonides are agreed that justice is an art of theft; to be
practised however "for the good of friends and for the harm of enemies"—that was what
you were saying?
No, certainly not that, though I do not now know what I did say; but I still stand by the
latter words . . .
[Thrasymachus, a Sophist joins the dialogue and gives his interpretation of justice, or the moral life.]
Thrasymachus, as any one might see, was in reality eager to speak; for he thought that he had
an excellent answer, and would distinguish himself. But at first he to insist on my answering;
at length he consented to begin. Behold, he said, the wisdom of Socrates; he refuses to teach
himself, and goes about learning of others, to whom he never even says thank you.
That I learn of others, I replied, is quite true; but that I am ungrateful I wholly deny. Money
I have none, and therefore I pay in praise, which is all I have: and how ready I am to praise
any one who appears to me to speak well you will very soon find out when you answer; for I
expect that you will answer well.
Listen, then, he said; I proclaim that justice is nothing else than the interest of the stronger.
And now why do you not me? But of course you won't.
Let me first understand you, I replied. Justice, as you say, is the interest of the stronger.
What, Thrasymachus, is the meaning of this? You cannot mean to say that because
Polydamas, the pancratiast, is stronger than we are, and finds the eating of beef conducive to
his bodily strength, that to eat beef is therefore equally for our good who are weaker than he
is, and right and just for us?
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That's abominable of you, Socrates; you take the words in the sense which is most damaging
to the argument.
Not at all, my good sir, I said; I am trying to understand them; and I wish that you would be
a little clearer.
Well, he said, have you never heard that forms of government differ; there are tyrannies, and
there are democracies, and there are aristocracies? . . . And the government is the ruling
power in each state?
Certainly.
And the different forms of government make laws democratical, aristocratical, tyrannical,
with a view to their several interests; and these laws, which are made by them for their own
interests, are the justice which they deliver to their subjects, and him who transgresses them
they punish as a breaker of the law, and unjust. And that is what I mean when I say that in
all states there is the same principle of justice, which is the interest of the government; and as
the government must be supposed to have power, the only reasonable conclusion is, that
everywhere there is one principle of justice, which is the interest of the stronger.
Now I understand you, I said; and whether you are right or not I will try to discover. . . . But
let me remark, that in defining justice you have yourself used the word "interest" which you
forbade me to use. It is true, however, that in your definition the words "of the stronger" are
added.
A small addition, you must allow, he said.
Great or small, never mind about that: we must first enquire whether what you are saying is
the truth. Now we are both agreed that justice is interest of some sort, but you go on to say
"of the stronger"; about this addition I am not so sure, and must therefore consider further.
Proceed.
I will; and first tell me, do you admit that it is just for subjects to obey their rulers?
I do.
But are the rulers of states absolutely infallible, or are they sometimes liable to err?
To be sure, he replied, they are liable to err.
Then in making their laws they may sometimes make them rightly, and sometimes not?
True.
When they make them rightly, they make them agreeably to their interest; when they are
mistaken, contrary to their interest; you admit that?
Yes.
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And the laws which they make must be obeyed by their subjects,—and that is what you call
justice?
Doubtless.
Then justice, according to your argument, is not only obedience to the interest of the
stronger but the reverse?
What is that you are saying? he asked.
I am only repeating what you are saying, I believe. But let us consider: Have we not admitted
that the rulers may be mistaken about their own interest in what they command, and also
that to obey them is justice? Has not that been admitted?
Yes.
Then you must also have acknowledged justice not to be for the interest of the stronger,
when the rulers unintentionally command things to be done which are to their own injury.
For if, as you say, justice is the obedience which the subject renders to their commands, in
that case, O wisest of men, is there any escape from the conclusion that the weaker are
commanded to do, not what is for the interest, but what is for the injury of the stronger?
[Polemarchus and Cleitophon join the dialogue.]
Nothing can be clearer, Socrates, said Polemarchus.
Yes, said Cleitophon, interposing, if you are allowed to be his witness.
But there is no need of any witness, said Polemarchus, for Thrasymachus himself
acknowledges that rulers may sometimes command what is not for their own interest, and
that for subjects to obey them is justice.
Yes, Polemarchus,—Thrasymachus said that for subjects to do what was commanded by
their rulers is just.
Yes, Cleitophon, but he also said that justice is the interest of the stronger, and, while
admitting both these propositions, he further acknowledged that the stronger may command
the weaker who are his subjects to do what is not for his own interest; whence follows that
justice is the injury quite as much as the interest of the stronger.
But, said Cleitophon, he meant by the interest of the stronger what the stronger thought to
be his interest,—this was what the weaker had to do; and this was affirmed by him to be
justice.
Those were not his words, rejoined Polemarchus.
Never mind, I replied, if he now says that they are, let us accept his statement. Tell me,
Thrasymachus, I said, did you mean by justice what the stronger thought to be his interest,
whether really so or not?
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Certainly not, he said.
[Plato goes on to explain the fiduciary relationship—the doctor to his patient, the lawyer to his client. The
governing ethic is measured by the benefit to the beneficiary, not to the professional, nor to the art of the
profession.]
But is the art of medicine or any other art faulty or deficient in any quality in the same way
that the eye may be deficient in sight or the ear fail of hearing, and therefore requires another
art to provide for the interests of seeing and hearing—has art in itself, I say, any similar
liability to fault or defect, and does every art require another supplementary art to provide
for its interests, and that another and another without end? Or have the arts to look only
after their own interests? Or have they no need either of themselves or of another?—having
no faults or defects, they have no need to correct them, either by the exercise of their own
art or of any other; they have only to consider the interest of their subject-matter. For every
art remains pure and faultless while remaining true—that is to say, while perfect and
unimpaired. Take the words in your precise sense, and tell me whether I am not right.
Yes, clearly.
Then medicine does not consider the interest of medicine, but the interest of the body?
True, he said.
Nor does the art of horsemanship consider the interests of the art of horsemanship, but the
interests of the horse; neither do any other arts care for themselves, for they have no needs;
they care only for that which is the subject of their art?
True, he said.
But surely, Thrasymachus, the arts are the superiors and rulers of their own subjects?
To this he assented with a good deal of reluctance.
Then, I said, no science or art considers or enjoins the interest of the stronger or superior,
but only the interest of the subject and weaker?
He made an attempt to contest this proposition also, but finally acquiesced.
Then, I continued, no physician, in so far as he is a physician, considers his own good in
what he prescribes, but the good of his patient; for the true physician is also a ruler having
the human body as a subject, and is not a mere money-maker; that has been admitted?
Yes.
And the pilot likewise, in the strict sense of the term, is a ruler of sailors and not a mere
sailor?
That has been admitted.
And such a pilot and ruler will provide and prescribe for the interest of the sailor who is
under him, and not for his own or the ruler's interest?
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He gave a reluctant "Yes."
Then, I said, Thrasymachus, there is no one in any rule who, in so far as he is a ruler,
considers or enjoins what is for his own interest, but always what is for the interest of his
subject or suitable to his art; to that he looks, and that alone he considers in everything
which he says and does.
When we had got to this point in the argument, and every one saw that the definition of
justice had been completely upset, Thrasymachus, instead of replying to me, said: Tell me,
Socrates, have you got a nurse?
Why do you ask such a question, I said, when you ought rather to be answering?
Because she leaves you to snivel, and never wipes your nose: she has not even taught you to
know the shepherd from the sheep.
What makes you say that? I replied.
Because you fancy that the shepherd . . . fattens and tends the sheep or oxen with a view to
their own good and not to the good of himself or his master; and you further imagine that
the rulers of states, if they are true rulers, never think of their subjects as sheep, and that they
are not studying their own advantage day and night. Oh, no; and so entirely astray are you in
your ideas about the just and unjust as not even to know that justice and the just are in
reality another's good; that is to say, the interest of the ruler and stronger, and the loss of the
subject and servant; and injustice the opposite; for the unjust is lord over the truly simple
and just: he is the stronger, and his subjects do what is for his interest, and minister to his
happiness, which is very far from being their own. Consider further, most foolish Socrates,
that the just is always a loser in comparison with the unjust. First of all, in private contracts:
wherever the unjust is the partner of the just you will find that, when the partnership is
dissolved, the unjust man has always more and the just less. Secondly, in their dealings with
the State: when there is an income tax, the just man will pay more and the unjust less on the
same amount of income; and when there is anything to be received the one gains nothing
and the other much. Observe also what happens when they take an office; there is the just
man neglecting his affairs and perhaps suffering other losses, and getting nothing out of the
public, because he is just; moreover he is hated by his friends and acquaintance for refusing
to serve them in unlawful ways. But all this is reversed in the case of the unjust man. I am
speaking, as before, of injustice on a large scale in which the advantage of the unjust is more
apparent; and my meaning will be most clearly seen if we turn to that highest form of
injustice in which the criminal is the happiest of men, and the sufferers or those who refuse
to do injustice are the most miserable—that is to say tyranny, which by fraud and force takes
away the property of others, not little by little but wholesale; comprehending in one, things
sacred as well as profane, private and public; for which acts of wrong, if he were detected
perpetrating any one of them singly, he would be punished and incur great disgrace—they
who do such wrong in particular cases are called robbers of temples, and man-stealers and
burglars and swindlers and thieves. But when a man besides taking away the money of the
citizens has made slaves of them, then, instead of these names of reproach, he is termed
happy and blessed, not only by the citizens but by all who hear of his having achieved the
consummation of injustice. For mankind censure injustice, fearing that they may be the
victims of it and not because they shrink from committing it. And thus, as I have shown,
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Socrates, injustice, when on a sufficient scale, has more strength and freedom and mastery
than justice; and, as I said at first, justice is the interest of the stronger, whereas injustice is a
man's own profit and interest.
[Socrates, the philosopher, may better Thrasymachus, the Sophist, at his own game and seem to win the
argument. In a sense the argument remains unresolved. Thrasymachus may be no match for Socrates in
arguing, but can Thrasymachus be right? Or when injustice triumphs over justice, is it merely a hollow victory
for the cleverly unjust? Socrates deals more thoroughly with the issue in Book II.]

Book II
[A conversation between Socrates and Glaucon.]
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.
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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
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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; where as 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
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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 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.
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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 hear acorns at their summit, and bees in the middle;
And the sheep 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
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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 he 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 unmistakable. 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
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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 . . . .
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
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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, 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.
[Socrates, valuing the importance of education, moves step-by-step through a long involved argument. He
begins with the meaning of virtue and the virtues to be sought, wisdom, courage, temperance and above all
justice. These are the virtues needed in creating the ideal state. Once the value of these virtues in creating the
ideal state is recognized, one can deduce their value also to the soul of the individual. In the course of
developing his argument, Plato demonstrates how these virtues are necessary for survival first in the formation
of the smallest state; then as it moves to a more stable entity and finally as the state gains wealth, the need for
a standing army to protect the assets and material wealth of the state. He then describes the importance of the
good soldier or Guardsman and the qualities inherent in such a person.]
[Socrates continues.]
And our State must once more enlarge; and this time the enlargement will be nothing short
of a whole army, which will have to go out and fight with the invaders for all that we have,
as well as for the things and persons whom we were describing above.
Why? he said; are they not capable of defending themselves?
No, I said; not if we were right in the principle which was acknowledged by all of us when
we were framing the State: the principle, as you will remember, was that one man cannot
practise many arts with success.
Very true, he said.
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But is not war an art? . . . And an art requiring as much attention as shoemaking?
Quite true.
And the shoemaker was not allowed by us to be husbandman, or a weaver, a builder—in
order that we might have our shoes well made; but to him and to every other worker was
assigned one work for which he was by nature fitted, and at that he was to continue working
all his life long and at no other; he was not to let opportunities slip, and then he would
become a good workman. Now nothing can be more important than that the work of a
soldier should be well done. But is war an art so easily acquired that a man may be a warrior
who is also a husbandman, or shoemaker, or other artisan; although no one in the world
would be a good dice or draught player who merely took up the game as a recreation, and
had not from his earliest years devoted himself to this and nothing else? No tools will make
a man a skilled workman, or master of defence, nor be of any use to him who has not
learned how to handle them, and has never bestowed any attention upon them. How then
will he who takes up a shield or other implement of war become a good fighter all in a day,
whether with heavy-armed or any other kind of troops?
Yes, he said, the tools which would teach men their own use would be
beyond price.
And the higher the duties of the guardian, I said, the more time, and skill, and art, and
application will be needed by him?
No doubt, he replied.
Will he not also require natural aptitude for his calling?
Certainly.
Then it will be our duty to select, if we can, natures which are fitted for the task of guarding
the city?
It will.
And the selection will be no easy matter, I said; but we must be brave and do our best.
We must.
Is not the noble youth very like a well-bred dog in respect of guarding and watching?
What do you mean?
I mean that both of them ought to be quick to see, and swift to overtake the enemy when
they see him; and strong too if, when they have caught him, they have to fight with him.
All these qualities, he replied, will certainly be required by them.
Well, and your guardian must be brave if he is to fight well?
Certainly.
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And is he likely to be brave who has no spirit, whether horse or dog or any other animal?
Have you never observed how invincible and unconquerable is spirit and how the presence
of it makes the soul of any creature to be absolutely fearless and indomitable?
I have.
Then now we have a clear notion of the bodily qualities which are required in the
guardian. . . . And also of the mental ones; his soul is to be full of spirit?
Yes.
But are not these spirited natures apt to be savage with one another, and with everybody
else?
A difficulty by no means easy to overcome, he replied.
Whereas, I said, they ought to be dangerous to their enemies, and gentle to their friends; if
not, they will destroy themselves without waiting for their enemies to destroy them.
True, he said.
What is to be done then? I said; how shall we find a gentle nature which has also a great
spirit, for the one is the contradiction of the other? . . . He will not be a good guardian who
is wanting in either of these two qualities; and yet the combination of them appears to be
impossible; and hence we must infer that to be a good guardian is impossible.
I am afraid that what you say is true, he replied.
Here feeling perplexed I began to think over what had preceded. My friend, I said, no
wonder that we are in a perplexity; for we have lost sight of the image which we had before
us.
What do you mean? he said.
I mean to say that there do exist natures gifted with those opposite qualities.
And where do you find them?
Many animals, I replied, furnish examples of them; our friend the dog is a very good one:
you know that well-bred dogs are perfectly gentle to their familiars and acquaintances, and
the reverse to strangers.
Yes, I know.
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Book IV
Again, I said, there is no difficulty in seeing the nature of courage; and in what part that
quality resides which gives the name of courageous to the State.
How do you mean?
Why, I said, every one who calls any State courageous or cowardly, will be thinking of the
part which fights and goes out to war on the State's behalf.
No one, he replied, would ever think of any other.
The rest of the citizens may be courageous or may be cowardly but their courage or
cowardice will not, as I conceive, have the effect of making the city either the one or the
other.
Certainly not.
The city will be courageous in virtue of a portion of herself which preserves under all
circumstances that opinion about the nature of things to be feared and not to be feared in
which our legislator educated them; and this is what you term courage.
I should like to hear what you are saying once more, for I do not think that I perfectly
understand you.
I mean that courage is a kind of salvation.
Salvation of what?
Of the opinion respecting things to be feared, what they are and of what nature, which the
law implants through education; and I mean by the words "under all circumstances" to
intimate that in pleasure or in pain, or under the influence of desire or fear, a man preserves,
and does not lose this opinion. Shall I give you an illustration?
If you please.
You know, I said, that dyers, when they want to dye wool for making the true sea-purple,
begin by selecting their white colour first; this they prepare and dress with much care and
pains, in order that the white ground may take the purple hue in full perfection. The dyeing
then proceeds; and whatever is dyed in this manner becomes a fast colour, and no washing
either with lyes or without them can take away the bloom. But, when the ground has not
been duly prepared, you will have noticed how poor is the look either of purple or of any
other colour.
Yes, he said; I know that they have a washed-out and ridiculous appearance.
Then now, I said, you will understand what our object was in selecting our soldiers, and
educating them in music and gymnastic; we were contriving influences which would prepare
them to take the dye of the laws in perfection, and the colour of their opinion about dangers
and of every other opinion was to be indelibly fixed by their nurture and training, not to be
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washed away by such potent lyes as pleasure—mightier agent far in washing the soul than
any soda or lye; or by sorrow, fear, and desire, the mightiest of all other solvents. And this
sort of universal saving power of true opinion in conformity with law about real and false
dangers I call and maintain to be courage. . . . .

And so, after much tossing, we have reached land, and are fairly agreed that the same
principles which exist in the State exist also in the individual, and that they are three in
number. . . . Must we not then infer that the individual is wise in the same way, and in virtue
of the same quality which makes the State wise?
Certainly.
Also that the same quality which constitutes courage in the State constitutes courage in the
individual, and that both the State and the individual bear the same relation to all the other
virtues?
Assuredly.
And the individual will be acknowledged by us to be just in the same way in which the State
is just? . . . We cannot but remember that the justice of the State consisted in each of the
three classes doing the work of its own class?
We are not very likely to have forgotten, he said.
We must recollect that the individual in whom the several qualities of his nature do their
own work will be just, and will do his own work? . . . And ought not the rational principle,
which is wise, and has the care of the whole soul, to rule, and the passionate or spirited
principle to be the subject and ally?
Certainly.
And, as we were saying, the united influence of music and gymnastic will bring them into
accord, nerving and sustaining the reason with noble words and lessons, and moderating and
soothing and civilizing the wildness of passion by harmony and rhythm?
Quite true, he said.
And these two, thus nurtured and educated, and having learned truly to know their own
functions, will rule over the concupiscent, which in each of us is the largest part of the soul
and by nature most insatiable of gain; over this they will keep guard, lest, waxing great and
strong with the fulness of bodily pleasures, as they are termed, the concupiscent soul, no
longer confined to her own sphere, should attempt to enslave and rule those who are not her
natural-born subjects, and overturn the whole life of man?
Very true, he said.
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Both together will they not be the best defenders of the whole soul and the whole body
against attacks from without; the one counselling, and the other fighting under his leader,
and courageously executing his commands and counsels?
And is justice dimmer in the individual, and is her form different, or is she the same which
we found her to be in the State? . . . Because, if any doubt is still lingering in our minds, a
few commonplace instances will satisfy us of the truth of what I am saying.
What sort of instances do you mean?
If the case is put to us, must we not admit that the just State, or the man who is trained in
the principles of such a State, will be less likely than the unjust to make away with a deposit
of gold or silver? Would any one deny this?
No one, he replied.
Will the just man or citizen ever be guilty of sacrilege or theft, or treachery either to his
friends or to his country? . . . Neither will he ever break faith where there have been oaths or
agreements?
Impossible.
No one will be less likely to commit adultery, or to dishonour his father and mother, or to
fall in his religious duties?
No one.
And the reason is that each part of him is doing its own business, whether in ruling or being
ruled?
Exactly so.
Are you satisfied then that the quality which makes such men and such states is justice, or do
you hope to discover some other?
Not I, indeed.
Then our dream has been realised; and the suspicion which we entertained at the beginning
of our work of construction, that some divine power must have conducted us to a primary
form of justice, has now been verified?
Yes, certainly.
And the division of labour which required the carpenter and the shoemaker and the rest of
the citizens to be doing each his own business, and not another's, was a shadow of justice,
and for that reason it was of use?
Clearly.
But in reality justice was such as we were describing, being concerned however, not with the
outward man, but with the inward, which is the true self and concernment of man: for the
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just man does not permit the several elements within him to interfere with one another, or
any of them to do the work of others,—he sets in order his own inner life, and is his own
master and his own law, and at peace with himself; and when he has bound together the
three principles within him, which may be compared to the higher, lower, and middle notes
of the scale, and the intermediate intervals—when he has bound all these together, and is no
longer many, but has become one entirely temperate and perfectly adjusted nature, then he
proceeds to act, if he has to act, whether in a matter of property, or in the treatment of the
body, or in some affair of politics or private business; always thinking and calling that which
preserves and co-operates with this harmonious condition, just and good action, and the
knowledge which presides over it, wisdom, and that which at any time impairs this
condition, he will call unjust action, and the opinion which presides over it ignorance.
You have said the exact truth, Socrates.
And if the nature of justice and injustice be known, then the meaning of acting unjustly and
being unjust, or, again, of acting justly, will also be perfectly clear?
What do you mean? he said.
Why, I said, they are like disease and health; being in the soul just what disease and health are
in the body.
How so? he said.
Why, I said, that which is healthy causes health, and that which is unhealthy causes disease. .
. . And just actions cause justice, and unjust actions cause injustice? . . . And the creation of
health is the institution of a natural order and government of one by another in the parts of
the body; and the creation of disease is the production of a state of things at variance with
this natural order?
True.
And is not the creation of justice the institution of a natural order and government of one by
another in the parts of the soul, and the creation of injustice the production of a state of
things at variance with the natural order?
Exactly so, he said.
Then virtue is the health and beauty and well-being of the soul, and vice the disease and
weakness and deformity of the same? . . . And do not good practices lead to virtue, and evil
practices to vice?
Assuredly.
Still our old question of the comparative advantage of justice and injustice has not been
answered: Which is the more profitable, to be just and act justly and practise virtue, whether
seen or unseen of gods and men, or to be unjust and act unjustly, if only unpunished and
unreformed?
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In my judgment, Socrates, the question has now become ridiculous. We know that, when the
bodily constitution is gone, life is no longer endurable, though pampered with all kinds of
meats and drinks, and having all wealth and all power; and shall we be told that when the
very essence of the vital principle is undermined and corrupted, life is still worth having to a
man, if only he be allowed to do whatever he likes with the single exception that he is not to
acquire justice and virtue, or to escape from injustice and vice; assuming them both to be
such as we have described?
Yes, I said, the question is, as you say, ridiculous. Still, as we are near the spot at which we
may see the truth in the clearest manner with our own eyes, let us not faint by the way.

Book VIII
. . . Him who answers to aristocracy, and whom we rightly call just and good, we have
already described.
We have.
Then let us now proceed to describe the inferior sort of natures, being the contentious and
ambitious, who answer to the Spartan polity; also the oligarchical, democratical, and
tyrannical. Let us place the most just by the side of the most unjust, and when we see them
we shall be able to compare the relative happiness or unhappiness of him who leads a life of
pure justice or pure injustice. The enquiry will then be completed. And we shall know
whether we ought to pursue injustice, as Thrasymachus advises, or in accordance with the
conclusions of the argument to prefer justice.
Certainly, he replied, we must do as you say.
Shall we follow our old plan, which we adopted with a view to clearness, of taking the State
first and then proceeding to the individual, and begin with the government of honour?—I
know of no name for such a government other than timocracy, or perhaps timarchy. We will
compare with this the like character in the individual; and, after that, consider oligarchical
man; and then again we will turn our attention to democracy and the democratical man; and
lastly, we will go and view the city of tyranny, and once more take a look into the tyrant's
soul, and try to arrive at a satisfactory decision.
That way of viewing and judging of the matter will be very suitable
[Earlier Plato has described the best constitution as government by the wise, the aristocracy, the rulers
trained in philosophy. At this point he describes timocracy, government by the timocrat, the eager
ambitious one. Finally he talks of the oligarchy ruled by the wealthiest individuals as a group. He goes
on to show how the oligarchic soul develops.]
The new government which thus arises will be of a form intermediate between oligarchy and
aristocracy?
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Very true.
Such will be the change, and after the change has been made, how will they proceed? Clearly,
the new State, being in a mean between oligarchy and the perfect State, will partly follow one
and partly the other, and will also have some peculiarities.
True, he said.
In the honour given to rulers, in the abstinence of the warrior class from agriculture,
handicrafts, and trade in general, in the institution of common meals, and in the attention
paid to gymnastics and military training—in all these respects this State will resemble the
former.
True.
But in the fear of admitting philosophers to power, because they are no longer to be had
simple and earnest, but are made up of mixed elements; and in turning from them to
passionate and less complex characters, who are by nature fitted for war rather than peace;
and in the value set by them upon military stratagems and contrivances, and in the waging of
everlasting wars—this State will be for the most part peculiar.
Yes.
Yes, I said; and men of this stamp will be covetous of money, like those who live in
oligarchies; they will have, a fierce secret longing after gold and silver, which they will hoard
in dark places, having magazines and treasuries of their own for the deposit and concealment
of them; also castles which are just nests for their eggs, and in which they will spend large
sums on their wives, or on any others whom they please.
That is most true, he said.
And they are miserly because they have no means of openly acquiring the money which they
prize; they will spend that which is another man's on the gratification of their desires,
stealing their pleasures and running away like children from the law, their father. . . .

. . . Let us next proceed to consider the nature and origin of the individual who answers to
this State. . . . Does not the timocratical man change into the oligarchical on this wise?
How?
A time arrives when the representative of timocracy has a son: at first he begins by emulating
his father and walking in his footsteps, but presently he sees him of a sudden foundering
against the State as upon a sunken reef, and he and all that he has is lost; he may have been a
general or some other high officer who is brought to trial under a prejudice raised by
informers, and either put to death, or exiled, or deprived of the privileges of a citizen, and all
his property taken from him.
Nothing more likely.
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And the son has seen and known all this—he is a ruined man, and his fear has taught him to
knock ambition and passion head-foremost from his bosom's throne; humbled by poverty
he takes to money-making and by mean and miserly savings and hard work gets a fortune
together. Is not such an one likely to seat the concupiscent and covetous element on the
vacant throne and to suffer it to play the great king within him, girt with tiara and chain and
scimitar?
Most true, he replied.
And when he has made reason and spirit sit down on the ground obediently on either side of
their sovereign, and taught them to know their place, he compels the one to think only of
how lesser sums may be turned into larger ones, and will not allow the other to worship and
admire anything but riches and rich men, or to be ambitious of anything so much as the
acquisition of wealth and the means of acquiring it.
[Plato discusses the democratic state.]
And then democracy comes into being after the poor have conquered their opponents,
slaughtering some and banishing some, while to the remainder they give an equal share of
freedom and power; and this is the form of government in which the magistrates are
commonly elected by lot.
Yes, he said, that is the nature of democracy, whether the revolution has been effected by
arms, or whether fear has caused the opposite party to withdraw.
And now what is their manner of life, and what sort of a government have they? for as the
government is, such will be the man.
Clearly, he said.
In the first place, are they not free; and is not the city full of freedom and frankness—a man
may say and do what he likes? . . . And where freedom is, the individual is clearly able to
order for himself his own life as he pleases?
Clearly.
Then in this kind of State there will be the greatest variety of human natures?
There will.
This, then, seems likely to be the fairest of States, being an embroidered robe which is
spangled with every sort of flower. And just as women and children think a variety of
colours to be of all things most charming, so there are many men to whom this State, which
is spangled with the manners and characters of mankind, will appear to be the fairest of
States. . . . Yes, my good Sir, and there will be no better in which to look for a government.
Why?
Because of the liberty which reigns there—they have a complete assortment of constitutions;
and he who has a mind to establish a State, as we have been doing, must go to a democracy
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as he would to a bazaar at which they sell them, and pick out the one that suits him; then,
when he has made his choice, he may found his State.
He will be sure to have patterns enough.
And there being no necessity, I said, for you to govern in this State, even if you have the
capacity, or to be governed, unless you like, or go to war when the rest go to war, or to be at
peace when others are at peace, unless you are so disposed—there being no necessity also,
because some law forbids you to hold office or be a dicast, that you should not hold office
or be a dicast, if you have a fancy—is not this a way of life which for the moment is
supremely delightful?
For the moment, yes.
And is not their humanity to the condemned in some cases quite charming? Have you not
observed how, in a democracy, many persons, although they have been sentenced to death
or exile, just stay where they are and walkabout the world—the gentleman parades like a
hero, and nobody sees or cares?
Yes, he replied, many and many a one.
See too, I said, the forgiving spirit of democracy, and the "don't care" about trifles, and the
disregard which she shows of all the fine principles which we solemnly laid down at the
foundation of the city—as when we said that, except in the case of some rarely gifted nature,
there never will be a good man who has not from his childhood been used to play amid
things of beauty and make of them a joy and a study—how grandly does she trample all
these fine notions of ours under her feet, never giving a thought to the pursuits which make
a statesman, and promoting to honour any one who professes to be the people's friend.
Yes, she is of a noble spirit.
These and other kindred characteristics are proper to democracy, which is a charming form
of government, full of variety and disorder, and dispensing a sort of equality to equals and
unequals alike.
We know her well. . . .
[Plato elaborates on controlling the appetites of the soul appropriately.]
Would you like, for the sake of clearness, to distinguish which are the necessary and which
are the unnecessary pleasures?
I should.
Are not necessary pleasures those of which we cannot get rid, and of which the satisfaction
is a benefit to us? And they are rightly so, because we are framed by nature to desire both
what is beneficial and what is necessary, and cannot help it.
True.
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We are not wrong therefore in calling them necessary? . . . And the desires of which a man
may get rid, if he takes pains from his youth upwards—of which the presence, moreover,
does no good, and in some cases the reverse of good—shall we not be right in saying that all
these are unnecessary?
Yes, certainly.
Suppose we select an example of either kind, in order that we may have a general notion of
them? . . . Will not the desire of eating, that is, of simple food and condiments, in so far as
they are required for health and strength, be of the necessary class?
That is what I should suppose.
The pleasure of eating is necessary in two ways; it does us good and it is essential to the
continuance of life? But the condiments are only necessary in so far as they are good for
health?
Certainly.
And the desire which goes beyond this, or more delicate food, or other luxuries, which
might generally be got rid of, if controlled and trained in youth, and is hurtful to the body,
and hurtful to the soul in the pursuit of wisdom and virtue, may be rightly called
unnecessary? . . . When a young man who has been brought up as we were just now
describing, in a vulgar and miserly way, has tasted drones' honey and has come to associate
with fierce and crafty natures who are able to provide for him all sorts of refinements and
varieties of pleasure—then, as you may imagine, the change will begin of the oligarchical
principle within him into the democratical? . . . And as in the city like was helping like, and
the change was effected by an alliance from without assisting one division of the citizens, so
too the young man is changed by a class of desires coming from without to assist the desires
within him, that which is and alike again helping that which is akin and alike? . . . And if
there be any ally which aids the oligarchical principle within him, whether the influence of a
father or of kindred, advising or rebuking him, then there arises in his soul a faction and an
opposite faction, and he goes to war with himself . . . .
And there are times when the democratical principle gives way to the oligarchical, and some
of his desires die, and others are banished; a spirit of reverence enters into the young man's
soul and order is restored. . . . And then, again, after the old desires have been driven out,
fresh ones spring up, which are akin to them, and because he, their father, does not know
how to educate them, wax fierce and numerous.
Yes, he said, that is apt to be the way.
They draw him to his old associates, and holding secret intercourse with them, breed and
multiply in him. . . . At length they seize upon the citadel of the young man's soul, which
they perceive to be void of all accomplishments and fair pursuits and true words, which
make their abode in the minds of men who are dear to the gods, and are their best guardians
and sentinels. . . .
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And so the young man returns into the country of the lotus-eaters, and takes up his dwelling
there in the face of all men; and if any help be sent by his friends to the oligarchical part of
him, the aforesaid vain conceits shut the gate of the king's fastness; and they will neither
allow the embassy itself to enter, private if private advisers offer the fatherly counsel of the
aged will they listen to them or receive them. There is a battle and they gain the day, and
then modesty, which they call silliness, is ignominiously thrust into exile by them, and
temperance, which they nickname unmanliness, is trampled in the mire and cast forth; they
persuade men that moderation and orderly expenditure are vulgarity and meanness, and so,
by the help of a rabble of evil appetites, they drive them beyond the border.
Yes, with a will.
And when they have emptied and swept clean the soul of him who is now in their power
and who is being initiated by them in great mysteries, the next thing is to bring back to their
house insolence and anarchy and waste and impudence in bright array having garlands on
their heads, and a great company with them, hymning their praises and calling them by sweet
names; insolence they term breeding, and anarchy liberty, and waste magnificence, and
impudence courage. And so the young man passes out of his original nature, which was
trained in the school of necessity, into the freedom and libertinism of useless and
unnecessary pleasures.
Yes, he said, the change in him is visible enough.
After this he lives on, spending his money and labour and time on unnecessary pleasures
quite as much as on necessary ones; but if he be fortunate, and is not too much disordered in
his wits, when years have elapsed, and the heyday of passion is over—supposing that he then
re-admits into the city some part of the exiled virtues, and does not wholly give himself up to
their successors—in that case he balances his pleasures and lives in a sort of equilibrium,
putting the government of himself into the hands of the one which comes first and wins the
turn; and when he has had enough of that, then into the hands of another; he despises none
of them but encourages them all equally. . . .
Neither does he receive or let pass into the fortress any true word of advice; if any one says
to him that some pleasures are the satisfactions of good and noble desires, and others of evil
desires, and that he ought to use and honour some and chastise and master the others—
whenever this is repeated to him he shakes his head and says that they are all alike, and that
one is as good as another.
Yes, he said; that is the way with him.
Yes, I said, he lives from day to day indulging the appetite of the hour; and sometimes he is
lapped in drink and strains of the flute; then he becomes a water-drinker, and tries to get
thin; then he takes a turn at gymnastics; sometimes idling and neglecting everything, then
once more living the life of a philosopher; often he is busy with politics, and starts to his feet
and says and does whatever comes into his head; and, if he is emulous of any one who is a
warrior, off he is in that direction, or of men of business, once more in that. His life has
neither law nor order; and this distracted existence he terms joy and bliss and freedom; and
so he goes on.
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Yes, he replied, he is all liberty and equality.
Yes, I said; his life is motley and manifold and an epitome of the lives of many;—he answers
to the State which we described as fair and spangled. And many a man and many a woman
will take him for their pattern, and many a constitution and many an example of manners is
contained in him.
Just so.
Let him then be set over against democracy; he may truly be called the
democratic man.
Let that be his place, he said.

Book IX
. . . And now remember the character which we attributed to the democratic man. He was
supposed from his youth upwards to have been trained under a miserly parent, who
encouraged the saving appetites in him, but discountenanced the unnecessary, which aim
only at amusement and ornament?
True.
And then he got into the company of a more refined, licentious sort of people, and taking to
all their wanton ways rushed into the opposite extreme from an abhorrence of his father's
meanness. At last, being a better man than his corruptors, he was drawn in both directions
until he halted midway and led a life, not of vulgar and slavish passion, but of what he
deemed moderate indulgence in various pleasures. After this manner the democrat was
generated out of the oligarch? . . . And now, I said, years will have passed away, and you
must conceive this man, such as he is, to have a son, who is brought up in his father's
principles.
I can imagine him.
Then you must further imagine the same thing to happen to the son which has already
happened to the father:—he is drawn into a perfectly lawless life, which by his seducers is
termed perfect liberty; and his father and friends take part with his moderate desires, and the
opposite party assist the opposite ones. As soon as these dire magicians and tyrant-makers
find that they are losing their hold on him, they contrive to implant in him a master passion,
to be lord over his idle and spendthrift lusts—a sort of monstrous winged drone—that is the
only image which will adequately describe him. . . .
And when his other lusts, amid clouds of incense and perfumes and garlands and wines, and
all the pleasures of a dissolute life, now let loose, come buzzing around him, nourishing to
the utmost the sting of desire which they implant in his drone-like nature, then at last this
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lord of the soul, having Madness for the captain of his guard, breaks out into a frenzy: and if
he finds in himself any good opinions or appetites in process of formation, and there is in
him any sense of shame remaining, to these better principles he puts an end, and casts them
forth until he has purged away temperance and brought in madness to the full.
Yes, he said, that is the way in which the tyrannical man is generated. . . .
Further, I said, has not a drunken man also the spirit of a tyrant? . . . And you know that a
man who is deranged and not right in his mind, will fancy that he is able to rule, not only
over men, but also over the gods? . . . And the tyrannical man in the true sense of the word
comes into being when, either under the influence of nature, or habit, or both, he becomes
drunken, lustful, passionate? O my friend, is not that so?
Assuredly.
And if there are only a few of them in the State, the rest of the people are well disposed, they
go away and become the bodyguard or mercenary soldiers of some other tyrant who may
probably want them for a war; and if there is no war, they stay at home and do many little
pieces of mischief in the city.
What sort of mischief?
For example, they are the thieves, burglars, cutpurses, footpads, robbers of temples, manstealers of the community; or if they are able to speak they turn informers, and bear false
witness, and take bribes. . . .
Yes, I said; but small and great are comparative terms, and all these things, in the misery and
evil which they inflict upon a State, do not come within a thousand miles of the tyrant; when
this noxious class and their followers grow numerous and become conscious of their
strength, assisted by the infatuation of the people, they choose from among themselves the
one who has most of the tyrant in his own soul, and him they create their tyrant.
Yes, he said, and he will be the most fit to be a tyrant.
If the people yield, well and good; but if they resist him, as he began by beating his own
father and mother, so now, if he has the power, he beats them, and will keep his dear old
fatherland or motherland, as the Cretans say, in subjection to his young retainers whom he
has introduced to be their rulers and masters. This is the end of his passions and desires. . . .
When such men are only private individuals and before they get power, this is their
character; they associate entirely with their own flatterers or ready tools; or if they want
anything from anybody, they in their turn are equally ready to bow down before them: they
profess every sort of affection for them; but when they have gained their point they know
them no more. . . .
They are always either the masters or servants and never the friends of anybody; the tyrant
never tastes of true freedom or friendship. . . . And may we not rightly call such men
treacherous?
No question.
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Also they are utterly unjust, if we were right in our notion of justice?
Yes, he said, and we were perfectly right.
Let us then sum up in a word, I said, the character of the worst man: He is the waking reality
of what we dreamed.
Most true.
[Plato's conversation with Glaucon follows, comparing the just and unjust man and how it relates to
happiness.]
Let us then sum up in a word, I said, the character of the worst man: he is the waking reality
of what we dreamed….And this is he who being by nature most of a tyrant bears rule, and
the longer he lives the more of a tyrant he becomes.
That is certain, said Glaucon, taking his turn to answer.
And will not he who has been shown to be the wickedest, be also the most miserable? and
he who has tyrannized longest and most, most continually and truly miserable; although this
may not be the opinion of men in general?
Yes, he said, inevitably.
And must not the tyrannical man be like the tyrannical, State, and the democratical man like
the democratical State; and the same of the others? . . . And as State is to State in virtue and
happiness, so is man in relation to man?
To be sure.
Then comparing our original city, which was under a king, and the city which is under a
tyrant, how do they stand as to virtue?
They are the opposite extremes, he said, for one is the very best and the other is the very
worst.
There can be no mistake, I said, as to which is which, and therefore I will at once enquire
whether you would arrive at a similar decision about their relative happiness and misery. And
here we must not allow ourselves to be panic-stricken at the apparition of the tyrant, who is
only a unit and may perhaps have a few retainers about him; but let us go as we ought into
every corner of the city and look all about, and then we will give our opinion.
A fair invitation, he replied; and I see, as every one must, that a tyranny is the wretchedest
form of government, and the rule of a king the happiest.
And in estimating the men too, may I not fairly make a like request, that I should have a
judge whose mind can enter into and see through human nature? He must not be like a child
who looks at the outside and is dazzled at the pompous aspect which the tyrannical nature
assumes to the beholder, but let him be one who has a clear insight. May I suppose that the
judgment is given in the hearing of us all by one who is able to judge, and has dwelt in the
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same place with him, and been present at his dally life and known him in his family relations,
where he may be seen stripped of his tragedy attire, and again in the hour of public danger—
he shall tell us about the happiness and misery of the tyrant when compared with other men?
That again, he said, is a very fair proposal.
Shall I assume that we ourselves are able and experienced judges and have before now met
with such a person? We shall then have some one who will answer our enquiries. . . . Let me
ask you not to forget the parallel of the individual and the State; bearing this in mind, and
glancing in turn from one to the other of them, will you tell me their respective conditions?
What do you mean? he asked.
Beginning with the State, I replied, would you say that a city which is governed by a tyrant is
free or enslaved?
No city, he said, can be more completely enslaved.
And yet, as you see, there are freemen as well as masters in such a State?
Yes, he said, I see that there are—a few; but the people, speaking generally, and the best of
them, are miserably degraded and enslaved.
Then if the man is like the State, I said, must not the same rule prevail? His soul is full of
meanness and vulgarity—the best elements in him are enslaved; and there is a small ruling
part, which is also the worst and maddest. . . . And would you say that the soul of such a one
is the soul of a freeman, or of a slave?
He has the soul of a slave, in my opinion.
And the State which is enslaved under a tyrant is utterly incapable of acting voluntarily? . . .
And also the soul which is under a tyrant (I am speaking of the soul taken as a whole) is least
capable of doing what she desires; there is a gadfly which goads her, and she is full of trouble
and remorse? . . .
Certainly.
And is the city which is under a tyrant rich or poor?
Poor.
And the tyrannical soul must be always poor and insatiable?
True.
And must not such a State and such a man be always full of fear?
Yes, indeed.
Is there any State in which you will find more of lamentation and sorrow and groaning and
pain?
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Certainly not.
And is there any man in whom you will find more of this sort of misery than in the
tyrannical man, who is in a fury of passions and desires?
Impossible.
Reflecting upon these and similar evils, you held the tyrannical State to be the most
miserable of States?
And I was right, he said.
Certainly, I said. And when you see the same evils in the tyrannical man, what do you say of
him?
I say that he is by far the most miserable of all men.
There, I said, I think that you are beginning to go wrong.
What do you mean?
I do not think that he has as yet reached the utmost extreme of misery.
Then who is more miserable? . . .
He who is of a tyrannical nature, and instead of leading a private life has been cursed with
the further misfortune of being a public tyrant.
From what has been said, I gather that you are right.
Yes, I replied, but in this high argument you should be a little more certain, and should not
conjecture only; for of all questions, this respecting good and evil is the greatest.
Very true, he said.
Let me then offer you an illustration, which may, I think, throw a light upon this subject.
What is your illustration?
The case of rich individuals in cities who possess many slaves: from them you may form an
idea of the tyrant's condition, for they both have slaves; the only difference is that he has
more slaves.
Yes, that is the difference.
You know that they live securely and have nothing to apprehend from their servants?
What should they fear?
Nothing. But do you observe the reason of this?

Page 50

Yes; the reason is, that the whole city is leagued together for the protection of each
individual.
Very true, I said. But imagine one of these owners, the master say of some fifty slaves,
together with his family and property and slaves, carried off by a god into the wilderness,
where there are no freemen to help him—will he not be in an agony of fear lest he and his
wife and children should be put to death by his slaves?
Yes, he said, he will be in the utmost fear.
The time has arrived when he will be compelled to flatter divers of his slaves, and make
many promises to them of freedom and other things, much against his will—he will have to
cajole his own servants.
Yes, he said, that will be the only way of saving himself.
And suppose the same god, who carried him away, to surround him with neighbours who
will not suffer one man to be the master of another, and who, if they could catch the
offender, would take his life?
His case will be still worse, if you suppose him to be everywhere surrounded and watched by
enemies.
And is not this the sort of prison in which the tyrant will be bound—he who being by nature
such as we have described, is full of all sorts of fears and lusts? His soul is dainty and greedy,
and yet alone, of all men in the city, he is never allowed to go on a journey, or to see the
things which other freemen desire to see, but he lives in his hole like a woman hidden in the
house, and is jealous of any other citizen who goes into foreign parts and sees anything of
interest. . . .
And amid evils such as these will not he who is ill-governed in his own person—the
tyrannical man, I mean—whom you just now decided to be the most miserable of all—will
not he be yet more miserable when, instead of leading a private life, he is constrained by
fortune to be a public tyrant? He has to be master of others when he is not master of
himself: he is like a diseased or paralytic man who is compelled to pass his life, not in
retirement, but fighting and combating with other men.
Yes, he said, the similitude is most exact.
Is not his case utterly miserable? and does not the actual tyrant lead a worse life than he
whose life you determined to be the worst? . . . He who is the real tyrant, whatever men may
think, is the real slave, and is obliged to practise the greatest adulation and servility, and to be
the flatterer of the vilest of mankind. He has desires which he is utterly unable to satisfy, and
has more wants than any one, and is truly poor, if you know how to inspect the whole soul
of him: all his life long he is beset with fear and is full of convulsions, and distractions, even
as the State which he resembles: and surely the resemblance holds?
Very true, he said.
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Moreover, as we were saying before, he grows worse from having power: he becomes and is
of necessity more jealous, more faithless, more unjust, more friendless, more impious, than
he was at first; he is the purveyor and cherisher of every sort of vice, and the consequence is
that he is supremely miserable, and that he makes everybody else as miserable as himself.
No man of any sense will dispute your words.
Come then, I said, and as the general umpire in theatrical contests proclaims the result, do
you also decide who in your opinion is first in the scale of happiness, and who second, and
in what order the others follow: there are five of them in all—they are the royal, timocratical,
oligarchical, democratical, tyrannical.
The decision will be easily given, he replied; they shall be choruses coming on the stage, and
I must judge them in the order in which they enter, by the criterion of virtue and vice,
happiness and misery.
Need we hire a herald, or shall I announce, that the son of Ariston (the best) has decided
that the best and justest is also the happiest, and that this is he who is the most royal man
and king over himself; and that the worst and most unjust man is also the most miserable,
and that this is he who being the greatest tyrant of himself is also the greatest tyrant of his
State?
Make the proclamation yourself, he said.
And shall I add, "whether seen or unseen by gods and men"?
Let the words be added.
—Translated by Benjamin Jowett
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Aristotle
From Nicomachean Ethics (350 B.C.)

Book 1
Chapter 1
EVERY art and every inquiry, and similarly every action and pursuit, is thought to aim at
some good; and for this reason the good has rightly been declared to be that at which all
things aim. But a certain difference is found among ends; some are activities, others are
products apart from the activities that produce them. Where there are ends apart from the
actions, it is the nature of the products to be better than the activities. Now, as there are
many actions, arts, and sciences, their ends also are many; the end of the medical art is
health, that of shipbuilding a vessel, that of strategy victory, that of economics wealth. But
where such arts fall under a single capacity—as bridle-making and the other arts concerned
with the equipment of horses fall under the art of riding, and this and every military action
under strategy, in the same way other arts fall under yet others—in all of these the ends of
the master arts are to be preferred to all the subordinate ends; for it is for the sake of the
former that the latter are pursued. . . .

Chapter 2
If, then, there is some end of the things we do, which we desire for its own sake (everything
else being desired for the sake of this), and if we do not choose everything for the sake of
something else (for at that rate the process would go on to infinity, so that our desire would
be empty and vain), clearly this must be the good and the chief good. Will not the knowledge
of it, then, have a great influence on life? Shall we not, like archers who have a mark to aim
at, be more likely to hit upon what is right? If so, we must try, in outline at least, to
determine what it is, and of which of the sciences or capacities it is the object. It would seem
to belong to the most authoritative art and that which is most truly the master art. And
politics appears to be of this nature; for it is this that ordains which of the sciences should be
studied in a state, and which each class of citizens should learn and up to what point they
should learn them; and we see even the most highly esteemed of capacities to fall under this,
e.g. strategy, economics, rhetoric; now, since politics uses the rest of the sciences, and since,
again, it legislates as to what we are to do and what we are to abstain from, the end of this
science must include those of the others, so that this end must be the good for man. For
even if the end is the same for a single man and for a state, that of the state seems at all
events something greater and more complete whether to attain or to preserve; though it is
worth while to attain the end merely for one man, it is finer and more godlike to attain it for
a nation or for city-states. These, then, are the ends at which our inquiry aims, since it is
political science, in one sense of that term.
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Chapter 3
Our discussion will be adequate if it has as much clearness as the subject-matter admits of,
for precision is not to be sought for alike in all discussions. . . . Now fine and just actions,
which political science investigates, admit of much variety and fluctuation of opinion, so that
they may be thought to exist only by convention, and not by nature. And goods also give rise
to a similar fluctuation because they bring harm to many people; for before now men have
been undone by reason of their wealth, and others by reason of their courage. We must be
content, then, in speaking of such subjects and with such premises to indicate the truth
roughly and in outline, and in speaking about things which are only for the most part true
and with premises of the same kind to reach conclusions that are no better. In the same
spirit, therefore, should each type of statement be received; for it is the mark of an educated
man to look for precision in each class of things just so far as the nature of the subject
admits; it is evidently equally foolish to accept probable reasoning from a mathematician and
to demand from a rhetorician scientific proofs.
Now each man judges well the things he knows, and of these he is a good judge. And so the
man who has been educated in a subject is a good judge of that subject, and the man who
has received an all-round education is a good judge in general. Hence a young man is not a
proper hearer of lectures on political science; for he is inexperienced in the actions that
occur in life, but its discussions start from these and are about these; and, further, since he
tends to follow his passions, his study will be vain and unprofitable, because the end aimed
at is not knowledge but action. And it makes no difference whether he is young in years or
youthful in character; the defect does not depend on time, but on his living, and pursuing
each successive object, as passion directs. For to such persons, as to the incontinent,
knowledge brings no profit; but to those who desire and act in accordance with a rational
principle knowledge about such matters will be of great benefit.
These remarks about the student, the sort of treatment to be expected, and the purpose of
the inquiry, may be taken as our preface.

Chapter 4
Let us resume our inquiry and state, in view of the fact that all knowledge and every pursuit
aims at some good, what it is that we say political science aims at and what is the highest of
all goods achievable by action. Verbally there is very general agreement; for both the general
run of men and people of superior refinement say that it is happiness, and identify living well
and doing well with being happy; but with regard to what happiness is they differ, and the
many do not give the same account as the wise. For the former think it is some plain and—
obvious thing, like pleasure, wealth, or honour; they differ, however, from one another and
often even the same man identifies it with different things, with health when he is ill, with
wealth when he is poor; but, conscious of their ignorance, they admire those who proclaim
some great ideal that is above their comprehension. Now some thought that apart from
these many goods there is another which is self-subsistent and causes the goodness of all
these as well. To examine all the opinions that have been held were perhaps somewhat
fruitless; enough to examine those that are most prevalent or that seem to be arguable . . .
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Chapter 7
Let us again return to the good we are seeking, and ask what it can be. It seems different in
different actions and arts; it is different in medicine, in strategy, and in the other arts
likewise. What then is the good of each? Surely that for whose sake everything else is done.
In medicine this is health, in strategy victory, in architecture a house, in any other sphere
something else, and in every action and pursuit the end; for it is for the sake of this that all
men do whatever else they do. Therefore, if there is an end for all that we do, this will be the
good achievable by action, and if there are more than one, these will be the goods achievable
by action. . . .
Since there are evidently more than one end, and we choose some of these . . . , for the sake
of something else, clearly not all ends are final ends; but the chief good is evidently
something final. Therefore, if there is only one final end, this will be what we are seeking,
and if there are more than one, the most final of these will be what we are seeking. Now we
call that which is in itself worthy of pursuit more final than that which is worthy of pursuit
for the sake of something else, and that which is never desirable for the sake of something
else more final than the things that are desirable both in themselves and for the sake of that
other thing, and therefore we call final without qualification that which is always desirable in
itself and never for the sake of something else.
Now such a thing happiness, above all else, is held to be; for this we choose always for self
and never for the sake of something else, but honour, pleasure, reason, and every virtue we
choose indeed for themselves (for if nothing resulted from them we should still choose each
of them), but we choose them also for the sake of happiness, judging that by means of them
we shall be happy. Happiness, on the other hand, no one chooses for the sake of these, nor,
in general, for anything other than itself . . .
From the point of view of self-sufficiency the same result seems to follow; for the final good
is thought to be self-sufficient. Now by self-sufficient we do not mean that which is
sufficient for a man by himself, for one who lives a solitary life, but also for parents,
children, wife, and in general for his friends and fellow citizens, since man is born for
citizenship. But some limit must be set to this; for if we extend our requirement to ancestors
and descendants and friends' friends we are in for an infinite series. Let us examine this
question, however, on another occasion; the self-sufficient we now define as that which
when isolated makes life desirable and lacking in nothing; and such we think happiness to be;
and further we think it most desirable of all things, without being counted as one good thing
among others—if it were so counted it would clearly be made more desirable by the addition
of even the least of goods; for that which is added becomes an excess of goods, and of
goods the greater is always more desirable. Happiness, then, is something final and selfsufficient, and is the end of action.
Presumably, however, to say that happiness is the chief good seems a platitude, and a clearer
account of what it is still desired. This might perhaps be given, if we could first ascertain the
function of man. For just as for a flute-player, a sculptor, or an artist, and, in general, for all
things that have a function or activity, the good and the 'well' is thought to reside in the
function, so would it seem to be for man, if he has a function. Have the carpenter, then, and
the tanner certain functions or activities, and has man none? Is he born without a function?
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Or as eye, hand, foot, and in general each of the parts evidently has a function, may one lay it
down that man similarly has a function apart from all these? What then can this be? Life
seems to be common even to plants, but we are seeking what is peculiar to man. Let us
exclude, therefore, the life of nutrition and growth. Next there would be a life of perception,
but it also seems to be common even to the horse, the ox, and every animal. There remains,
then, an active life of the element that has a rational principle; of this, one part has such a
principle in the sense of being obedient to one, the other in the sense of possessing one and
exercising thought. And, as 'life of the rational element' also has two meanings, we must state
that life in the sense of activity is what we mean; for this seems to be the more proper sense
of the term. Now if the function of man is an activity of soul which follows or implies a
rational principle, and if we say 'so-and-so' and 'a good so-and-so' have a function which is
the same in kind, e.g. a lyre, and a good lyre-player, and so without qualification in all cases,
eminence in respect of goodness being added to the name of the function (for the function
of a lyre-player is to play the lyre, and that of a good lyre-player is to do so well): if this is the
case, and we state the function of man to be a certain kind of life, and this to be an activity
or actions of the soul implying a rational principle, and the function of a good man to be the
good and noble performance of these, and if any action is well performed when it is
performed in accordance with the appropriate excellence: if this is the case, human good
turns out to be activity of soul in accordance with virtue, and if there are more than one
virtue, in accordance with the best and most complete.
But we must add 'in a complete life.' For one swallow does not make a summer, nor does
one day; and so too one day, or a short time, does not make a man blessed and happy . . .

Chapter 8

. . . Now for most men their pleasures are in conflict with one another because these are not
by nature pleasant, but the lovers of what is noble find pleasant the things that are by nature
pleasant; and virtuous actions are such, so that these are pleasant for such men as well as in
their own nature. Their life, therefore, has no further need of pleasure as a sort of
adventitious charm, but has its pleasure in itself. For, besides what we have said, the man
who does not rejoice in noble actions is not even good; since no one would call a man just
who did not enjoy acting justly, nor any man liberal who did not enjoy liberal actions; and
similarly in all other cases. If this is so, virtuous actions must be in themselves pleasant. But
they are also good and noble, and have each of these attributes in the highest degree, since
the good man judges well about these attributes; his judgement is such as we have described.
Happiness then is the best, noblest, and most pleasant thing in the world . . .
Yet evidently . . . it needs the external goods as well; for it is impossible, or not easy, to do
noble acts without the proper equipment. In many actions we use friends and riches and
political power as instruments; and there are some things the lack of which takes the lustre
from happiness, as good birth, goodly children, beauty; for the man who is very ugly in
appearance or ill-born or solitary and childless is not very likely to be happy, and perhaps a
man would be still less likely if he had thoroughly bad children or friends or had lost good
children or friends by death. As we said, then, happiness seems to need this sort of
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prosperity in addition; for which reason some identify happiness with good fortune, though
others identify it with virtue.

Book 2
Chapter 1
VIRTUE, then, being of two kinds, intellectual and moral, intellectual virtue in the main
owes both its birth and its growth to teaching (for which reason it requires experience and
time), while moral virtue comes about as a result of habit, whence also its name (ethike) is
one that is formed by a slight variation from the word ethos (habit). From this it is also plain
that none of the moral virtues arises in us by nature; for nothing that exists by nature can
form a habit contrary to its nature. For instance the stone which by nature moves
downwards cannot be habituated to move upwards, not even if one tries to train it by
throwing it up ten thousand times; nor can fire be habituated to move downwards, nor can
anything else that by nature behaves in one way be trained to behave in another. Neither by
nature, then, nor contrary to nature do the virtues arise in us; rather we are adapted by
nature to receive them, and are made perfect by habit.
Again, of all the things that come to us by nature we first acquire the potentiality and later
exhibit the activity (this is plain in the case of the senses; for it was not by often seeing or
often hearing that we got these senses, but on the contrary we had them before we used
them, and did not come to have them by using them); but the virtues we get by first
exercising them, as also happens in the case of the arts as well. For the things we have to
learn before we can do them, we learn by doing them, e.g. men become builders by building
and lyreplayers by playing the lyre; so too we become just by doing just acts, temperate by
doing temperate acts, brave by doing brave acts.
This is confirmed by what happens in states; for legislators make the citizens good by
forming habits in them, and this is the wish of every legislator, and those who do not effect
it miss their mark, and it is in this that a good constitution differs from a bad one.
Again, it is from the same causes and by the same means that every virtue is both produced
and destroyed, and similarly every art; for it is from playing the lyre that both good and bad
lyre-players are produced. And the corresponding statement is true of builders and of all the
rest; men will be good or bad builders as a result of building well or badly. For if this were
not so, there would have been no need of a teacher, but all men would have been born good
or bad at their craft. This, then, is the case with the virtues also; by doing the acts that we do
in our transactions with other men we become just or unjust, and by doing the acts that we
do in the presence of danger, and being habituated to feel fear or confidence, we become
brave or cowardly. The same is true of appetites and feelings of anger; some men become
temperate and good-tempered, others self-indulgent and irascible, by behaving in one way or
the other in the appropriate circumstances. Thus, in one word, states of character arise out
of like activities. This is why the activities we exhibit must be of a certain kind; it is because
the states of character correspond to the differences between these. It makes no small
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difference, then, whether we form habits of one kind or of another from our very youth; it
makes a very great difference, or rather all the difference.

Chapter 2
Since, then, the present inquiry does not aim at theoretical knowledge like the others (for we
are inquiring not in order to know what virtue is, but in order to become good, since
otherwise our inquiry would have been of no use), we must examine the nature of actions,
namely how we ought to do them; for these determine also the nature of the states of
character that are produced . . .
First, then, let us consider this, that it is the nature of such things to be destroyed by defect
and excess, as we see in the case of strength and of health (for to gain light on things
imperceptible we must use the evidence of sensible things); both excessive and defective
exercise destroys the strength, and similarly drink or food which is above or below a certain
amount destroys the health, while that which is proportionate both produces and increases
and preserves it. So too is it, then, in the case of temperance and courage and the other
virtues. For the man who flies from and fears everything and does not stand his ground
against anything becomes a coward, and the man who fears nothing at all but goes to meet
every danger becomes rash; and similarly the man who indulges in every pleasure and
abstains from none becomes self-indulgent, while the man who shuns every pleasure, as
boors do, becomes in a way insensible; temperance and courage, then, are destroyed by
excess and defect, and preserved by the mean.
But not only are the sources and causes of their origination and growth the same as those of
their destruction, but also the sphere of their actualization will be the same; for this is also
true of the things which are more evident to sense, e.g. of strength; it is produced by taking
much food and undergoing much exertion, and it is the strong man that will be most able to
do these things. So too is it with the virtues; by abstaining from pleasures we become
temperate, and it is when we have become so that we are most able to abstain from them;
and similarly too in the case of courage; for by being habituated to despise things that are
terrible and to stand our ground against them we become brave, and it is when we have
become so that we shall be most able to stand our ground against them.

Chapter 3
We must take as a sign of states of character the pleasure or pain that ensues on acts; for the
man who abstains from bodily pleasures and delights in this very fact is temperate, while the
man who is annoyed at it is self-indulgent, and he who stands his ground against things that
are terrible and delights in this or at least is not pained is brave, while the man who is pained
is a coward. For moral excellence is concerned with pleasures and pains; it is on account of
the pleasure that we do bad things, and on account of the pain that we abstain from noble
ones. Hence we ought to have been brought up in a particular way from our very youth, as
Plato says, so as both to delight in and to be pained by the things that we ought; for this is
the right education . . .
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Chapter 4
The question might be asked, what we mean by saying that we must become just by doing
just acts, and temperate by doing temperate acts; for if men do just and temperate acts, they
are already just and temperate, exactly as, if they do what is in accordance with the laws of
grammar and of music, they are grammarians and musicians. . . .
Actions, then, are called just and temperate when they are such as the just or the temperate
man would do; but it is not the man who does these that is just and temperate, but the man
who also does them as just and temperate men do them. It is well said, then, that it is by
doing just acts that the just man is produced, and by doing temperate acts the temperate
man; without doing these no one would have even a prospect of becoming good.
But most people do not do these, but take refuge in theory and think they are being
philosophers and will become good in this way, behaving somewhat like patients who listen
attentively to their doctors, but do none of the things they are ordered to do. As the latter
will not be made well in body by such a course of treatment, the former will not be made
well in soul by such a course of philosophy. . . .

Chapter 6
We must, however, not only describe virtue as a state of character, but also say what sort of
state it is. We may remark, then, that every virtue or excellence both brings into good
condition the thing of which it is the excellence and makes the work of that thing be done
well; e.g. the excellence of the eye makes both the eye and its work good; for it is by the
excellence of the eye that we see well. Similarly the excellence of the horse makes a horse
both good in itself and good at running and at carrying its rider and at awaiting the attack of
the enemy. Therefore, if this is true in every case, the virtue of man also will be the state of
character which makes a man good and which makes him do his own work well. . . .
Virtue, then, is a state of character concerned with choice, lying in a mean, i.e. the mean
relative to us, this being determined by a rational principle, and by that principle by which
the man of practical wisdom would determine it. Now it is a mean between two vices, that
which depends on excess and that which depends on defect; and again it is a mean because
the vices respectively fall short of or exceed what is right in both passions and actions, while
virtue both finds and chooses that which is intermediate. Hence in respect of its substance
and the definition which states its essence virtue is a mean, with regard to what is best and
right an extreme.
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Book 3
Chapter 1
SINCE virtue is concerned with passions and actions, and on voluntary passions and actions
praise and blame are bestowed, on those that are involuntary pardon, and sometimes also
pity, to distinguish the voluntary and the involuntary is presumably necessary for those who
are studying the nature of virtue, and useful also for legislators with a view to the assigning
both of honours and of punishments. Those things, then, are thought involuntary, which
take place under compulsion or owing to ignorance; and that is compulsory of which the
moving principle is outside, being a principle in which nothing is contributed by the person
who is acting or is feeling the passion, e.g. if he were to be carried somewhere by a wind, or
by men who had him in their power.
But with regard to the things that are done from fear of greater evils or for some noble
object (e.g. if a tyrant were to order one to do something base, having one's parents and
children in his power, and if one did the action they were to be saved, but otherwise would
be put to death), it may be debated whether such actions are involuntary or voluntary.
Something of the sort happens also with regard to the throwing of goods overboard in a
storm; for in the abstract no one throws goods away voluntarily, but on condition of its
securing the safety of himself and his crew any sensible man does so. Such actions, then, are
mixed, but are more like voluntary actions; for they are worthy of choice at the time when
they are done, and the end of an action is relative to the occasion. Both the terms, then,
'voluntary' and 'involuntary', must be used with reference to the moment of action. Now the
man acts voluntarily; for the principle that moves the instrumental parts of the body in such
actions is in him, and the things of which the moving principle is in a man himself are in his
power to do or not to do. Such actions, therefore, are voluntary, but in the abstract perhaps
involuntary; for no one would choose any such act in itself. For such actions men are
sometimes even praised, when they endure something base or painful in return for great and
noble objects gained; in the opposite case they are blamed, since to endure the greatest
indignities for no noble end or for a trifling end is the mark of an inferior person. On some
actions praise indeed is not bestowed, but pardon is, when one does what he ought not
under pressure which overstrains human nature and which no one could withstand. It is
difficult sometimes to determine what should be chosen at what cost, and what should be
endured in return for what gain, and yet more difficult to abide by our decisions; for as a rule
what is expected is painful, and what we are forced to do is base, whence praise and blame
are bestowed on those who have been compelled or have not.
What sort of acts, then, should be called compulsory? We answer that without qualification
actions are so when the cause is in the external circumstances and the agent contributes
nothing. But the things that in themselves are involuntary, but now and in return for these
gains are worthy of choice, and whose moving principle is in the agent, are in themselves
involuntary, but now and in return for these gains voluntary. They are more like voluntary
acts; for actions are in the class of particulars, and the particular acts here are voluntary.
What sort of things are to be chosen, and in return for what, it is not easy to state; for there
are many differences in the particular cases.
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But if some one were to say that pleasant and noble objects have a compelling power,
forcing us from without, all acts would be for him compulsory; for it is for these objects that
all men do everything they do. And those who act under compulsion and unwillingly act
with pain, but those who do acts for their pleasantness and nobility do them with pleasure; it
is absurd to make external circumstances responsible, and not oneself, as being easily caught
by such attractions, and to make oneself responsible for noble acts but the pleasant objects
responsible for base acts. The compulsory, then, seems to be that whose moving principle is
outside, the person compelled contributing nothing. . . .
Since that which is done under compulsion or by reason of ignorance is involuntary, the
voluntary would seem to be that of which the moving principle is in the agent himself, he
being aware of the particular circumstances of the action. Presumably acts done by reason of
anger or appetite are not rightly called involuntary. For in the first place, on that showing
none of the other animals will act voluntarily, nor will children; and secondly, is it meant that
we do not do voluntarily any of the acts that are due to appetite or anger, or that we do the
noble acts voluntarily and the base acts involuntarily? Is not this absurd, when one and the
same thing is the cause? . . .

Chapter 3
Do we deliberate about everything, and is everything a possible subject of deliberation, or is
deliberation impossible about some things? We ought presumably to call not what a fool or a
madman would deliberate about, but what a sensible man would deliberate about, a subject
of deliberation. Now about eternal things no one deliberates, e.g. about the material universe
or the incommensurability of the diagonal and the side of a square. But no more do we
deliberate about the things that involve movement but always happen in the same way,
whether of necessity or by nature or from any other cause, e.g. the solstices and the risings
of the stars; nor about things that happen now in one way, now in another, e.g. droughts and
rains; nor about chance events, like the finding of treasure. But we do not deliberate even
about all human affairs; for instance, no Spartan deliberates about the best constitution for
the Scythians. For none of these things can be brought about by our own efforts.
We deliberate about things that are in our power and can be done; and these are in fact what
is left. For nature, necessity, and chance are thought to be causes, and also reason and
everything that depends on man. Now every class of men deliberates about the things that
can be done by their own efforts. And in the case of exact and self-contained sciences there
is no deliberation, e.g. about the letters of the alphabet (for we have no doubt how they
should be written); but the things that are brought about by our own efforts, but not always
in the same way, are the things about which we deliberate, e.g. questions of medical
treatment or of money-making. . . .
We deliberate not about ends but about means. For a doctor does not deliberate whether he
shall heal, nor an orator whether he shall persuade, nor a statesman whether he shall produce
law and order, nor does any one else deliberate about his end. They assume the end and
consider how and by what means it is to be attained; and if it seems to be produced by
several means they consider by which it is most easily and best produced, while if it is
achieved by one only they consider how it will be achieved by this and by what means this
Page 61

will be achieved, till they come to the first cause, which in the order of discovery is last. For
the person who deliberates seems to investigate and analyse in the way described as though
he were analysing a geometrical construction (not all investigation appears to be
deliberation—for instance mathematical investigations—but all deliberation is investigation),
and what is last in the order of analysis seems to be first in the order of becoming. . . .
The same thing is deliberated upon and is chosen, except that the object of choice is already
determinate, since it is that which has been decided upon as a result of deliberation that is
the object of choice. For every one ceases to inquire how he is to act when he has brought
the moving principle back to himself and to the ruling part of himself; for this is what
chooses. This is plain also from the ancient constitutions, which Homer represented; for the
kings announced their choices to the people. The object of choice being one of the things in
our own power which is desired after deliberation, choice will be deliberate desire of things
in our own power; for when we have decided as a result of deliberation, we desire in
accordance with our deliberation.

Chapter 4
. . . For each state of character has its own ideas of the noble and the pleasant, and perhaps
the good man differs from others most by seeing the truth in each class of things, being as it
were the norm and measure of them. In most things the error seems to be due to pleasure;
for it appears a good when it is not. We therefore choose the pleasant as a good, and avoid
pain as an evil.

Chapter 5
The end, then, being what we wish for, the means what we deliberate about and choose,
actions concerning means must be according to choice and voluntary. Now the exercise of
the virtues is concerned with means. Therefore virtue also is in our own power, and so too
vice. For where it is in our power to act it is also in our power not to act, and vice versa; so
that, if to act, where this is noble, is in our power, not to act, which will be base, will also be
in our power, and if not to act, where this is noble, is in our power, to act, which will be
base, will also be in our power. Now if it is in our power to do noble or base acts, and
likewise in our power not to do them, and this was what being good or bad meant, then it is
in our power to be virtuous or vicious. . . .
Witness seems to be borne to this both by individuals in their private capacity and by
legislators themselves; for these punish and take vengeance on those who do wicked acts
(unless they have acted under compulsion or as a result of ignorance for which they are not
themselves responsible), while they honour those who do noble acts, as though they meant
to encourage the latter and deter the former. But no one is encouraged to do the things that
are neither in our power nor voluntary; it is assumed that there is no gain in being persuaded
not to be hot or in pain or hungry or the like, since we shall experience these feelings none
the less. Indeed, we punish a man for his very ignorance, if he is thought responsible for the
ignorance, as when penalties are doubled in the case of drunkenness; for the moving
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principle is in the man himself, since he had the power of not getting drunk and his getting
drunk was the cause of his ignorance. And we punish those who are ignorant of anything in
the laws that they ought to know and that is not difficult, and so too in the case of anything
else that they are thought to be ignorant of through carelessness; we assume that it is in their
power not to be ignorant, since they have the power of taking care.
But perhaps a man is the kind of man not to take care. Still they are themselves by their slack
lives responsible for becoming men of that kind, and men make themselves responsible for
being unjust or self-indulgent, in the one case by cheating and in the other by spending their
time in drinking bouts and the like; for it is activities exercised on particular objects that
make the corresponding character. This is plain from the case of people training for any
contest or action; they practise the activity the whole time. Now not to know that it is from
the exercise of activities on particular objects that states of character are produced is the
mark of a thoroughly senseless person. Again, it is irrational to suppose that a man who acts
unjustly does not wish to be unjust or a man who acts self-indulgently to be self-indulgent.
But if without being ignorant a man does the things which will make him unjust, he will be
unjust voluntarily. Yet it does not follow that if he wishes he will cease to be unjust and will
be just. For neither does the man who is ill become well on those terms. We may suppose a
case in which he is ill voluntarily, through living incontinently and disobeying his doctors. In
that case it was then open to him not to be ill, but not now, when he has thrown away his
chance, just as when you have let a stone go it is too late to recover it; but yet it was in your
power to throw it, since the moving principle was in you. So, too, to the unjust and to the
self-indulgent man it was open at the beginning not to become men of this kind, and so they
are unjust and self indulgent voluntarily; but now that they have become so it is not possible
for them not to be so. . . .
With regard to the virtues in general we have stated their genus in outline, viz. that they are
means and that they are states of character, and that they tend, and by their own nature, to
the doing of the acts by which they are produced, and that they are in our power and
voluntary, and act as the right rule prescribes. But actions and states of character are not
voluntary in the same way; for we are masters of our actions from the beginning right to the
end, if we know the particular facts, but though we control the beginning of our states of
character the gradual progress is not obvious any more than it is in illnesses; because it was
in our power, however, to act in this way or not in this way, therefore the states are
voluntary. . . .
We may take it, then, that we have described choice in outline, and stated the nature of its
objects and the fact that it is concerned with means.
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Book 5
Chapter 2
But at all events what we are investigating is the justice which is a part of virtue; for there is a
justice of this kind, as we maintain. Similarly it is with injustice in the particular sense that we
are concerned.
That there is such a thing is indicated by the fact that while the man who exhibits in action
the other forms of wickedness acts wrongly indeed, but not graspingly (e.g. the man who
throws away his shield through cowardice or speaks harshly through bad temper or fails to
help a friend with money through meanness), when a man acts graspingly he often exhibits
none of these vices,—no, nor all together, but certainly wickedness of some kind (for we
blame him) and injustice. There is, then, another kind of injustice which is a part of injustice
in the wide sense, and a use of the word 'unjust' which answers to a part of what is unjust in
the wide sense of 'contrary to the law'. Again if one man commits adultery for the sake of
gain and makes money by it, while another does so at the bidding of appetite though he loses
money and is penalized for it, the latter would be held to be self-indulgent rather than
grasping, but the former is unjust, but not self-indulgent; evidently, therefore, he is unjust by
reason of his making gain by his act. Again, all other unjust acts are ascribed invariably to
some particular kind of wickedness, e.g. adultery to self-indulgence, the desertion of a
comrade in battle to cowardice, physical violence to anger; but if a man makes gain, his
action is ascribed to no form of wickedness but injustice. Evidently, therefore, there is apart
from injustice in the wide sense another, 'particular', injustice which shares the name and
nature of the first, because its definition falls within the same genus; for the significance of
both consists in a relation to one's neighbour, but the one is concerned with honour or
money or safety . . . and its motive is the pleasure that arises from gain . . .
The unjust has been divided into the unlawful and the unfair . . . unfair and the unlawful are
not the same, but are different as a part is from its whole (for all that is unfair is unlawful,
but not all that is unlawful is unfair) . . . for practically the majority of the acts commanded
by the law are those which are prescribed from the point of view of virtue taken as a whole;
for the law bids us practise every virtue and forbids us to practise any vice. And the things
that tend to produce virtue taken as a whole are those of the acts prescribed by the law
which have been prescribed with a view to education for the common good. . . .
Of particular justice and that which is just in the corresponding sense, (A) one kind is that
which is manifested in distributions of honour or money or the other things that fall to be
divided among those who have a share in the constitution (for in these it is possible for one
man to have a share either unequal or equal to that of another), and (B) one is that which
plays a rectifying part in transactions between man and man . . .

Chapter 3
(A) We have shown that both the unjust man and the unjust act are unfair or unequal . . .
but this is the origin of quarrels and complaints—when either equals have and are awarded
unequal shares, or unequals equal shares. Further, this is plain from the fact that awards
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should be 'according to merit'; for all men agree that what is just in distribution must be
according to merit in some sense, though they do not all specify the same sort of merit, but
democrats identify it with the status of freeman, supporters of oligarchy with wealth (or with
noble birth), and supporters of aristocracy with excellence.
This, then, is what the just is—the proportional; the unjust is what violates the proportion.
Hence one term becomes too great, the other too small, as indeed happens in practice; for
the man who acts unjustly has too much, and the man who is unjustly treated too little, of
what is good. . . .
This, then, is one species of the just.

Chapter 4
(B) The remaining one is the rectificatory, which arises in connexion with transactions both
voluntary and involuntary. This form of the just has a different specific character from the
former. For the justice which distributes common possessions is always in accordance with
the kind of proportion mentioned above (for in the case also in which the distribution is
made from the common funds of a partnership it will be according to the same ratio which
the funds put into the business by the partners bear to one another); and the injustice
opposed to this kind of justice is that which violates the proportion. But the justice in
transactions between man and man is a sort of equality indeed, and the injustice a sort of
inequality; not according to that kind of proportion, however, but according to arithmetical
proportion. For it makes no difference whether a good man has defrauded a bad man or a
bad man a good one, nor whether it is a good or a bad man that has committed adultery; the
law looks only to the distinctive character of the injury, and treats the parties as equal, if one
is in the wrong and the other is being wronged, and if one inflicted injury and the other has
received it. Therefore, this kind of injustice being an inequality, the judge tries to equalize it;
for in the case also in which one has received and the other has inflicted a wound, or one has
slain and the other been slain, the suffering and the action have been unequally distributed;
but the judge tries to equalize by means of the penalty, taking away from the gain of the
assailant. . . . This is why, when people dispute, they take refuge in the judge; and to go to
the judge is to go to justice; for the nature of the judge is to be a sort of animate justice; and
they seek the judge as an intermediate, and in some states they call judges mediators, on the
assumption that if they get what is intermediate they will get what is just. . . .

Chapter 5
Some think that reciprocity is without qualification just, as the Pythagoreans said; for they
defined justice without qualification as reciprocity. Now 'reciprocity' fits neither distributive
nor rectificatory justice—yet people want even the justice of Rhadamanthus to mean this:
Should a man suffer what he did, right justice would be done
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—for in many cases reciprocity and rectificatory justice are not in accord; e.g. (1) if an
official has inflicted a wound, he should not be wounded in return, and if some one has
wounded an official, he ought not to be wounded only but punished in addition. Further (2)
there is a great difference between a voluntary and an involuntary act. But in associations for
exchange this sort of justice does hold men together—reciprocity in accordance with a
proportion and not on the basis of precisely equal return. For it is by proportionate requital
that the city holds together. Men seek to return either evil for evil—and if they cannot do so,
think their position mere slavery—or good for good—and if they cannot do so there is no
exchange, but it is by exchange that they hold together . . .
[Book 5 concerns itself entirely with justice. The previous excerpt is almost mathematical in its presentation.
In this next chapter, Aristotle shows how justice is the essential for governance in the polis or state. It provides
the mean, the intermediate—it relates to the rules and provides what a democracy prefers, governing by the
rule of law, not by the rule of men.]
Chapter 6
Now we have previously stated how the reciprocal is related to the just; but we must not
forget that what we are looking for is not only what is just without qualification but also
political justice. This is found among men who share their life with a view to self sufficiency,
men who are free and either proportionately or arithmetically equal, so that between those
who do not fulfil this condition there is no political justice but justice in a special sense and
by analogy. For justice exists only between men whose mutual relations are governed by law;
and law exists for men between whom there is injustice; for legal justice is the discrimination
of the just and the unjust.
And between men between whom there is injustice there is also unjust action (though there
is not injustice between all between whom there is unjust action), and this is assigning too
much to oneself of things good in themselves and too little of things evil in themselves. This
is why we do not allow a man to rule, but rational principle, because a man behaves thus in
his own interests and becomes a tyrant. The magistrate on the other hand is the guardian of
justice, and, if of justice, then of equality also. And since he is assumed to have no more than
his share, if he is just (for he does not assign to himself more of what is good in itself, unless
such a share is proportional to his merits—so that it is for others that he labours, and it is
for this reason that men, as we stated previously, say that justice is 'another's good'),
therefore a reward must be given him, and this is honour and privilege; but those for whom
such things are not enough become tyrants.
The justice of a master and that of a father are not the same as the justice of citizens, though
they are like it; for there can be no injustice in the unqualified sense towards things that are
one's own, but a man's chattel, and his child until it reaches a certain age and sets up for
itself, are as it were part of himself, and no one chooses to hurt himself (for which reason
there can be no injustice towards oneself). Therefore the justice or injustice of citizens is not
manifested in these relations; for it was as we saw according to law, and between people
naturally subject to law, and these . . . are people who have an equal share in ruling and being
ruled . . .

Page 66

[In Book 10, Aristotle returns to the theme he discusses in Book 1—happiness.]
Book 10
Chapter 7
If happiness is activity in accordance with virtue, it is reasonable that it should be in
accordance with the highest virtue; and this will be that of the best thing in us. Whether it be
reason or something else that is this element which is thought to be our natural ruler and
guide and to take thought of things noble and divine, whether it be itself also divine or only
the most divine element in us, the activity of this in accordance with its proper virtue will be
perfect happiness. That this activity is contemplative we have already said.
Now this would seem to be in agreement both with what we said before and with the truth.
For, firstly, this activity is the best (since not only is reason the best thing in us, but the
objects of reason are the best of knowable objects); and secondly, it is the most continuous,
since we can contemplate truth more continuously than we can do anything. And we think
happiness has pleasure mingled with it, but the activity of philosophic wisdom is admittedly
the pleasantest of virtuous activities; at all events the pursuit of it is thought to offer
pleasures marvellous for their purity and their enduringness, and it is to be expected that
those who know will pass their time more pleasantly than those who inquire. And the selfsufficiency that is spoken of must belong most to the contemplative activity. For while a
philosopher, as well as a just man or one possessing any other virtue, needs the necessaries
of life, when they are sufficiently equipped with things of that sort the just man needs people
towards whom and with whom he shall act justly, and the temperate man, the brave man,
and each of the others is in the same case, but the philosopher, even when by himself, can
contemplate truth, and the better the wiser he is; he can perhaps do so better if he has
fellow-workers, but still he is the most self-sufficient. And this activity alone would seem to
be loved for its own sake; for nothing arises from it apart from the contemplating, while
from practical activities we gain more or less apart from the action. And happiness is
thought to depend on leisure; for we are busy that we may have leisure, and make war that
we may live in peace . . . but the activity of reason, which is contemplative, seems both to be
superior in serious worth and to aim at no end beyond itself, and to have its pleasure proper
to itself (and this augments the activity), and the self-sufficiency, leisureliness, unweariedness
(so far as this is possible for man), and all the other attributes ascribed to the supremely
happy man are evidently those connected with this activity, it follows that this will be the
complete happiness of man . . .
But such a life would be too high for man; for it is not in so far as he is man that he will live
so, but in so far as something divine is present in him; and by so much as this is superior to
our composite nature is its activity superior to that which is the exercise of the other kind of
virtue. If reason is divine, then, in comparison with man, the life according to it is divine in
comparison with human life. But we must not follow those who advise us, being men, to
think of human things, and, being mortal, of mortal things, but must, so far as we can, make
ourselves immortal, and strain every nerve to live in accordance with the best thing in us; for
even if it be small in bulk, much more does it in power and worth surpass everything. This
would seem, too, to be each man himself, since it is the authoritative and better part of him.
It would be strange, then, if he were to choose not the life of his self but that of something
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else. And what we said before will apply now; that which is proper to each thing is by nature
best and most pleasant for each thing; for man, therefore, the life according to reason is best
and pleasantest, since reason more than anything else is man. This life therefore is also the
happiest. . . .

Chapter 8
. . . But that perfect happiness is a contemplative activity will appear from the following
consideration as well. We assume the gods to be above all other beings blessed and happy;
but what sort of actions must we assign to them? Acts of justice? Will not the gods seem
absurd if they make contracts and return deposits, and so on? Acts of a brave man, then,
confronting dangers and running risks because it is noble to do so? Or liberal acts? To
whom will they give? It will be strange if they are really to have money or anything of the
kind. And what would their temperate acts be? Is not such praise tasteless, since they have
no bad appetites? If we were to run through them all, the circumstances of action would be
found trivial and unworthy of gods. Still, every one supposes that they live and therefore that
they are active; we cannot suppose them to sleep like Endymion. Now if you take away from
a living being action, and still more production, what is left but contemplation? Therefore
the activity of God, which surpasses all others in blessedness, must be contemplative; and of
human activities, therefore, that which is most akin to this must be most of the nature of
happiness.
But, being a man, one will also need external prosperity; for our nature is not self-sufficient
for the purpose of contemplation, but our body also must be healthy and must have food
and other attention. Still, we must not think that the man who is to be happy will need many
things or great things, merely because he cannot be supremely happy without external goods;
for self-sufficiency and action do not involve excess, and we can do noble acts without
ruling earth and sea; for even with moderate advantages one can act virtuously . . . for the
life of the man who is active in accordance with virtue will be happy. Solon, too, was
perhaps sketching well the happy man when he described him as moderately furnished with
externals but as having done (as Solon thought) the noblest acts, and lived temperately; for
one can with but moderate possessions do what one ought . . . For if the gods have any care
for human affairs, as they are thought to have, it would be reasonable both that they should
delight in that which was best and most akin to them (i.e. reason) and that they should
reward those who love and honour this most, as caring for the things that are dear to them
and acting both rightly and nobly. And that all these attributes belong most of all to the
philosopher is manifest. He, therefore, is the dearest to the gods. And he who is that will
presumably be also the happiest; so that in this way too the philosopher will more than any
other be happy.

Chapter 9
. . . Now if arguments were in themselves enough to make men good, they would justly, as
Theognis says, have won very great rewards, and such rewards should have been provided;
but as things are, while they seem to have power to encourage and stimulate the generousPage 68

minded among our youth, and to make a character which is gently born, and a true lover of
what is noble, ready to be possessed by virtue, they are not able to encourage the many to
nobility and goodness. For these do not by nature obey the sense of shame, but only fear,
and do not abstain from bad acts because of their baseness but through fear of punishment;
living by passion they pursue their own pleasures and the means to them, and the opposite
pains, and have not even a conception of what is noble and truly pleasant, since they have
never tasted it. What argument would remould such people? It is hard, if not impossible, to
remove by argument the traits that have long since been incorporated in the character; and
perhaps we must be content if, when all the influences by which we are thought to become
good are present, we get some tincture of virtue.
Now some think that we are made good by nature, others by habituation, others by teaching.
Nature's part evidently does not depend on us, but as a result of some divine causes is
present in those who are truly fortunate; while argument and teaching, we may suspect, are
not powerful with all men, but the soul of the student must first have been cultivated by
means of habits for noble joy and noble hatred, like earth which is to nourish the seed. For
he who lives as passion directs will not hear argument that dissuades him, nor understand it
if he does; and how can we persuade one in such a state to change his ways? And in general
passion seems to yield not to argument but to force. The character, then, must somehow be
there already with a kinship to virtue, loving what is noble and hating what is base.
But it is difficult to get from youth up a right training for virtue if one has not been brought
up under right laws; for to live temperately and hardily is not pleasant to most people,
especially when they are young. For this reason their nurture and occupations should be
fixed by law; for they will not be painful when they have become customary. But it is surely
not enough that when they are young they should get the right nurture and attention; since
they must, even when they are grown up, practise and be habituated to them, we shall need
laws for this as well, and generally speaking to cover the whole of life; for most people obey
necessity rather than argument, and punishments rather than the sense of what is noble.
This is why some think that legislators ought to stimulate men to virtue and urge them
forward by the motive of the noble, on the assumption that those who have been well
advanced by the formation of habits will attend to such influences; and that punishments
and penalties should be imposed on those who disobey and are of inferior nature, while the
incurably bad should be completely banished. A good man (they think), since he lives with
his mind fixed on what is noble, will submit to argument, while a bad man, whose desire is
for pleasure, is corrected by pain like a beast of burden. This is, too, why they say the pains
inflicted should be those that are most opposed to the pleasures such men love . . .
And surely he who wants to make men, whether many or few, better by his care must try to
become capable of legislating, if it is through laws that we can become good. For to get any
one whatever—any one who is put before us—into the right condition is not for the first
chance comer; if any one can do it, it is the man who knows, just as in medicine and all other
matters which give scope for care and prudence.
Must we not, then, next examine whence or how one can learn how to legislate? Is it, as in
all other cases, from statesmen? Certainly it was thought to be a part of statesmanship. Or is
a difference apparent between statesmanship and the other sciences and arts? In the others
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the same people are found offering to teach the arts and practising them, e.g. doctors or
painters; but while the sophists profess to teach politics, it is practised not by any of them
but by the politicians, who would seem to do so by dint of a certain skill and experience
rather than of thought; for they are not found either writing or speaking about such matters
(though it were a nobler occupation perhaps than composing speeches for the law-courts
and the assembly), nor again are they found to have made statesmen of their own sons or
any other of their friends. But it was to be expected that they should if they could; for there
is nothing better than such a skill that they could have left to their cities, or could prefer to
have for themselves, or, therefore, for those dearest to them. Still, experience seems to
contribute not a little; else they could not have become politicians by familiarity with politics;
and so it seems that those who aim at knowing about the art of politics need experience as
well. . . .
Now our predecessors have left the subject of legislation to us unexamined; it is perhaps
best, therefore, that we should ourselves study it, and in general study the question of the
constitution, in order to complete to the best of our ability our philosophy of human
nature . . .
—Translated by W. D. Ross
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Aristotle
From Politics (350 B.C.)

From Book 1
I
EVERY STATE is a community of some kind, and every community is established with a
view to some good; for mankind always act in order to obtain that which they think good.
But, if all communities aim at some good, the state or political community, which is the
highest of all, and which embraces all the rest, aims at good in a greater degree than any
other, and at the highest good.
Some people think that the qualifications of a statesman, king, householder, and master are
the same, and that they differ, not in kind, but only in the number of their subjects. For
example, the ruler over a few is called a master; over more, the manager of a household; over
a still larger number, a statesman or king, as if there were no difference between a great
household and a small state. The distinction which is made between the king and the
statesman is as follows: When the government is personal, the ruler is a king; when,
according to the rules of the political science, the citizens rule and are ruled in turn, then he
is called a statesman.
But all this is a mistake; for governments differ in kind, as will be evident to any one who
considers the matter according to the method which has hitherto guided us. As in other
departments of science, so in politics, the compound should always be resolved into the
simple elements or least parts of the whole. We must therefore look at the elements of which
the state is composed, in order that we may see in what the different kinds of rule differ
from one another, and whether any scientific result can be attained about each one of them.

II
He who thus considers things in their first growth and origin, whether a state or anything
else, will obtain the clearest view of them. In the first place there must be a union of those
who cannot exist without each other; namely, of male and female, that the race may continue
(and this is a union which is formed, not of deliberate purpose, but because, in common
with other animals and with plants, mankind have a natural desire to leave behind them an
image of themselves), and of natural ruler and subject, that both may be preserved. For that
which can foresee by the exercise of mind is by nature intended to be lord and master, and
that which can with its body give effect to such foresight is a subject, and by nature a slave;
hence master and slave have the same interest. . . .
Out of these two relationships between man and woman, master and slave, the first thing to
arise is the family, and Hesiod is right when he says,
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First house and wife and an ox for the plough,
for the ox is the poor man's slave. The family is the association established by nature for the
supply of men's everyday wants, and the members of it are called by Charondas 'companions
of the cupboard,' and by Epimenides the Cretan, 'companions of the manger.' But when
several families are united, and the association aims at something more than the supply of
daily needs, the first society to be formed is the village. And the most natural form of the
village appears to be that of a colony from the family, composed of the children and
grandchildren, who are said to be suckled 'with the same milk.' And this is the reason why
Hellenic states were originally governed by kings; because the Hellenes were under royal rule
before they came together, as the barbarians still are. Every family is ruled by the eldest, and
therefore in the colonies of the family the kingly form of government prevailed because they
were of the same blood. As Homer says:
Each one gives law to his children and to his wives.
For they lived dispersedly, as was the manner in ancient times. Wherefore men say that the
Gods have a king, because they themselves either are or were in ancient times under the rule
of a king. For they imagine, not only the forms of the Gods, but their ways of life to be like
their own.
When several villages are united in a single complete community, large enough to be nearly
or quite self-sufficing, the state comes into existence, originating in the bare needs of life,
and continuing in existence for the sake of a good life. And therefore, if the earlier forms of
society are natural, so is the state, for it is the end of them, and the nature of a thing is its
end. For what each thing is when fully developed, we call its nature, whether we are speaking
of a man, a horse, or a family. Besides, the final cause and end of a thing is the best, and to
be self-sufficing is the end and the best.
Hence it is evident that the state is a creation of nature, and that man is by nature a political
animal. And he who by nature and not by mere accident is without a state, is either a bad
man or above humanity; he is like the
Tribeless, lawless, hearthless one,
whom Homer denounces—the natural outcast is forthwith a lover of war; he may be
compared to an isolated piece at draughts.
Now, that man is more of a political animal than bees or any other gregarious animals is
evident. Nature, as we often say, makes nothing in vain, and man is the only animal whom
she has endowed with the gift of speech. And whereas mere voice is but an indication of
pleasure or pain, and is therefore found in other animals (for their nature attains to the
perception of pleasure and pain and the intimation of them to one another, and no further),
the power of speech is intended to set forth the expedient and inexpedient, and therefore
likewise the just and the unjust. And it is a characteristic of man that he alone has any sense
of good and evil, of just and unjust, and the like, and the association of living beings who
have this sense makes a family and a state.
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Further, the state is by nature clearly prior to the family and to the individual, since the
whole is of necessity prior to the part; for example, if the whole body be destroyed, there will
be no foot or hand, except in an equivocal sense, as we might speak of a stone hand; for
when destroyed the hand will be no better than that. But things are defined by their working
and power; and we ought not to say that they are the same when they no longer have their
proper quality, but only that they have the same name. The proof that the state is a creation
of nature and prior to the individual is that the individual, when isolated, is not self-sufficing;
and therefore he is like a part in relation to the whole. But he who is unable to live in society,
or who has no need because he is sufficient for himself, must be either a beast or a god: he is
no part of a state. A social instinct is implanted in all men by nature, and yet he who first
founded the state was the greatest of benefactors. For man, when perfected, is the best of
animals, but, when separated from law and justice, he is the worst of all; since armed
injustice is the more dangerous, and he is equipped at birth with arms, meant to be used by
intelligence and virtue, which he may use for the worst ends. Wherefore, if he have not
virtue, he is the most unholy and the most savage of animals, and the most full of lust and
gluttony. But justice is the bond of men in states, for the administration of justice, which is
the determination of what is just, is the principle of order in political society.
—Translated by Benjamin Jowett
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Hippocratic Oath

I swear by Apollo the Physician and Asclepius and Hygeia and Panaceia and all the gods and
goddesses, making them my witnesses, that I will fulfill according to my ability and judgment
this oath and this covenant:
To hold him who has taught me this art as equal to my parent and to live my life in
partnership with him, and if he is in need of money to give him a share of mine, and to
regard his offspring as equal to my brothers in male lineage and to teach them this art—if
they desire to learn it—without fee and covenant; to give share of precepts and oral
instruction and all other learning to my sons and to the sons of him who has instructed me
and to pupils who have signed the covenant and have taken an oath according to the medical
law, but to no one else.
I will apply dietetic measure for the benefit of the sick according to my ability and judgment;
I will keep them from harm and injustice. I will neither give a deadly drug to anybody if
asked for it, nor will I make a suggestion to this effect. Similarly I will not give a woman an
abortive remedy. In purity and in holiness I will guard my life and my art.
I will not use the knife, not even on sufferers from stone, but will withdraw in favor of such
men as are engaged in this work.
Whatever houses I may visit, I will come for the benefit of the sick, remaining free of all
intentional injustice, of all mischief and in particular of sexual relations with both female and
male persons, be they free or slaves.
What I may see or hear in the course of the treatment or even outside of the treatment in
regard to the life of men, which on no account one must spread abroad, I will keep to myself
holding such things shameful to be spoken about.
If I fulfill this oath and do not violate it, may it be granted to me to enjoy life and art, being
honored with fame among all men for all time to come; if I transgress it and swear falsely,
may the opposite be my lot.
—Translated by Ludwig Edelstein
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RELIGIOUS TRADITIONS
The Bible

Excerpts from the Old Testament
[In this version of the Old Testament the Lord is referred to as Yahweh.]
Genesis
From Chapter 2
2:15 Yahweh God took the man, and put him into the garden of Eden to dress it and to
keep it. 2:16 Yahweh God commanded the man, saying, "Of every tree of the garden you
may freely eat; 2:17 but of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, you shall not eat of it;
for in the day that you eat of it you will surely die."

Genesis
From Chapter 3
3:1 Now the serpent was more subtle than any animal of the field which Yahweh God had
made. He said to the woman, "Has God really said, 'You shall not eat of any tree of the
garden?'"
3:2 The woman said to the serpent, "Of the fruit of the trees of the garden we may eat, 3:3
but of the fruit of the tree which is in the middle of the garden, God has said, 'You shall not
eat of it, neither shall you touch it, lest you die.'"
3:4 The serpent said to the woman, "You won't surely die, 3:5 for God knows that in the day
you eat it, your eyes will be opened, and you will be like God, knowing good and evil."
3:6 When the woman saw that the tree was good for food, and that it was a delight to the
eyes, and that the tree was to be desired to make one wise, she took of its fruit, and ate; and
she gave some to her husband with her, and he ate. 3:7 The eyes of both of them were
opened, and they knew that they were naked. They sewed fig leaves together, and made
themselves aprons. 3:8 They heard the voice of Yahweh God walking in the garden in the
cool of the day, and the man and his wife hid themselves from the presence of Yahweh God
among the trees of the garden.
3:9 Yahweh God called to the man, and said to him, "Where are you?"
3:10 The man said, "I heard your voice in the garden, and I was afraid, because I was naked;
and I hid myself."
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3:11 God said, "Who told you that you were naked? Have you eaten from the tree that I
commanded you not to eat from?"
3:12 The man said, "The woman whom you gave to be with me, she gave me of the tree, and
I ate."
3:13 Yahweh God said to the woman, "What is this you have done?"
The woman said, "The serpent deceived me, and I ate."
3:14 Yahweh God said to the serpent,
"Because you have done this,
you are cursed above all livestock,
and above every animal of the field.
On your belly you shall go,
and you shall eat dust all the days of your life.
3:15 I will put enmity between you and the woman,
and between your offspring and her offspring.
He will bruise your head,
and you will bruise his heel."
3:16 To the woman he said,
"I will greatly multiply your pain in childbirth.
In pain you will bring forth children.
Your desire will be for your husband,
and he will rule over you."
3:17 To Adam he said,
"Because you have listened to your wife's voice,
and have eaten of the tree,
of which I commanded you, saying, 'You shall not eat of it,'
cursed is the ground for your sake.
In toil you will eat of it all the days of your life.
3:18 Thorns also and thistles will it bring forth to you;
and you will eat the herb of the field.
3:19 By the sweat of your face will you eat bread until you return to the ground,
for out of it you were taken.
For you are dust,
and to dust you shall return."
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Genesis
From Chapter 4
4:1 The man knew Eve his wife. She conceived, and gave birth to Cain, and said, "I have
gotten a man with Yahweh’s help." 4:2 Again she gave birth, to Cain’s brother Abel. Abel
was a keeper of sheep, but Cain was a tiller of the ground. 4:3 As time passed, it happened
that Cain brought an offering to Yahweh from the fruit of the ground. 4:4 Abel also brought
some of the firstborn of his flock and of its fat. Yahweh respected Abel and his offering, 4:5
but he didn’t respect Cain and his offering. Cain was very angry, and the expression on his
face fell. 4:6 Yahweh said to Cain, "Why are you angry? Why has the expression of your face
fallen? 4:7 If you do well, will it not be lifted up? If you don’t do well, sin crouches at the
door. Its desire is for you, but you are to rule over it." 4:8 Cain said to Abel, his brother,
"Let’s go into the field." It happened when they were in the field, that Cain rose up against
Abel, his brother, and killed him.
4:9 Yahweh said to Cain, "Where is Abel, your brother?"
He said, "I don’t know. Am I my brother’s keeper?"
4:10 Yahweh said, "What have you done? The voice of your brother’s blood cries to me
from the ground. 4:11 Now you are cursed because of the ground, which has opened its
mouth to receive your brother's blood from your hand. 4:12 From now on, when you till the
ground, it won’t yield its strength to you. You shall be a fugitive and a wanderer in the
earth."
4:13 Cain said to Yahweh, "My punishment is greater than I can bear. 4:14 Behold, you have
driven me out this day from the surface of the ground. I will be hidden from your face, and I
will be a fugitive and a wanderer in the earth. It will happen that whoever finds me will kill
me."

Genesis
From Chapter 17
When Abram was ninety-nine years old, Yahweh appeared to Abram, and said to him, "I am
God Almighty. Walk before me, and be blameless. 17:2 I will make my covenant between
me and you, and will multiply you exceedingly."
17:3 Abram fell on his face. God talked with him, saying, 17:4 "As for me, behold, my
covenant is with you. You will be the father of a multitude of nations. 17:5 Neither will your
name any more be called Abram, but your name will be Abraham; for I have made you the
father of a multitude of nations. . . .
17:8 I will give to you, and to your seed after you, the land where you are traveling, all the
land of Canaan, for an everlasting possession. I will be their God."
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17:9 God said to Abraham, "As for you, you will keep my covenant, you and your seed after
you throughout their generations. 17:10 This is my covenant, which you shall keep, between
me and you and your seed after you. Every male among you shall be circumcised. 17:11 You
shall be circumcised in the flesh of your foreskin. It will be a token of the covenant between
me and you. 17:12 He who is eight days old will be circumcised among you, every male
throughout your generations, he who is born in the house, or bought with money from any
foreigner who is not of your seed. 17:13 He who is born in your house, and he who is
bought with your money, must be circumcised. My covenant will be in your flesh for an
everlasting covenant."

Genesis
From Chapter 22
22:1 It happened after these things, that God tested Abraham, and said to him,
"Abraham!" . . .
22:2 He said, "Now take your son, your only son, whom you love, even Isaac, and go into
the land of Moriah. Offer him there for a burnt offering on one of the mountains which I
will tell you of."
22:3 Abraham rose early in the morning, and saddled his donkey, and took two of his young
men with him, and Isaac his son. He split the wood for the burnt offering, and rose up, and
went to the place of which God had told him. 22:4 On the third day Abraham lifted up his
eyes, and saw the place far off. 22:5 Abraham said to his young men, "Stay here with the
donkey. The boy and I will go yonder. We will worship, and come back to you." 22:6
Abraham took the wood of the burnt offering and laid it on Isaac his son. He took in his
hand the fire and the knife. They both went together.
22:7 Isaac spoke to Abraham his father, and said, "My father?"
He said, "Here I am, my son."
He said, "Here is the fire and the wood, but where is the lamb for a burnt offering?"
22:8 Abraham said, "God will provide himself the lamb for a burnt offering, my son." So
they both went together.
22:9 They came to the place which God had told him of. Abraham built the altar there, and
laid the wood in order, bound Isaac his son, and laid him on the altar, on the wood. 22:10
Abraham stretched forth his hand, and took the knife to kill his son.
22:11 The angel of Yahweh called to him out of the sky, and said, "Abraham, Abraham!"
He said, "Here I am."
22:12 He said, "Don't lay your hand on the boy, neither do anything to him. For now I know
that you fear God, since you have not withheld your son, your only son, from me."
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22:13 Abraham lifted up his eyes, and looked, and saw that behind him was a ram caught in
the thicket by his horns. Abraham went and took the ram, and offered him up for a burnt
offering instead of his son.

Exodus
From Chapter 6
6:2 God spoke to Moses, and said to him, "I am Yahweh; 6:3 and I appeared to Abraham, to
Isaac, and to Jacob, as God Almighty; but by my name Yahweh I was not known to them. :4
I have also established my covenant with them, to give them the land of Canaan, the land of
their travels, in which they lived as aliens. 6:5 Moreover I have heard the groaning of the
children of Israel, whom the Egyptians keep in bondage, and I have remembered my
covenant. 6:6 Therefore tell the children of Israel, 'I am Yahweh, and I will bring you out
from under the burdens of the Egyptians, and I will rid you out of their bondage, and I will
redeem you with an outstretched arm, and with great judgments: 6:7 and I will take you to
me for a people, and I will be to you a God; and you shall know that I am Yahweh your
God, who brings you out from under the burdens of the Egyptians. 6:8 I will bring you into
the land which I swore to give to Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob; and I will give it to you
for a heritage: I am Yahweh.'"

Exodus
From Chapter 20
20:1 God spoke all these words, saying, 20:2 "I am Yahweh your God, who brought you out
of the land of Egypt, out of the house of bondage.
20:3 "You shall have no other gods before me.
20:4 "You shall not make for yourselves an idol, nor any image of anything that is in the
heavens above, or that is in the earth beneath, or that is in the water under the earth: 20:5
you shall not bow yourself down to them, nor serve them, for I, Yahweh your God, am a
jealous God, visiting the iniquity of the fathers on the children, on the third and on the
fourth generation of those who hate me, 20:6 and showing loving kindness to thousands of
those who love me and keep my commandments.
20:7 "You shall not take the name of Yahweh your God in vain, for Yahweh will not hold
him guiltless who takes his name in vain.
20:8 "Remember the Sabbath day, to keep it holy. 20:9 You shall labor six days, and do all
your work, 20:10 but the seventh day is a Sabbath to Yahweh your God. You shall not do
any work in it, you, nor your son, nor your daughter, your male servant, nor your female
servant, nor your livestock, nor your stranger who is within your gates; 20:11 for in six days
Yahweh made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that is in them, and rested the seventh day;
therefore Yahweh blessed the Sabbath day, and made it holy.
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20:12 "Honor your father and your mother, that your days may be long in the land which
Yahweh your God gives you.
20:13 "You shall not murder.
20:14 "You shall not commit adultery.
20:15 "You shall not steal.
20:16 "You shall not give false testimony against your neighbor.
20:17 "You shall not covet your neighbor's house. You shall not covet your neighbor's wife,
nor his male servant, nor his female servant, nor his ox, nor his donkey, nor anything that is
your neighbor's."
20:18 All the people perceived the thunderings, the lightnings, the sound of the trumpet, and
the mountain smoking. When the people saw it, they trembled, and stayed at a distance.
20:19 They said to Moses, "Speak with us yourself, and we will listen; but don't let God
speak with us, lest we die."
20:20 Moses said to the people, "Don't be afraid, for God has come to test you, and that his
fear may be before you, that you won't sin."
Exodus
From Chapter 21
[God is talking to Moses.]
21:12 "One who strikes a man so that he dies shall surely be put to death, 21:13 but not if it
is unintentional, but God allows it to happen: then I will appoint you a place where he shall
flee. 21:14 If a man schemes and comes presumptuously on his neighbor to kill him, you
shall take him from my altar, that he may die.
21:15 "Anyone who attacks his father or his mother shall be surely put to death.
21:16 "Anyone who kidnaps someone and sells him, or if he is found in his hand, he shall
surely be put to death.
21:17 "Anyone who curses his father or his mother shall surely be put to death.
21:18 "If men quarrel and one strikes the other with a stone, or with his fist, and he doesn't
die, but is confined to bed; 21:19 if he rises again and walks around with his staff, then he
who struck him shall be cleared: only he shall pay for the loss of his time, and shall provide
for his healing until he is thoroughly healed.
21:20 "If a man strikes his servant or his maid with a rod, and he dies under his hand, he
shall surely be punished. 21:21 Notwithstanding, if he gets up after a day or two, he shall not
be punished, for he is his property.
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21:22 "If men fight and hurt a pregnant woman so that she gives birth prematurely, and yet
no harm follows, he shall be surely fined as much as the woman's husband demands and the
judges allow. 21:23 But if any harm follows, then you must take life for life, 21:24 eye for
eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot, 21:25 burning for burning, wound for
wound, and bruise for bruise.
21:26 "If a man strikes his servant's eye, or his maid's eye, and destroys it, he shall let him go
free for his eye's sake. 21:27 If he strikes out his male servant's tooth, or his female servant's
tooth, he shall let him go free for his tooth's sake.
21:28 "If a bull gores a man or a woman to death, the bull shall surely be stoned, and its
flesh shall not be eaten; but the owner of the bull shall not be held responsible. 21:29 But if
the bull had a habit of goring in the past, and it has been testified to its owner, and he has
not kept it in, but it has killed a man or a woman, the bull shall be stoned, and its owner shall
also be put to death. . . .
21:33 "If a man opens a pit, or if a man digs a pit and doesn't cover it, and a bull or a donkey
falls into it, 21:34 the owner of the pit shall make it good. He shall give money to its owner,
and the dead animal shall be his.
21:35 "If one man's bull injures another's, so that it dies, then they shall sell the live bull, and
divide its price; and they shall also divide the dead animal. 21:36 Or if it is known that the
bull was in the habit of goring in the past, and its owner has not kept it in, he shall surely pay
bull for bull, and the dead animal shall be his own."

Exodus
From Chapter 22
[God is talking to Moses.]
22:1 "If a man steals an ox or a sheep, and kills it, or sells it; he shall pay five oxen for an ox,
and four sheep for a sheep. 22:2 If the thief is found breaking in, and is struck so that he
dies, there shall be no guilt of bloodshed for him. 22:3 If the sun has risen on him, guilt of
bloodshed shall be for him; he shall make restitution. If he has nothing, then he shall be sold
for his theft. 22:4 If the stolen property is found in his hand alive, whether it is ox, donkey,
or sheep, he shall pay double.
22:5 "If a man causes a field or vineyard to be eaten, and lets his animal loose, and it grazes
in another man's field, he shall make restitution from the best of his own field, and from the
best of his own vineyard."
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Deuteronomy
From Chapter 4
4:1 Now, Israel, listen to the statutes and to the ordinances, which I teach you, to do them;
that you may live, and go in and possess the land which Yahweh, the God of your fathers,
gives you. 4:2 You shall not add to the word which I command you, neither shall you
diminish from it, that you may keep the commandments of Yahweh your God which I
command you. 4:3 Your eyes have seen what Yahweh did because of Baal Peor; for all the
men who followed Baal Peor, Yahweh your God has destroyed them from the midst of you.
4:4 But you who did cling to Yahweh your God are all alive this day. 4:5 Behold, I have
taught you statutes and ordinances, even as Yahweh my God commanded me, that you
should do so in the midst of the land where you go in to possess it. 4:6 Keep therefore and
do them; for this is your wisdom and your understanding in the sight of the peoples, who
shall hear all these statutes, and say, "Surely this great nation is a wise and understanding
people." 4:7 For what great nation is there, that has a god so near to them, as Yahweh our
God is whenever we call on him? 4:8 What great nation is there, that has statutes and
ordinances so righteous as all this law, which I set before you this day?
4:9 Only take heed to yourself, and keep your soul diligently, lest you forget the things which
your eyes saw, and lest they depart from your heart all the days of your life; but make them
known to your children and your children's children; . . . .

Deuteronomy
From Chapter 7
7:6 For you are a holy people to Yahweh your God: Yahweh your God has chosen you to be
a people for his own possession, above all peoples who are on the face of the earth. 7:7
Yahweh didn't set his love on you, nor choose you, because you were more in number than
any people; for you were the fewest of all peoples: 7:8 but because Yahweh loves you, and
because he would keep the oath which he swore to your fathers, has Yahweh brought you
out with a mighty hand, and redeemed you out of the house of bondage, from the hand of
Pharaoh king of Egypt. 7:9 Know therefore that Yahweh your God, he is God, the faithful
God, who keeps covenant and loving kindness with them who love him and keep his
commandments to a thousand generations, 7:10 and repays those who hate him to their face,
to destroy them: he will not be slack to him who hates him, he will repay him to his face.
7:11 You shall therefore keep the commandment, and the statutes, and the ordinances,
which I command you this day, to do them.

Deuteronomy
From Chapter 10
10:12 Now, Israel, what does Yahweh your God require of you, but to fear Yahweh your
God, to walk in all his ways, and to love him, and to serve Yahweh your God with all your
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heart and with all your soul, 10:13 to keep the commandments of Yahweh, and his statutes,
which I command you this day for your good? 10:14 Behold, to Yahweh your God belongs
heaven and the heaven of heavens, the earth, with all that is therein. 10:15 Only Yahweh had
a delight in your fathers to love them, and he chose their seed after them, even you above all
peoples, as at this day. 10:16 Circumcise therefore the foreskin of your heart, and be no
more stiff-necked. 10:17 For Yahweh your God, he is God of gods, and Lord of lords, the
great God, the mighty, and the awesome, who doesn't respect persons, nor takes reward.
10:18 He does execute justice for the fatherless and widow, and loves the foreigner, in giving
him food and clothing. 10:19 Therefore love the foreigner; for you were foreigners in the
land of Egypt. 10:20 You shall fear Yahweh your God; you shall serve him; and you shall
cling to him, and you shall swear by his name. 10:21 He is your praise, and he is your God,
who has done for you these great and awesome things, which your eyes have seen. 10:22
Your fathers went down into Egypt with seventy persons; and now Yahweh your God has
made you as the stars of the sky for multitude.

Deuteronomy
From Chapter 30
30:11 For this commandment which I command you this day, it is not too hard for you,
neither is it far off. 30:12 It is not in heaven, that you should say, "Who shall go up for us to
heaven, and bring it to us, and make us to hear it, that we may do it?" 30:13 Neither is it
beyond the sea, that you should say, "Who shall go over the sea for us, and bring it to us,
and make us to hear it, that we may do it?" 30:14 But the word is very near to you, in your
mouth, and in your heart, that you may do it.

30:19 I call heaven and earth to witness against you this day, that I have set before you life
and death, the blessing and the curse: therefore choose life, that you may live, you and your
seed; 30:20 to love Yahweh your God, to obey his voice, and to cling to him; for he is your
life, and the length of your days; that you may dwell in the land which Yahweh swore to your
fathers, to Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob, to give them.

Amos
From Chapter 2
2:4 Thus says Yahweh:
"For three transgressions of Judah, yes, for four,
I will not turn away its punishment;
because they have rejected Yahweh's law,
and have not kept his statutes,
and their lies have led them astray,
after which their fathers walked;
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2:5 But I will send a fire on Judah,
and it will devour the palaces of Jerusalem."
2:6 Thus says Yahweh:
"For three transgressions of Israel, yes, for four,
I will not turn away its punishment;
because they have sold the righteous for silver,
and the needy for a pair of shoes;
2:7 They trample on the dust of the earth on the head of the poor,
and deny justice to the oppressed;
and a man and his father use the same maiden, to profane my holy name;
2:8 and they lay themselves down beside every altar on clothes taken in pledge;
and in the house of their God they drink the wine of those who have been fined.
2:9 Yet I destroyed the Amorite before them,
whose height was like the height of the cedars,
and he was strong as the oaks;
yet I destroyed his fruit from above,
and his roots from beneath.
2:10 Also I brought you up out of the land of Egypt,
and led you forty years in the wilderness,
to possess the land of the Amorite.
2:11 I raised up some of your sons for prophets,
and some of your young men for Nazirites.
Isn't this true,
you children of Israel?" says Yahweh.
2:12 "But you gave the Nazirites wine to drink,
and commanded the prophets, saying, 'Don't prophesy!'
2:13 Behold, I will crush you in your place,
as a cart crushes that is full of grain.
2:14 Flight will perish from the swift;
and the strong won't strengthen his force;
neither shall the mighty deliver himself;
2:15 neither shall he stand who handles the bow;
and he who is swift of foot won't escape;
neither shall he who rides the horse deliver himself;
2:16 and he who is courageous among the mighty will flee away naked on that day," . . . .

Amos
From Chapter 5
5:4 . . . Seek me, and you will live;
5:5 but don't seek Bethel, nor enter into Gilgal,
and don't pass to Beersheba:
for Gilgal shall surely go into captivity,
and Bethel shall come to nothing.
5:6 Seek Yahweh, and you will live;
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lest he break out like fire in the house of Joseph,
and it devour, and there be no one to quench it in Bethel.
5:7 You who turn justice to wormwood,
and cast down righteousness to the earth:
5:8 seek him who made the Pleiades and Orion,
and turns the shadow of death into the morning,
and makes the day dark with night;
who calls for the waters of the sea,
and pours them out on the surface of the earth, Yahweh is his name,
5:9 who brings sudden destruction on the strong,
so that destruction comes on the fortress.
5:10 They hate him who reproves in the gate,
and they abhor him who speaks blamelessly.
5:11 Forasmuch therefore as you trample on the poor,
and take taxes from him of wheat:
You have built houses of cut stone,
but you will not dwell in them.
You have planted pleasant vineyards,
but you shall not drink their wine.
5:12 For I know how many your offenses,
and how great are your sins—
you who afflict the just,
who take a bribe,
and who turn aside the needy in the courts. . . .
5:21 I hate, I despise your feasts,
and I can't stand your solemn assemblies.
5:22 Yes, though you offer me your burnt offerings and meal offerings,
I will not accept them;
neither will I regard the peace offerings of your fat animals.
5:23 Take away from me the noise of your songs!
I will not listen to the music of your harps.
5:24 But let justice roll on like rivers,
and righteousness like a mighty stream.

Amos
From Chapter 8
[The Lord (Yahweh) is speaking to Amos.]
8:1 Thus the Lord Yahweh showed me: behold, a basket of summer fruit.
8:2 He said, "Amos, what do you see?"
I said, "A basket of summer fruit."
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Then Yahweh said to me,
"The end has come on my people Israel.
I will not again pass by them any more.
8:3 The songs of the temple will be wailings in that day," says the Lord Yahweh.
"The dead bodies will be many. In every place they will throw them out with silence.
8:4 Hear this, you who desire to swallow up the needy,
and cause the poor of the land to fail,
8:5 Saying, 'When will the new moon be gone, that we may sell grain?
And the Sabbath, that we may market wheat,
making the ephah small, and the shekel large,
and dealing falsely with balances of deceit;
8:6 that we may buy the poor for silver,
and the needy for a pair of shoes,
and sell the sweepings with the wheat?'"
8:7 Yahweh has sworn by the pride of Jacob,
"Surely I will never forget any of their works.
8:8 Won't the land tremble for this,
and everyone mourn who dwells in it?
Yes, it will rise up wholly like the River;
and it will be stirred up and sink again, like the River of Egypt.
8:9 It will happen in that day," says the Lord Yahweh,
"that I will cause the sun to go down at noon,
and I will darken the earth in the clear day.
8:10 I will turn your feasts into mourning,
and all your songs into lamentation;
and I will make you wear sackcloth on all your bodies,
and baldness on every head.
I will make it like the mourning for an only son,
and its end like a bitter day.

Excerpts from the New Testament
The Gospel According to Matthew
From Chapter 5
5:1 Seeing the multitudes, he went up onto the mountain. When he had sat down, his
disciples came to him. 5:2 He opened his mouth and taught them, saying,
5:3 "Blessed are the poor in spirit,
for theirs is the Kingdom of Heaven.
5:4 Blessed are those who mourn,
for they shall be comforted.
5:5 Blessed are the gentle,
for they shall inherit the earth.
5:6 Blessed are those who hunger and thirst after righteousness,
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for they shall be filled.
5:7 Blessed are the merciful,
for they shall obtain mercy.
5:8 Blessed are the pure in heart,
for they shall see God.
5:9 Blessed are the peacemakers,
for they shall be called children of God.
5:10 Blessed are those who have been persecuted for righteousness' sake,
for theirs is the Kingdom of Heaven.
5:11 "Blessed are you when people reproach you, persecute you, and say all kinds of evil
against you falsely, for my sake. 5:12 Rejoice, and be exceedingly glad, for great is your
reward in heaven. For that is how they persecuted the prophets who were before you.
5:13 "You are the salt of the earth, but if the salt has lost its flavor, with what will it be
salted? It is then good for nothing, but to be cast out and trodden under the feet of men.
5:14 You are the light of the world. A city located on a hill can't be hidden. 5:15 Neither do
you light a lamp, and put it under a measuring basket, but on a stand; and it shines to all who
are in the house. 5:16 Even so, let your light shine before men; that they may see your good
works, and glorify your Father who is in heaven.
5:17 "Don't think that I came to destroy the law or the prophets. I didn't come to destroy,
but to fulfill. 5:18 For most certainly, I tell you, until heaven and earth pass away, not even
one smallest letter or one tiny pen stroke shall in any way pass away from the law, until all
things are accomplished. 5:19 Whoever, therefore, shall break one of these least
commandments, and teach others to do so, shall be called least in the Kingdom of Heaven;
but whoever shall do and teach them shall be called great in the Kingdom of Heaven. 5:20
For I tell you that unless your righteousness exceeds that of the scribes and Pharisees, there
is no way you will enter into the Kingdom of Heaven.
5:21 "You have heard that it was said to the ancient ones, 'You shall not murder;' and
'Whoever shall murder shall be in danger of the judgment.' 5:22 But I tell you, that everyone
who is angry with his brother without a cause shall be in danger of the judgment; and
whoever shall say to his brother, 'Raca!' shall be in danger of the council; and whoever shall
say, 'You fool!' shall be in danger of the fire of Gehenna.
5:23 "If therefore you are offering your gift at the altar, and there remember that your
brother has anything against you, 5:24 leave your gift there before the altar, and go your way.
First be reconciled to your brother, and then come and offer your gift. 5:25 Agree with your
adversary quickly, while you are with him in the way; lest perhaps the prosecutor deliver you
to the judge, and the judge deliver you to the officer, and you be cast into prison. 5:26 Most
certainly I tell you, you shall by no means get out of there, until you have paid the last penny.
5:27 "You have heard that it was said, 'You shall not commit adultery;' 5:28 but I tell you
that everyone who gazes at a woman to lust after her has committed adultery with her
already in his heart. 5:29 If your right eye causes you to stumble, pluck it out and throw it
away from you. For it is more profitable for you that one of your members should perish,
than for your whole body to be cast into Gehenna [Hell]. 5:30 If your right hand causes you
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to stumble, cut it off, and throw it away from you. For it is more profitable for you that one
of your members should perish, than for your whole body to be cast into Gehenna.
5:31 "It was also said, 'Whoever shall put away his wife, let him give her a writing of divorce,'
5:32 but I tell you that whoever puts away his wife, except for the cause of sexual immorality,
makes her an adulteress; and whoever marries her when she is put away commits adultery.
5:33 "Again you have heard that it was said to them of old time, 'You shall not make false
vows, but shall perform to the Lord your vows,' 5:34 but I tell you, don't swear at all: neither
by heaven, for it is the throne of God; 5:35 nor by the earth, for it is the footstool of his feet;
nor by Jerusalem, for it is the city of the great King. 5:36 Neither shall you swear by your
head, for you can't make one hair white or black. 5:37 But let your 'Yes' be 'Yes' and your
'No' be 'No.' Whatever is more than these is of the evil one.
5:38 "You have heard that it was said, 'An eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth.' 5:39 But I
tell you, don't resist him who is evil; but whoever strikes you on your right cheek, turn to
him the other also. 5:40 If anyone sues you to take away your coat, let him have your cloak
also. 5:41 Whoever compels you to go one mile, go with him two. 5:42 Give to him who
asks you, and don't turn away him who desires to borrow from you. . . .

5:43 "You have heard that it was said, 'You shall love your neighbor, and hate your enemy.'
5:44 But I tell you, love your enemies, bless those who curse you, do good to those who hate
you, and pray for those who mistreat you and persecute you, 5:45 that you may be children
of your Father who is in heaven. For he makes his sun to rise on the evil and the good, and
sends rain on the just and the unjust. 5:46 For if you love those who love you, what reward
do you have? Don't even the tax collectors do the same? 5:47 If you only greet your friends,
what more do you do than others? Don't even the tax collectors do the same? 5:48
Therefore you shall be perfect, just as your Father in heaven is perfect."

The Gospel According to Matthew
From Chapter 6
6:1 "Be careful that you don't do your charitable giving before men, to be seen by them, or
else you have no reward from your Father who is in heaven. 6:2 Therefore when you do
merciful deeds, don't sound a trumpet before yourself, as the hypocrites do in the
synagogues and in the streets, that they may get glory from men. Most certainly I tell you,
they have received their reward. 6:3 But when you do merciful deeds, don't let your left hand
know what your right hand does, 6:4 so that your merciful deeds may be in secret, then your
Father who sees in secret will reward you openly.
6:5 "When you pray, you shall not be as the hypocrites, for they love to stand and pray in the
synagogues and in the corners of the streets, that they may be seen by men. Most certainly, I
tell you, they have received their reward. 6:6 But you, when you pray, enter into your inner
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room, and having shut your door, pray to your Father who is in secret, and your Father who
sees in secret will reward you openly. 6:7 In praying, don't use vain repetitions, as the
Gentiles do; for they think that they will be heard for their much speaking. 6:8 Therefore
don't be like them, for your Father knows what things you need, before you ask him. 6:9
Pray like this: 'Our Father in heaven, may your name be kept holy. 6:10 Let your Kingdom
come. Let your will be done, as in heaven, so on earth. 6:11 Give us today our daily bread.
6:12 Forgive us our debts, as we also forgive our debtors. 6:13 Bring us not into temptation,
but deliver us from the evil one. . . .
6:14 "For if you forgive men their trespasses, your heavenly Father will also forgive you. 6:15
But if you don't forgive men their trespasses, neither will your Father forgive your trespasses.
6:16 "Moreover when you fast, don't be like the hypocrites, with sad faces. For they disfigure
their faces, that they may be seen by men to be fasting. Most certainly I tell you, they have
received their reward. 6:17 But you, when you fast, anoint your head, and wash your face;
6:18 so that you are not seen by men to be fasting, but by your Father who is in secret, and
your Father, who sees in secret, will reward you.
6:19 "Don't lay up treasures for yourselves on the earth, where moth and rust consume, and
where thieves break through and steal; 6:20 but lay up for yourselves treasures in heaven,
where neither moth nor rust consume, and where thieves don't break through and steal; 6:21
for where your treasure is, there your heart will be also. . . .
6:24 "No one can serve two masters, for either he will hate the one and love the other; or
else he will be devoted to one and despise the other. You can't serve both God and
Mammon. 6:25 Therefore, I tell you, don't be anxious for your life: what you will eat, or
what you will drink; nor yet for your body, what you will wear. Isn't life more than food, and
the body more than clothing? 6:26 See the birds of the sky, that they don't sow, neither do
they reap, nor gather into barns. Your heavenly Father feeds them. Aren't you of much more
value than they?
6:27 "Which of you, by being anxious, can add one moment to his lifespan? 6:28 Why are
you anxious about clothing? Consider the lilies of the field, how they grow. They don't toil,
neither do they spin, 6:29 yet I tell you that even Solomon in all his glory was not dressed
like one of these. 6:30 But if God so clothes the grass of the field, which today exists, and
tomorrow is thrown into the oven, won't he much more clothe you, you of little faith?
6:31 "Therefore don't be anxious, saying, 'What will we eat?', 'What will we drink?' or, 'With
what will we be clothed?' 6:32 For the Gentiles seek after all these things; for your heavenly
Father knows that you need all these things. 6:33 But seek first God's Kingdom, and his
righteousness; and all these things will be given to you as well. 6:34 Therefore don't be
anxious for tomorrow, for tomorrow will be anxious for itself. Each day's own evil is
sufficient.
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The Gospel According to Matthew
From Chapter 7
7:1 "Don't judge, so that you won't be judged. 7:2 For with whatever judgment you judge,
you will be judged; and with whatever measure you measure, it will be measured to you. 7:3
Why do you see the speck that is in your brother's eye, but don't consider the beam that is in
your own eye? 7:4 Or how will you tell your brother, 'Let me remove the speck from your
eye;' and behold, the beam is in your own eye? 7:5 You hypocrite! First remove the beam out
of your own eye, and then you can see clearly to remove the speck out of your brother's
eye. . . .
7:7 "Ask, and it will be given you. Seek, and you will find. Knock, and it will be opened for
you. 7:8 For everyone who asks receives. He who seeks finds. To him who knocks it will be
opened. 7:9 Or who is there among you, who, if his son asks him for bread, will give him a
stone? 7:10 Or if he asks for a fish, who will give him a serpent? 7:11 If you then, being evil,
know how to give good gifts to your children, how much more will your Father who is in
heaven give good things to those who ask him! 7:12 Therefore whatever you desire for men
to do to you, you shall also do to them; for this is the law and the prophets.
7:13 "Enter in by the narrow gate; for wide is the gate and broad is the way that leads to
destruction, and many are those who enter in by it. 7:14 How narrow is the gate, and
restricted is the way that leads to life! Few are those who find it. . . .

7:24 "Everyone therefore who hears these words of mine, and does them, I will liken him to
a wise man, who built his house on a rock. 7:25 The rain came down, the floods came, and
the winds blew, and beat on that house; and it didn't fall, for it was founded on the rock.
7:26 Everyone who hears these words of mine, and doesn't do them will be like a foolish
man, who built his house on the sand. 7:27 The rain came down, the floods came, and the
winds blew, and beat on that house; and it fell—and great was its fall."
7:28 It happened, when Jesus had finished saying these things, that the multitudes were
astonished at his teaching, 7:29 for he taught them with authority, and not like the scribes.

The Gospel According to Matthew
From Chapter 23
23:1 Then Jesus spoke to the multitudes and to his disciples, 23:2 saying, "The scribes and
the Pharisees sat on Moses' seat. 23:3 All things therefore whatever they tell you to observe,
observe and do, but don't do their works; for they say, and don't do. 23:4 For they bind
heavy burdens that are grievous to be borne, and lay them on men's shoulders; but they
themselves will not lift a finger to help them. 23:5 But all their works they do to be seen by
men. They make their phylacteries broad, enlarge the fringes of their garments, 23:6 and love
the place of honor at feasts, the best seats in the synagogues, 23:7 the salutations in the
marketplaces, and to be called 'Rabbi, Rabbi' by men. 23:8 But don't you be called 'Rabbi,'
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for one is your teacher, the Christ, and all of you are brothers. 23:9 Call no man on the earth
your father, for one is your Father, he who is in heaven. 23:10 Neither be called masters, for
one is your master, the Christ. 23:11 But he who is greatest among you will be your servant.
23:12 Whoever exalts himself will be humbled, and whoever humbles himself will be exalted.
23:13 "Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! For you devour widows' houses, and
as a pretense you make long prayers. Therefore you will receive greater condemnation.
23:14 "But woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! Because you shut up the Kingdom
of Heaven against men; for you don't enter in yourselves, neither do you allow those who
are entering in to enter. 23:15 Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! For you travel
around by sea and land to make one proselyte; and when he becomes one, you make him
twice as much of a son of Gehenna as yourselves. . . .
23:23 "Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! For you tithe mint, dill, and cumin,
and have left undone the weightier matters of the law: justice, mercy, and faith. But you
ought to have done these, and not to have left the other undone. 23:24 You blind guides,
who strain out a gnat, and swallow a camel!
23:25 "Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! For you clean the outside of the cup
and of the platter, but within they are full of extortion and unrighteousness. . . .
23:27 "Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! For you are like whitened tombs,
which outwardly appear beautiful, but inwardly are full of dead men's bones, and of all
uncleanness. 23:28 Even so you also outwardly appear righteous to men, but inwardly you
are full of hypocrisy and iniquity.
23:29 "Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! For you build the tombs of the
prophets, and decorate the tombs of the righteous, 23:30 and say, 'If we had lived in the days
of our fathers, we wouldn't have been partakers with them in the blood of the prophets.'
23:31 Therefore you testify to yourselves that you are children of those who killed the
prophets. 23:32 Fill up, then, the measure of your fathers. 3:33 You serpents, you offspring
of vipers, how will you escape the judgment of Gehenna? 23:34 Therefore, behold, I send to
you prophets, wise men, and scribes. Some of them you will kill and crucify; and some of
them you will scourge in your synagogues, and persecute from city to city; 23:35 that on you
may come all the righteous blood shed on the earth, from the blood of righteous Abel to the
blood of Zachariah son of Barachiah, whom you killed between the sanctuary and the altar.
23:36 Most certainly I tell you, all these things will come upon this generation.
23:37 "Jerusalem, Jerusalem, who kills the prophets, and stones those who are sent to her!
How often I would have gathered your children together, even as a hen gathers her chicks
under her wings, and you would not! 23:38 Behold, your house is left to you desolate. 23:39
For I tell you, you will not see me from now on, until you say, 'Blessed is he who comes in
the name of the Lord!'"
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Gospel According to Matthew
From Chapter 25
25:31 But when the Son of man shall come in his glory, and all the angels with him, then
shall he sit on the throne of his glory: 25:32 and before him shall be gathered all the nations:
and he shall separate them one from another, as the shepherd separateth the sheep from the
goats; 25:33 and he shall set the sheep on his right hand, but the goats on the left. 25:34
Then shall the King say unto them on his right hand, Come, ye blessed of my Father, inherit
the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world: 25:35 for I was hungry,
and ye gave me to eat; I was thirsty, and ye gave me drink; I was a stranger, and ye took me
in; 25:36 naked, and ye clothed me; I was sick, and ye visited me; I was in prison, and ye
came unto me. 25:37 Then shall the righteous answer him, saying, Lord, when saw we thee
hungry, and fed thee? or athirst, and gave thee drink? 25:38 And when saw we thee a
stranger, and took thee in? or naked, and clothed thee? 25:39 And when saw we thee sick, or
in prison, and came unto thee? 25:40 And the King shall answer and say unto them, Verily I
say unto you, Inasmuch as ye did it unto one of these my brethren, even these least, ye did it
unto me. 25:41 Then shall he say also unto them on the left hand, Depart from me, ye
cursed, into the eternal fire which is prepared for the devil and his angels: 25:42 for I was
hungry, and ye did not give me to eat; I was thirsty, and ye gave me no drink; 25:43 I was a
stranger, and ye took me not in; naked, and ye clothed me not; sick, and in prison, and ye
visited me not. 25:44 Then shall they also answer, saying, Lord, when saw we thee hungry, or
athirst, or a stranger, or naked, or sick, or in prison, and did not minister unto thee? 25:45
Then shall he answer them, saying, Verily I say unto you, Inasmuch as ye did it not unto one
of these least, ye did it not unto me. 25:46 And these shall go away into eternal punishment:
but the righteous into eternal life.

Gospel According to Luke
From Chapter 10
10:25 Behold, a certain lawyer stood up and tested him, saying, "Teacher, what shall I do to
inherit eternal life?"
10:26 He said to him, "What is written in the law? How do you read it?"
10:27 He answered, "You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, with all your
soul, with all your strength, and with all your mind;* and your neighbor as yourself."*
10:28 He said to him, "You have answered correctly. Do this, and you will live."
10:29 But he, desiring to justify himself, asked Jesus, "Who is my neighbor?"
10:30 Jesus answered, "A certain man was going down from Jerusalem to Jericho, and he fell
among robbers, who both stripped him and beat him, and departed, leaving him half dead.
10:31 By chance a certain priest was going down that way. When he saw him, he passed by
on the other side. 10:32 In the same way a Levite also, when he came to the place, and saw
him, passed by on the other side. 10:33 But a certain Samaritan, as he traveled, came where
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he was. When he saw him, he was moved with compassion, 10:34 came to him, and bound
up his wounds, pouring on oil and wine. He set him on his own animal, and brought him to
an inn, and took care of him. 10:35 On the next day, when he departed, he took out two
denarii, and gave them to the host, and said to him, 'Take care of him. Whatever you spend
beyond that, I will repay you when I return.' 10:36 Now which of these three do you think
seemed to be a neighbor to him who fell among the robbers?"
10:37 He said, "He who showed mercy on him."
Then Jesus said to him, "Go and do likewise."
10:38 It happened as they went on their way, he entered into a certain village, and a certain
woman named Martha received him into her house. 10:39 She had a sister called Mary, who
also sat at Jesus' feet, and heard his word. 10:40 But Martha was distracted with much
serving, and she came up to him, and said, "Lord, don't you care that my sister left me to
serve alone? Ask her therefore to help me."
10:41 Jesus answered her, "Martha, Martha, you are anxious and troubled about many things,
10:42 but one thing is needed. Mary has chosen the good part, which will not be taken away
from her."

Gospel According to Luke
From Chapter 16
6:19 "Now there was a certain rich man, and he was clothed in purple and fine linen, living
in luxury every day. 16:20 A certain beggar, named Lazarus, was laid at his gate, full of sores,
16:21 and desiring to be fed with the crumbs that fell from the rich man's table. Yes, even
the dogs came and licked his sores. 16:22 It happened that the beggar died, and that he was
carried away by the angels to Abraham's bosom. The rich man also died, and was buried.
16:23 In Hades, he lifted up his eyes, being in torment, and saw Abraham far off, and
Lazarus at his bosom. 16:24 He cried and said, 'Father Abraham, have mercy on me, and
send Lazarus, that he may dip the tip of his finger in water, and cool my tongue! For I am in
anguish in this flame.'
16:25 "But Abraham said, 'Son, remember that you, in your lifetime, received your good
things, and Lazarus, in the same way, bad things. But now here he is comforted and you are
in anguish. 16:26 Besides all this, between us and you there is a great gulf fixed, that those
who want to pass from here to you are not able, and that none may cross over from there to
us.'
16:27 "He said, 'I ask you therefore, father, that you would send him to my father's house;
16:28 for I have five brothers, that he may testify to them, so they won't also come into this
place of torment.'
16:29 "But Abraham said to him, 'They have Moses and the prophets. Let them listen to
them.'
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16:30 "He said, 'No, father Abraham, but if one goes to them from the dead, they will
repent.'
16:31 "He said to him, 'If they don't listen to Moses and the prophets, neither will they be
persuaded if one rises from the dead.'"

The Gospel According to Luke
From Chapter 18
18:9 He spoke also this parable to certain people who were convinced of their own
righteousness, and who despised all others. 18:10 "Two men went up into the temple to
pray; one was a Pharisee, and the other was a tax collector. 18:11 The Pharisee stood and
prayed to himself like this: 'God, I thank you, that I am not like the rest of men, extortioners,
unrighteous, adulterers, or even like this tax collector. 18:12 I fast twice a week. I give tithes
of all that I get.' 18:13 But the tax collector, standing far away, wouldn't even lift up his eyes
to heaven, but beat his breast, saying, 'God, be merciful to me, a sinner!' 18:14 I tell you, this
man went down to his house justified rather than the other; for everyone who exalts himself
will be humbled, but he who humbles himself will be exalted."
18:15 They were also bringing their babies to him, that he might touch them. But when the
disciples saw it, they rebuked them. 18:16 Jesus summoned them, saying, "Allow the little
children to come to me, and don't hinder them, for the Kingdom of God belongs to such as
these. 18:17 Most certainly, I tell you, whoever doesn't receive the Kingdom of God like a
little child, he will in no way enter into it."
18:18 A certain ruler asked him, saying, "Good Teacher, what shall I do to inherit eternal
life?"
18:19 Jesus asked him, "Why do you call me good? No one is good, except one—God. 18:20
You know the commandments: 'Don't commit adultery,' 'Don't murder,' 'Don't steal,' 'Don't
give false testimony,' 'Honor your father and your mother.'"*
18:21 He said, "I have observed all these things from my youth up."
18:22 When Jesus heard these things, he said to him, "You still lack one thing. Sell all that
you have, and distribute it to the poor. You will have treasure in heaven. Come, follow me."
18:23 But when he heard these things, he became very sad, for he was very rich.
18:24 Jesus, seeing that he became very sad, said, "How hard it is for those who have riches
to enter into the Kingdom of God! 18:25 For it is easier for a camel to enter in through a
needle's eye, than for a rich man to enter into the Kingdom of God."
18:26 Those who heard it said, "Then who can be saved?"
18:27 But he said, "The things which are impossible with men are possible with God."
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18:28 Peter said, "Look, we have left everything, and followed you."
18:29 He said to them, "Most certainly I tell you, there is no one who has left house, or wife,
or brothers, or parents, or children, for the Kingdom of God's sake, 18:30 who will not
receive many times more in this time, and in the world to come, eternal life."
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MORAL LAW
Epictetus
From Encheiridion, or Handbook

1. Some things are in our control and others not. Things in our control are opinion, pursuit,
desire, aversion, and, in a word, whatever are our own actions. Things not in our control are
body, property, reputation, command, and, in one word, whatever are not our own actions.
The things in our control are by nature free, unrestrained, unhindered; but those not in our
control are weak, slavish, restrained, belonging to others. Remember, then, that if you
suppose that things which are slavish by nature are also free, and that what belongs to others
is your own, then you will be hindered. You will lament, you will be disturbed, and you will
find fault both with gods and men. But if you suppose that only to be your own which is
your own, and what belongs to others such as it really is, then no one will ever compel you
or restrain you. Further, you will find fault with no one or accuse no one. You will do
nothing against your will. No one will hurt you, you will have no enemies, and you not be
harmed.
Aiming therefore at such great things, remember that you must not allow yourself to be
carried, even with a slight tendency, towards the attainment of lesser things. Instead, you
must entirely quit some things and for the present postpone the rest. But if you would both
have these great things, along with power and riches, then you will not gain even the latter,
because you aim at the former too: but you will absolutely fail of the former, by which alone
happiness and freedom are achieved.
Work, therefore to be able to say to every harsh appearance, "You are but an appearance,
and not absolutely the thing you appear to be." And then examine it by those rules which
you have, and first, and chiefly, by this: whether it concerns the things which are in our own
control, or those which are not; and, if it concerns anything not in our control, be prepared
to say that it is nothing to you.
2. Remember that following desire promises the attainment of that of which you are
desirous; and aversion promises the avoiding that to which you are averse. However, he who
fails to obtain the object of his desire is disappointed, and he who incurs the object of his
aversion wretched. If, then, you confine your aversion to those objects only which are
contrary to the natural use of your faculties, which you have in your own control, you will
never incur anything to which you are averse. But if you are averse to sickness, or death, or
poverty, you will be wretched. Remove aversion, then, from all things that are not in our
control, and transfer it to things contrary to the nature of what is in our control. But, for the
present, totally suppress desire: for, if you desire any of the things which are not in your own
control, you must necessarily be disappointed; and of those which are, and which it would be
laudable to desire, nothing is yet in your possession. Use only the appropriate actions of
pursuit and avoidance; and even these lightly, and with gentleness and reservation.
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3. With regard to whatever objects give you delight, are useful, or are deeply loved,
remember to tell yourself of what general nature they are, beginning from the most
insignificant things. If, for example, you are fond of a specific ceramic cup, remind yourself
that it is only ceramic cups in general of which you are fond. Then, if it breaks, you will not
be disturbed. If you kiss your child, or your wife, say that you only kiss things which are
human, and thus you will not be disturbed if either of them dies.
4. When you are going about any action, remind yourself what nature the action is. If you are
going to bathe, picture to yourself the things which usually happen in the bath: some people
splash the water, some push, some use abusive language, and others steal. Thus you will
more safely go about this action if you say to yourself, "I will now go bathe, and keep my
own mind in a state conformable to nature." And in the same manner with regard to every
other action. For thus, if any hindrance arises in bathing, you will have it ready to say, "It was
not only to bathe that I desired, but to keep my mind in a state conformable to nature; and I
will not keep it if I am bothered at things that happen.
5. Men are disturbed, not by things, but by the principles and notions which they form
concerning things. Death, for instance, is not terrible, else it would have appeared so to
Socrates. But the terror consists in our notion of death that it is terrible. When therefore we
are hindered, or disturbed, or grieved, let us never attribute it to others, but to ourselves; that
is, to our own principles. An uninstructed person will lay the fault of his own bad condition
upon others. Someone just starting instruction will lay the fault on himself. Some who is
perfectly instructed will place blame neither on others nor on himself.
6. Don't be prideful with any excellence that is not your own. If a horse should be prideful
and say, "I am handsome," it would be supportable. But when you are prideful, and say, "I
have a handsome horse," know that you are proud of what is, in fact, only the good of the
horse. What, then, is your own? Only your reaction to the appearances of things. Thus, when
you behave conformably to nature in reaction to how things appear, you will be proud with
reason; for you will take pride in some good of your own.
7. Consider when, on a voyage, your ship is anchored; if you go on shore to get water you
may along the way amuse yourself with picking up a shellfish, or an onion. However, your
thoughts and continual attention ought to be bent towards the ship, waiting for the captain
to call on board; you must then immediately leave all these things, otherwise you will be
thrown into the ship, bound neck and feet like a sheep. So it is with life. If, instead of an
onion or a shellfish, you are given a wife or child, that is fine. But if the captain calls, you
must run to the ship, leaving them, and regarding none of them. But if you are old, never go
far from the ship: lest, when you are called, you should be unable to come in time.
8. Don't demand that things happen as you wish, but wish that they happen as they do
happen, and you will go on well.
9. Sickness is a hindrance to the body, but not to your ability to choose, unless that is your
choice. Lameness is a hindrance to the leg, but not to your ability to choose. Say this to
yourself with regard to everything that happens, then you will see such obstacles as
hindrances to something else, but not to yourself.
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10. With every accident, ask yourself what abilities you have for making a proper use of it. If
you see an attractive person, you will find that self-restraint is the ability you have against
your desire. If you are in pain, you will find fortitude. If you hear unpleasant language, you
will find patience. And thus habituated, the appearances of things will not hurry you away
along with them.
11. Never say of anything, "I have lost it"; but, "I have returned it." Is your child dead? It is
returned. Is your wife dead? She is returned. Is your estate taken away? Well, and is not that
likewise returned? "But he who took it away is a bad man." What difference is it to you who
the giver assigns to take it back? While he gives it to you to possess, take care of it; but don't
view it as your own, just as travelers view a hotel.
12. If you want to improve, reject such reasonings as these: "If I neglect my affairs, I'll have
no income; if I don't correct my servant, he will be bad." For it is better to die with hunger,
exempt from grief and fear, than to live in affluence with perturbation; and it is better your
servant should be bad, than you unhappy.
Begin therefore from little things. Is a little oil spilt? A little wine stolen? Say to yourself,
"This is the price paid for apathy, for tranquility, and nothing is to be had for nothing."
When you call your servant, it is possible that he may not come; or, if he does, he may not
do what you want. But he is by no means of such importance that it should be in his power
to give you any disturbance.
13. If you want to improve, be content to be thought foolish and stupid with regard to
external things. Don't wish to be thought to know anything; and even if you appear to be
somebody important to others, distrust yourself. For, it is difficult to both keep your faculty
of choice in a state conformable to nature, and at the same time acquire external things. But
while you are careful about the one, you must of necessity neglect the other.
14. If you wish your children, and your wife, and your friends to live for ever, you are stupid;
for you wish to be in control of things which you cannot, you wish for things that belong to
others to be your own. So likewise, if you wish your servant to be without fault, you are a
fool; for you wish vice not to be vice," but something else. But, if you wish to have your
desires undisappointed, this is in your own control. Exercise, therefore, what is in your
control. He is the master of every other person who is able to confer or remove whatever
that person wishes either to have or to avoid. Whoever, then, would be free, let him wish
nothing, let him decline nothing, which depends on others else he must necessarily be a
slave.
15. Remember that you must behave in life as at a dinner party. Is anything brought around
to you? Put out your hand and take your share with moderation. Does it pass by you? Don't
stop it. Is it not yet come? Don't stretch your desire towards it, but wait till it reaches you.
Do this with regard to children, to a wife, to public posts, to riches, and you will eventually
be a worthy partner of the feasts of the gods. And if you don't even take the things which
are set before you, but are able even to reject them, then you will not only be a partner at the
feasts of the gods, but also of their empire. For, by doing this, Diogenes, Heraclitus and
others like them, deservedly became, and were called, divine.
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16. When you see anyone weeping in grief because his son has gone abroad, or is dead, or
because he has suffered in his affairs, be careful that the appearance may not misdirect you.
Instead, distinguish within your own mind, and be prepared to say, "It's not the accident that
distresses this person, because it doesn't distress another person; it is the judgment which he
makes about it." As far as words go, however, don't reduce yourself to his level, and certainly
do not moan with him. Do not moan inwardly either.
17. Remember that you are an actor in a drama, of such a kind as the author pleases to make
it. If short, of a short one; if long, of a long one. If it is his pleasure you should act a poor
man, a cripple, a governor, or a private person, see that you act it naturally. For this is your
business, to act well the character assigned you; to choose it is another's.
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St. Thomas Aquinas
From Summa Theologica

[First Part of the Second Part.]
Question 91: Of the Various Kinds of Law [Six articles.]

We must now consider the various kinds of law: under which head there are six points of
inquiry:
1. Whether there is an eternal law?
2. Whether there is a natural law?
3. Whether there is a human law?
4. Whether there is a Divine law?
5. Whether there is one Divine law, or several?
6. Whether there is a law of sin?

Article 2: Whether there is in us a natural law?

Objection 1: It would seem that there is no natural law in us. Because man is governed

sufficiently by the eternal law: for Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. i) that "the eternal law is that
by which it is right that all things should be most orderly." But nature does not abound in
superfluities as neither does she fail in necessaries. Therefore no law is natural to man.

Objection 2: Further, by the law man is directed, in his acts, to the end, as stated above . . .
But the directing of human acts to their end is not a function of nature, as is the case in
irrational creatures, which act for an end solely by their natural appetite; whereas man acts
for an end by his reason and will. Therefore no law is natural to man.

Objection 3: Further, the more a man is free, the less is he under the law. But man is freer

than all the animals, on account of his free-will, with which he is endowed above all other
animals. Since therefore other animals are not subject to a natural law, neither is man subject
to a natural law.

I answer that, As stated above . . . , law, being a rule and measure, can be in a person in two
ways: in one way, as in him that rules and measures; in another way, as in that which is ruled
and measured, since a thing is ruled and measured, in so far as it partakes of the rule or
measure. Wherefore, since all things subject to Divine providence are ruled and measured by
the eternal law . . . it is evident that all things partake somewhat of the eternal law, in so far
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as, namely, from its being imprinted on them, they derive their respective inclinations to
their proper acts and ends. Now among all others, the rational creature is subject to Divine
providence in the most excellent way, in so far as it partakes of a share of providence, by
being provident both for itself and for others. Wherefore it has a share of the Eternal
Reason, whereby it has a natural inclination to its proper act and end: and this participation
of the eternal law in the rational creature is called the natural law. Hence the Psalmist after
saying (Ps. 4:6): "Offer up the sacrifice of justice," as though someone asked what the works
of justice are, adds: "Many say, Who showeth us good things?" in answer to which question
he says: "The light of Thy countenance, O Lord, is signed upon us": thus implying that the
light of natural reason, whereby we discern what is good and what is evil, which is the
function of the natural law, is nothing else than an imprint on us of the Divine light. It is
therefore evident that the natural law is nothing else than the rational creature's participation
of the eternal law.

Reply to Objection 1: This argument would hold, if the natural law were something
different from the eternal law: whereas it is nothing but a participation thereof, as stated
above.
Reply to Objection 2: Every act of reason and will in us is based on that which is according
to nature. . . . for every act of reasoning is based on principles that are known naturally, and
every act of appetite in respect of the means is derived from the natural appetite in respect
of the last end. Accordingly the first direction of our acts to their end must needs be in
virtue of the natural law.

Reply to Objection 3: Even irrational animals partake in their own way of the Eternal
Reason, just as the rational creature does. But because the rational creature partakes thereof
in an intellectual and rational manner, therefore the participation of the eternal law in the
rational creature is properly called a law, since a law is something pertaining to reason. . . .
Irrational creatures, however, do not partake thereof in a rational manner, wherefore there is
no participation of the eternal law in them, except by way of similitude.

Question 94: Of the Natural Law [Six articles.]

Article 2: Whether the natural law contains several precepts, or only one?

Objection 1: It would seem that the natural law contains, not several precepts, but one only.
For law is a kind of precept, as stated above. If therefore there were many precepts of the
natural law, it would follow that there are also many natural laws.

Objection 2: Further, the natural law is consequent to human nature. But human nature, as

a whole, is one; though, as to its parts, it is manifold. Therefore, either there is but one
precept of the law of nature, on account of the unity of nature as a whole; or there are many,
by reason of the number of parts of human nature. The result would be that even things
relating to the inclination of the concupiscible faculty belong to the natural law . . .
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On the contrary, It is said in the Decretals: . . . "The natural law dates from the creation of
the rational creature. It does not vary according to time, but remains unchangeable."
I answer that, As stated above . . . , the precepts of the natural law are to the practical

reason, what the first principles of demonstrations are to the speculative reason; because
both are self-evident principles . . .
Since, however, good has the nature of an end, and evil, the nature of a contrary, hence it is
that all those things to which man has a natural inclination, are naturally apprehended by
reason as being good, and consequently as objects of pursuit, and their contraries as evil, and
objects of avoidance. Wherefore according to the order of natural inclinations, is the order
of the precepts of the natural law. Because in man there is first of all an inclination to good
in accordance with the nature which he has in common with all substances: inasmuch as
every substance seeks the preservation of its own being, according to its nature: and by
reason of this inclination, whatever is a means of preserving human life, and of warding off
its obstacles, belongs to the natural law. Secondly, there is in man an inclination to things
that pertain to him more specially, according to that nature which he has in common with
other animals: and in virtue of this inclination, those things are said to belong to the natural
law, "which nature has taught to all animals", . . . such as sexual intercourse, education of
offspring and so forth. Thirdly, there is in man an inclination to good, according to the
nature of his reason, which nature is proper to him: thus man has a natural inclination to
know the truth about God, and to live in society: and in this respect, whatever pertains to
this inclination belongs to the natural law; for instance, to shun ignorance, to avoid
offending those among whom one has to live, and other such things regarding the above
inclination.

Reply to Objection 1: All these precepts of the law of nature have the character of one
natural law, inasmuch as they flow from one first precept.

Reply to Objection 2: All the inclinations of any parts whatsoever of human nature, e.g. of

the concupiscible and irascible parts, in so far as they are ruled by reason, belong to the
natural law, and are reduced to one first precept, as stated above: so that the precepts of the
natural law are many in themselves, but are based on one common foundation . . .

Article 5: Whether the natural law can be changed?

Objection 1: It would seem that the natural law can be changed. . . .
Objection 2: Further, the slaying of the innocent, adultery, and theft are against the natural

law. But we find these things changed by God: as when God commanded Abraham to slay
his innocent son . . . and when he ordered the Jews to borrow and purloin the vessels of the
Egyptians . . . and when He commanded Osee to take to himself "a wife of fornications" . . .
Therefore the natural law can be changed . . .

On the contrary, It is said in the Decretals (Dist. v): "The natural law dates from the

creation of the rational creature. It does not vary according to time, but remains
unchangeable."
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I answer that, A change in the natural law may be understood in two ways. First, by way of

addition. In this sense nothing hinders the natural law from being changed: since many
things for the benefit of human life have been added over and above the natural law, both by
the Divine law and by human laws.
Secondly, a change in the natural law may be understood by way of subtraction, so that what
previously was according to the natural law, ceases to be so. In this sense, the natural law is
altogether unchangeable in its first principles: but in its secondary principles, which . . . are
certain detailed proximate conclusions drawn from the first principles, the natural law is not
changed so that what it prescribes be not right in most cases. But it may be changed in some
particular cases of rare occurrence, through some special causes hindering the observance of
such precepts . . .

Reply to Objection 2: All men alike, both guilty and innocent, die the death of nature:
which death of nature is inflicted by the power of God on account of original sin, according
to 1 Kgs. 2:6: "The Lord killeth and maketh alive." Consequently, by the command of God,
death can be inflicted on any man, guilty or innocent, without any injustice whatever. In like
manner adultery is intercourse with another's wife; who is allotted to him by the law
emanating from God . . .

Article 6: Whether the law of nature can be abolished from the heart of man?

Objection 1: It would seem that the natural law can be abolished from the heart of man.

Because on Rm. 2:14, "When the Gentiles who have not the law," etc. a gloss says that "the
law of righteousness, which sin had blotted out, is graven on the heart of man when he is
restored by grace." But the law of righteousness is the law of nature. Therefore the law of
nature can be blotted out.

Objection 2: Further, the law of grace is more efficacious than the law of nature. But the

law of grace is blotted out by sin. Much more therefore can the law of nature be blotted out.

Objection 3: Further, that which is established by law is made just. But many things are

enacted by men, which are contrary to the law of nature. Therefore the law of nature can be
abolished from the heart of man.

On the contrary, Augustine says . . . "Thy law is written in the hearts of men, which iniquity
itself effaces not." But the law which is written in men's hearts is the natural law. Therefore
the natural law cannot be blotted out.

I answer that . . . there belong to the natural law, first, certain most general precepts, that

are known to all; and secondly, certain secondary and more detailed precepts, which are, as it
were, conclusions following closely from first principles. As to those general principles, the
natural law, in the abstract, can nowise be blotted out from men's hearts. But it is blotted out
in the case of a particular action, in so far as reason is hindered from applying the general
principle to a particular point of practice, on account of concupiscence or some other
passion . . . But as to the other, i.e. the secondary precepts, the natural law can be blotted out
from the human heart, either by evil persuasions, just as in speculative matters errors occur
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in respect of necessary conclusions; or by vicious customs and corrupt habits, as among
some men, theft, and even unnatural vices, as the Apostle states, . . . were not esteemed
sinful.

Reply to Objection 1: Sin blots out the law of nature in particular cases, not universally,
except perchance in regard to the secondary precepts of the natural law, in the way stated
above.
Reply to Objection 2: Although grace is more efficacious than nature, yet nature is more
essential to man, and therefore more enduring.
Reply to Objection 3: This argument is true of the secondary precepts of the natural law,

against which some legislators have framed certain enactments which are unjust . . .

Question 95: Of Human Law [Four articles.]

We must now consider human law; and (1) this law considered in itself; (2) its power; (3) its
mutability. Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:
1. Its utility.
2. Its origin.
3. Its quality.
4. Its division.

Article 1: Whether it was useful for laws to be framed by men?

Objection 1: It would seem that it was not useful for laws to be framed by men. Because the
purpose of every law is that man be made good thereby. . . . But men are more to be induced
to be good willingly by means of admonitions, than against their will, by means of laws.
Therefore there was no need to frame laws.

Objection 2: Further, As the Philosopher says . . . , "men have recourse to a judge as to

animate justice." But animate justice is better than inanimate justice, which contained in laws.
Therefore it would have been better for the execution of justice to be entrusted to the
decision of judges, than to frame laws in addition.

Objection 3: Further, every law is framed for the direction of human actions. . . . But since

human actions are about singulars, which are infinite in number, matter pertaining to the
direction of human actions cannot be taken into sufficient consideration except by a wise
man, who looks into each one of them. Therefore it would have been better for human acts
to be directed by the judgment of wise men, than by the framing of laws. Therefore there
was no need of human laws.
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On the contrary, Isidore says . . . , "Laws were made that in fear thereof human audacity
might be held in check, that innocence might be safeguarded in the midst of wickedness, and
that the dread of punishment might prevent the wicked from doing harm." But these things
are most necessary to mankind. Therefore it was necessary that human laws should be made.
I answer that . . . man has a natural aptitude for virtue; but the perfection of virtue must be

acquired by man by means of some kind of training. Thus we observe that man is helped by
industry in his necessities, for instance, in food and clothing. Certain beginnings of these he
has from nature, viz. his reason and his hands; but he has not the full complement, as other
animals have, to whom nature has given sufficiency of clothing and food. Now it is difficult
to see how man could suffice for himself in the matter of this training: since the perfection
of virtue consists chiefly in withdrawing man from undue pleasures, to which above all man
is inclined, and especially the young, who are more capable of being trained. Consequently a
man needs to receive this training from another, whereby to arrive at the perfection of
virtue. And as to those young people who are inclined to acts of virtue, by their good natural
disposition, or by custom, or rather by the gift of God, paternal training suffices, which is by
admonitions. But since some are found to be depraved, and prone to vice, and not easily
amenable to words, it was necessary for such to be restrained from evil by force and fear, in
order that, at least, they might desist from evil-doing, and leave others in peace, and that they
themselves, by being habituated in this way, might be brought to do willingly what hitherto
they did from fear, and thus become virtuous. Now this kind of training, which compels
through fear of punishment, is the discipline of laws. Therefore in order that man might
have peace and virtue, it was necessary for laws to be framed: for, as the Philosopher
says . . . , "as man is the most noble of animals if he be perfect in virtue, so is he the lowest
of all, if he be severed from law and righteousness"; because man can use his reason to
devise means of satisfying his lusts and evil passions, which other animals are unable to do.

Reply to Objection 1: Men who are well disposed are led willingly to virtue by being
admonished better than by coercion: but men who are evilly disposed are not led to virtue
unless they are compelled.
Reply to Objection 2: As the Philosopher says, . . . "it is better that all things be regulated
by law, than left to be decided by judges": and this for three reasons. First, because it is
easier to find a few wise men competent to frame right laws, than to find the many who
would be necessary to judge aright of each single case. Secondly, because those who make
laws consider long beforehand what laws to make; whereas judgment on each single case has
to be pronounced as soon as it arises: and it is easier for man to see what is right, by taking
many instances into consideration, than by considering one solitary fact. Thirdly, because
lawgivers judge in the abstract and of future events; whereas those who sit in judgment of
things present, towards which they are affected by love, hatred, or some kind of cupidity;
wherefore their judgment is perverted.
Since then the animated justice of the judge is not found in every man, and since it can be
deflected, therefore it was necessary, whenever possible, for the law to determine how to
judge, and for very few matters to be left to the decision of men.
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Reply to Objection 3: Certain individual facts which cannot be covered by the law "have
necessarily to be committed to judges," as the Philosopher says in the same passage: for
instance, "concerning something that has happened or not happened," and the like . . .

Article 2: Whether every human law is derived from the natural law?

Objection 1: It would seem that not every human law is derived from the natural law. For
the Philosopher says . . . that "the legal just is that which originally was a matter of
indifference." But those things which arise from the natural law are not matters of
indifference. Therefore the enactments of human laws are not derived from the natural
law . . .

Objection 3: Further, the law of nature is the same for all; since the Philosopher says . . .

that "the natural just is that which is equally valid everywhere." If therefore human laws were
derived from the natural law, it would follow that they too are the same for all: which is
clearly false.

On the contrary, Tully says, "Things which emanated from nature and were approved by
custom, were sanctioned by fear and reverence for the laws."
I answer that, As Augustine says, "that which is not just seems to be no law at all":

wherefore the force of a law depends on the extent of its justice. Now in human affairs a
thing is said to be just, from being right, according to the rule of reason. But the first rule of
reason is the law of nature . . . Consequently every human law has just so much of the nature
of law, as it is derived from the law of nature. But if in any point it deflects from the law of
nature, it is no longer a law but a perversion of law.
But it must be noted that something may be derived from the natural law in two ways: first,
as a conclusion from premises, secondly, by way of determination of certain generalities. The
first way is like to that by which, in sciences, demonstrated conclusions are drawn from the
principles: while the second mode is likened to that whereby, in the arts, general forms are
particularized as to details: thus the craftsman needs to determine the general form of a
house to some particular shape. Some things are therefore derived from the general
principles of the natural law, by way of conclusions; e.g. that "one must not kill" may be
derived as a conclusion from the principle that "one should do harm to no man": while some
are derived therefrom by way of determination; e.g. the law of nature has it that the evil-doer
should be punished; but that he be punished in this or that way, is a determination of the law
of nature.
Accordingly both modes of derivation are found in the human law. But those things which
are derived in the first way, are contained in human law not as emanating therefrom
exclusively, but have some force from the natural law also. But those things which are
derived in the second way, have no other force than that of human law.

Reply to Objection 1: The Philosopher is speaking of those enactments which are by way
of determination or specification of the precepts of the natural law . . .
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Reply to Objection 3: The general principles of the natural law cannot be applied to all
men in the same way on account of the great variety of human affairs: and hence arises the
diversity of positive laws among various people.
—Translated by Fathers of the English Dominican Province
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Thomas Hobbes
From Leviathan

From Part I, Of Man

Chapter XIII: Of the Natural Condition of Mankind as Concerning their Felicity and
Misery
Nature hath made men so equal in the faculties of body and mind as that, though there be
found one man sometimes manifestly stronger in body or of quicker mind than another, yet
when all is reckoned together the difference between man and man is not so considerable as
that one man can there upon claim to himself any benefit to which another may not pretend
as well as he. For as to the strength of the 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 himself.
And as to the faculties of the mind, setting aside the arts grounded upon words, and
especially that skill . . . called science . . . I find yet a greater equality amongst men than that of
strength. For prudence is but experience, which equal time equally bestows on all men in
those things they equally apply themselves unto. That which may perhaps make such equality
incredible is but a vain conceit of one's own wisdom, 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 men's at a distance. But this proveth rather that men are
in that point equal. . . . For there is not ordinarily a greater sign of the equal distribution of
anything than that every man is contented with his share.
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 nevertheless they cannot both enjoy,
they become enemies; and in the way to their end (which is principally their own
conservation, and sometimes their delectation only) endeavor to destroy or subdue one
another. And from hence it comes to pass that where an invader hath no more to fear than
another man's single power, if one plant, sow, build, or possess a convenient seat, others
may probably be expected to come prepared with forces united to dispossess and deprive
him, not only of the fruit of his labor, but also of his life or liberty. And the invader again is
in the like danger of another.
And from this diffidence of one another, there is no way for any man to secure himself 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. . . .
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Again, men have no pleasure (but on the contrary a great deal of grief) in keeping company
where there is no power able to overawe them all. For every man looketh that his
companion should value him at the same rate he sets upon himself, and upon all signs of
contempt or undervaluing naturally endeavors, 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 damage; and from others, by the
example.
So that in the nature of man, we find three principal causes of quarrel. First competition;
secondly, diffidence; thirdly, glory. . . .
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 war, and such a war as is of every man
against every man. For war consisteth not in battle only, or the act of fighting, but in a tract
of time, wherein the will to contend by battle is sufficiently known; . . . the nature of war
consisteth not in actual fighting, but in the known disposition thereto during all the time
there is no assurance to the contrary. All other time is peace.
Whatsoever therefore is consequent to a time of war, 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 withal. 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, continual fear, and danger of violent death; and the life of
man, solitary, poor, 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 to have the same confirmed by
experience. Let him therefore consider with himself: when taking a journey, he arms himself
and seeks to go well accompanied: when going to sleep, he locks his doors; when even in his
house he locks his chests; and this when he knows there be laws and public officers, armed,
to revenge all injuries shall be done him; what opinion he has of his fellow subjects, when he
rides armed; of his fellow citizens, when he locks his doors; 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 man's 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 laws be made they cannot know, nor can any
law be made till they have agreed upon the person that shall make it. . . .
To this war 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 war the two cardinal virtues. 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
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consequent also to the same condition that there be no propriety, no dominion, no mine and
thine distinct; but only that to be every man's that he can get, and for so long as he can keep
it. And thus much for the ill condition which man by mere 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 are: fear 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 laws of nature, . . .

Chapter XIV: Of the First and Second Natural Laws, and of Contracts
The right of nature, which writers commonly call jus naturale, is the liberty each man hath to use
his own power as he will himself for the preservation of his own nature; that is to say, of his
own life; and consequently, of doing anything which, in his own judgment and reason, he
shall conceive to be the aptest means thereunto.
By liberty is understood, according to the proper signification of the word, the absence of
external impediments; which impediments may oft take away part of a man's power to do
what he would, but cannot hinder him from using the power left him according as his
judgment and reason shall dictate to him.
A law of nature, lex naturalis, is a precept, or general rule, found out by reason, by which a man
is forbidden to do that which is destructive of his life, or taketh away the means of
preserving the same, and to omit that by which he thinketh it may be best preserved. For
though they that speak of this subject use to confound, jus and lex, right and law, yet they
ought to be distinguished, because right consisteth in liberty to do, or to forbear; whereas law
determineth and bindeth to one of them: so that law and right differ as much as obligation
and liberty, which in one and the same matter are inconsistent.
And because the condition of man (as hath been declared in the precedent chapter) is a
condition of war of every one against every one, in which case every one is governed by his
own reason, and there is nothing he can make use of that may not be a help unto him in
preserving his life against his enemies; it followeth that in such a condition every man has a
right to every thing, even to one another's body. And therefore, as long as this natural right
of every man to every thing endureth, there can be no security to any man, how strong or
wise soever he be, of living out the time which nature ordinarily alloweth men to live. And
consequently it is a precept, or general rule of reason: that every man ought to endeavor peace, as far
as he has hope of obtaining it,, and when he cannot obtain it, that he may seek and use all helps and
advantages of war. The first branch of which rule containeth the first and fundamental law of
nature, which is: to seek peace and follow it. The second, the sum of the right of nature, which
is: by all means we can to defend ourselves. From this fundamental law of nature, by which men are
commanded to endeavor peace, is derived this second law: that a man be willing, when others are
so too, as far forth as for peace and defense of himself he shall think it necessary, to lay down this right to all
things; and be contented with so much liberty against other men as he would allow other men against himself
For as long as every man holdeth this right, of doing anything he liketh; so long are all men
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in the condition of war. But if other men will not lay down their right, as well as he, then
there is no reason for anyone to divest himself of his: for that were to expose himself to
prey, which no man is bound to, rather than to dispose himself to peace. This is that law of
the gospel: Whatsoever you require that others should do to you, that do ye to them. . . .
Right is laid aside, either by simply renouncing it, or by transferring it to another. . . . And
when a man hath in either manner abandoned or granted away his right, then is he said to be
obliged, or bound, not to hinder those to whom such right is granted, or abandoned, from the
benefit of it: and that he ought, and it is his duty, not to make void that voluntary act of his
own: and that such hindrance is injustice, and injury . . . So that injury, or injustice, in the
controversies of the world, is somewhat like to that which in the disputations of scholars is
called absurdity. For as it is there called an absurdity to contradict what one maintained in the
beginning; so in the world it is called injustice, and injury voluntarily to undo that which from
the beginning he had voluntarily done. The way by which a man either simply renounceth or
transferreth his right is a declaration, or signification, by some voluntary and sufficient sign,
or signs, that he doth so renounce or transfer, or hath so renounced or transferred the same,
to him that accepteth it. And those signs are either words only, or actions only; or, as it
happeneth most often, both words and actions. And the same are the bonds, by which men
are bound and obliged: bonds that have their strength, not from their own nature (for
nothing is more easily broken than a man's word), but from fear of some evil consequence
upon the rupture.
Whensoever a man transferreth his right, or renounceth it, it is either in consideration of
some right reciprocally transferred to himself, or for some other good he hopeth for thereby.
For it is a voluntary act: and of the voluntary acts of every man, the object is some good to
himself. And therefore there be some rights which no man can be understood by any words,
or other signs, to have abandoned or transferred. As first a man cannot lay down the right of
resisting them that assault him by force to take away his life, because he cannot be
understood to aim thereby at any good to himself. The same may be said of wounds, and
chains, and imprisonment, both because there is no benefit consequent to such patience, as
there is to the patience of suffering another to be wounded or imprisoned, as also because a
man cannot tell when he seeth men proceed against him by violence whether they intend his
death or not. And lastly the motive and end for which this renouncing and transferring of
right is introduced is nothing else but the security of a man's person, in his life, and in the
means of so preserving life as not to be weary of it. And therefore if a man by words, or
other signs, seem to despoil himself of the end for which those signs were intended, he is
not to be understood as if he meant it, or that it was his will, but that he was ignorant of how
such words and actions were to be interpreted.
The mutual transferring of right is that which men call contract. . . . one of the contractors
may deliver the thing contracted for on his part, and leave the other to perform his part at
some determinate time after, and in the meantime be trusted; and then the contract on his
part is called pact, or covenant or both parts may contract now to perform hereafter, in which
cases he that is to perform in time to come, being trusted, his performance is called keeping of
promise, or faith, and the failing of performance, if it be voluntary, violation of faith. . . . He that
performeth first in the case of a contract is said to merit that which he is to receive by the
performance of the other, and he hath it as his due. . . .
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If a covenant be made wherein neither of the parties perform presently, but trust one
another, in the condition of mere nature (which is a condition of war of every man against
every man) upon any reasonable suspicion, it is void: but if there be a common power set
over them both, with right and force sufficient to compel performance, it is not void. For he
that performeth first has no assurance the other will perform after, because the bonds of
words are too weak to bridle men's ambition, avarice, anger, and other passions, without the
fear of some coercive power; which in the condition of mere nature, where all men are equal,
and judges of the justness of their own fears, cannot possibly be supposed. And therefore he
which performeth first does but betray himself to his enemy, contrary to the right he can
never abandon of defending his life and means of living.
But in a civil estate, where there is a power set up to constrain those that would otherwise
violate their faith, that fear is no more reasonable; and for that cause, he which by the
covenant is to perform first is obliged so to do. . . .
The matter or subject of a covenant is always something that falleth under deliberation, for
to covenant is an act of the will; that is to say, an act, and the last act, of deliberation; and is
therefore always understood to be something to come, and which is judged possible for him
that covenanteth to perform.
And therefore, to promise that which is known to be impossible is no covenant. But if that
prove impossible afterwards, which before was thought possible, the covenant is valid and
bindeth, though not to the thing itself, yet to the value, or, if that also be impossible, to the
unfeigned endeavor of performing as much as is possible, for to more no man can be
obliged.
Men are freed of their covenants two ways; by performing, or by being forgiven. For
performance is the natural end of obligation, and forgiveness the restitution of liberty, as
being a retransferring of that right in which the obligation consisted.
Covenants entered into by fear, in the condition of mere nature, are obligatory. For example,
if I covenant to pay a ransom, or service for my life, to an enemy, I am bound by it. For it is
a contract, wherein one receiveth the benefit of life; the other is to receive money, or service
for it, and consequently, where no other law (as in the condition of mere nature) forbiddeth
the performance, the covenant is valid. Therefore prisoners of war, if trusted with the
payment of their ransom, are obliged to pay it: and if a weaker prince make a
disadvantageous peace with a stronger, for fear, he is bound to keep it; unless (as hath been
said before) there ariseth some new and just cause of fear to renew the war. And even in
Commonwealths, if I be forced to redeem myself from a thief by promising him money, I
am bound to pay it, till the civil law discharge me. For whatsoever I may lawfully do without
obligation, the same I may lawfully covenant to do through fear: and what I lawfully covenant, I cannot lawfully break.
A former covenant makes void a later. For a man that hath passed away his right to one man
today hath it not to pass tomorrow to another: and therefore the later promise passeth no
right, but is null.
A covenant not to defend myself from force, by force, is always void. For (as I have shown
before) no man can transfer or lay down his right to save himself from death, wounds, and
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imprisonment, the avoiding whereof is the only end of laying down any right; and therefore
the promise of not resisting force, in no covenant transferreth any right, nor is obliging. For
though a man may covenant thus, unless I do so, or so, kill me; he cannot covenant thus, unless I
do so, or so, I will not resist you when you come to kill me. For man by nature chooseth the lesser
evil, which is danger of death in resisting, rather than the greater, which is certain and
present death in not resisting. And this is granted to be true by all men, in that they lead
criminals to execution, and prison, with armed men, notwithstanding that such criminals
have consented to the law by which they are condemned.
A covenant to accuse oneself, without assurance of pardon, is likewise invalid. For in the
condition of nature, where every man is judge, there is no place for accusation: and in the
civil state the accusation is followed with punishment, which, being force, a man is not
obliged not to resist. . . .
It appears also that the oath adds nothing to the obligation. For a covenant, if lawful, binds
in the sight of God, without the oath, as much as with it; if unlawful, bindeth not at all,
though it be confirmed with an oath.

Acknowledgments: Hobbes, Thomas. Leviathan. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1909, pp. 94–109.
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John Locke
From Two Treatises of Government (1690)

1764 Editor's Note
The present Edition of this Book has not only been collated with the first three Editions,
which were published during the Author's Life, but also has the Advantage of his last
Corrections and Improvements, from a Copy delivered by him to Mr. Peter Coste,
communicated to the Editor, and now lodged in Christ College, Cambridge.

From Second Treatise of Government
Chapter II: 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, wherin all the power and jurisdiction is reciprocal, no one having
more than another; there being nothing more evident, than that the creatures of the same
species and rank, promiscuously born to all the same advantages of nature, and the use of
the same faculties, should also be equal one amongst another without subordination or
subjection, unless the lord and master of them all should, by any manifest declaration of his
will, set one above another, and confer on him, by an evident and clear appointment, an
undoubted right to dominion and sovereignty.
Sect. 6. But though this be a state of liberty, yet it is not a state of licence: though man in that state
have an uncontroulable liberty to dispose of his person or possessions, yet he has not liberty
to destroy himself, or so much as any creature in his possession, but where some nobler use
than its bare preservation calls for it. The state of nature has a law of nature to govern it, which
obliges every one: and reason, which is that law, teaches all mankind, who will but consult it,
that being all equal and independent, no one ought to harm another in his life, health, liberty, or
possessions: for men being all the workmanship of one omnipotent, and infinitely wise
maker; all the servants of one sovereign master, sent into the world by his order, and about
his business; they are his property, whose workmanship they are, made to last during his, not
one another's pleasure: and being furnished with like faculties, sharing all in one community
of nature, there cannot be supposed any such subordination among us, that may authorize us
to destroy one another, as if we were made for one another's uses, as the inferior ranks of
creatures are for our's. Every one, as he is bound to preserve himself, and not to quit his station
wilfully, so by the like reason, when his own preservation comes not in competition, ought
he, as much as he can, to preserve the rest of mankind, and may not, unless it be to do justice on
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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
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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 selfpreservation, 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
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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. . . .

Chapter V: Of Property
Sect. 25. Whether we consider natural reason, which tells us, that men, being once born, have
a right to their preservation, and consequently to meat and drink, and such other things as
nature affords for their subsistence: or revelation, which gives us an account of those grants
God made of the world to Adam, and to Noah, and his sons, it is very clear, that God, as king
David says, Psal. cxv. 16. has given the earth to the children of men; given it to mankind in common.
But this being supposed, it seems to some a very great difficulty, how any one should ever
come to have a property in any thing: I will not content myself to answer, that if it be difficult
to make out property, upon a supposition that God gave the world to Adam, and his posterity
in common, it is impossible that any man, but one universal monarch, should have any
property upon a supposition, that God gave the world to Adam, and his heirs in succession,
exclusive of all the rest of his posterity. But I shall endeavour to shew, how men might come
to have a property in several parts of that which God gave to mankind in common, and that
without any express compact of all the commoners.
Sect. 26. God, who hath given the world to men in common, hath also given them reason to
make use of it to the best advantage of life, and convenience. The earth, and all that is
therein, is given to men for the support and comfort of their being. And tho' all the fruits it
naturally produces, and beasts it feeds, belong to mankind in common, as they are produced
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by the spontaneous hand of nature; and no body has originally a private dominion, exclusive
of the rest of mankind, in any of them, as they are thus in their natural state: yet being given
for the use of men, there must of necessity be a means to appropriate them some way or other,
before they can be of any use, or at all beneficial to any particular man. The fruit, or venison,
which nourishes the wild Indian, who knows no enclosure, and is still a tenant in common,
must be his, and so his, i.e. a part of him, that another can no longer have any right to it,
before it can do him any good for the support of his life.
Sect. 27. Though the earth, and all inferior creatures, be common to all men, yet every man
has a property in his own person: this no body has any right to but himself. The labour of his
body, and the work of his hands, we may say, are properly his. Whatsoever then he removes
out of the state that nature hath provided, and left it in, he hath mixed his labour with, and
joined to it something that is his own, and thereby makes it his property. It being by him
removed from the common state nature hath placed it in, it hath by this labour something
annexed to it, that excludes the common right of other men: for this labour being the
unquestionable property of the labourer, no man but he can have a right to what that is once
joined to, at least where there is enough, and as good, left in common for others.
Sect. 28. He that is nourished by the acorns he picked up under an oak, or the apples he
gathered from the trees in the wood, has certainly appropriated them to himself. No body
can deny but the nourishment is his. I ask then, when did they begin to be his? when he
digested? or when he eat? or when he boiled? or when he brought them home? or when he
picked them up? and it is plain, if the first gathering made them not his, nothing else could.
That labour put a distinction between them and common: that added something to them
more than nature, the common mother of all, had done; and so they became his private
right. And will any one say, he had no right to those acorns or apples, he thus appropriated,
because he had not the consent of all mankind to make them his? Was it a robbery thus to
assume to himself what belonged to all in common? If such a consent as that was necessary,
man had starved, notwithstanding the plenty God had given him. We see in commons, which
remain so by compact, that it is the taking any part of what is common, and removing it out
of the state nature leaves it in, which begins the property; without which the common is of no
use. And the taking of this or that part, does not depend on the express consent of all the
commoners. Thus the grass my horse has bit; the turfs my servant has cut; and the ore I
have digged in any place, where I have a right to them in common with others, become my
property, without the assignation or consent of any body. The labour that was mine, removing
them out of that common state they were in, hath fixed my property in them . . .
Sect. 30. Thus this law of reason makes the deer that Indian's who hath killed it; it is allowed
to be his goods, who hath bestowed his labour upon it, though before it was the common
right of every one. And amongst those who are counted the civilized part of mankind, who
have made and multiplied positive laws to determine property, this original law of nature, for
the beginning of property, in what was before common, still takes place; and by virtue thereof,
what fish any one catches in the ocean, that great and still remaining common of mankind;
or what ambergrise any one takes up here, is by the labour that removes it out of that
common state nature left it in, made his property, who takes that pains about it. And even
amongst us, the hare that any one is hunting, is thought his who pursues her during the
chase: for being a beast that is still looked upon as common, and no man's private
possession; whoever has employed so much labour about any of that kind, as to find and
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pursue her, has thereby removed her from the state of nature, wherein she was common,
and hath begun a property.
Sect. 31. It will perhaps be objected to this, that if gathering the acorns, or other fruits of the
earth, &c.; makes a right to them, then any one may ingross as much as he will. To which I
answer, Not so. The same law of nature, that does by this means give us property, does also
bound that property too. God has given us all things richly, 1 Tim. vi. 12. is the voice of reason
confirmed by inspiration. But how far has he given it us? To enjoy. As much as any one can
make use of to any advantage of life before it spoils, so much he may by his labour fix a
property in: whatever is beyond this, is more than his share, and belongs to others. Nothing
was made by God for man to spoil or destroy. And thus, considering the plenty of natural
provisions there was a long time in the world, and the few spenders; and to how small a part
of that provision the industry of one man could extend itself, and ingross it to the prejudice
of others; especially keeping within the bounds, set by reason, of what might serve for his use;
there could be then little room for quarrels or contentions about property so established.
Sect. 32. But the chief matter of property being now not the fruits of the earth, and the beasts
that subsist on it, but the earth itself; as that which takes in and carries with it all the rest; I
think it is plain, that property in that too is acquired as the former. As much land as a man tills,
plants, improves, cultivates, and can use the product of, so much is his property. He by his
labour does, as it were, inclose it from the common. Nor will it invalidate his right, to say
every body else has an equal title to it; and therefore he cannot appropriate, he cannot
inclose, without the consent of all his fellow-commoners, all mankind. God, when he gave
the world in common to all mankind, commanded man also to labour, and the penury of his
condition required it of him. God and his reason commanded him to subdue the earth, i.e.
improve it for the benefit of life, and therein lay out something upon it that was his own, his
labour. He that in obedience to this command of God, subdued, tilled and sowed any part of
it, thereby annexed to it something that was his property, which another had no title to, nor
could without injury take from him.
Sect. 33. Nor was this appropriation of any parcel of land, by improving it, any prejudice to
any other man, since there was still enough, and as good left; and more than the yet
unprovided could use. So that, in effect, there was never the less left for others because of
his enclosure for himself: for he that leaves as much as another can make use of, does as
good as take nothing at all. No body could think himself injured by the drinking of another
man, though he took a good draught, who had a whole river of the same water left him to
quench his thirst: and the case of land and water, where there is enough of both, is perfectly
the same . . .

Chapter VII: Of Political or Civil Society
Sect. 77. GOD having made man such a creature, that in his own judgment, it was not good
for him to be alone, put him under strong obligations of necessity, convenience, and
inclination to drive him into society, as well as fitted him with understanding and language to
continue and enjoy it. The first society was between man and wife, which gave beginning to
that between parents and children; to which, in time, that between master and servant came
to be added: and though all these might, and commonly did meet together, and make up but
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one family, wherein the master or mistress of it had some sort of rule proper to a family;
each of these, or all together, came short of political society, as we shall see, if we consider
the different ends, ties, and bounds of each of these . . .
Sect. 86. Let us therefore consider a master of a family with all these subordinate relations of
wife, children, servants, and slaves, united under the domestic rule of a family; which, what
resemblance soever it may have in its order, offices, and number too, with a little commonwealth, yet is very far from it, both in its constitution, power and end: or if it must be
thought a monarchy, and the paterfamilias the absolute monarch in it, absolute monarchy will
have but a very shattered and short power, when it is plain, by what has been said before,
that the master of the family has a very distinct and differently limited power, both as to time and
extent, over those several persons that are in it; for excepting the slave (and the family is as
much a family, and his power as paterfamilias as great, whether there be any slaves in his
family or no) he has no legislative power of life and death over any of them, and none too
but what a mistress of a family may have as well as he. And he certainly can have no absolute
power over the whole family, who has but a very limited one over every individual in it. But
how a family, or any other society of men, differ from that which is properly political society, we
shall best see, by considering wherein political society itself consists.
Sect. 87. Man being born, as has been proved, with a title to perfect freedom, and an
uncontrouled enjoyment of all the rights and privileges of the law of nature, equally with any
other man, or number of men in the world, hath by nature a power, not only to preserve his
property, that is, his life, liberty and estate, against the injuries and attempts of other men;
but to judge of, and punish the breaches of that law in others, as he is persuaded the offence
deserves, even with death itself, in crimes where the heinousness of the fact, in his opinion,
requires it. But because no political society can be, nor subsist, without having in itself the
power to preserve the property, and in order thereunto, punish the offences of all those of
that society; there, and there only is political society, where every one of the members hath
quitted this natural power, resigned it up into the hands of the community in all cases that
exclude him not from appealing for protection to the law established by it. And thus all
private judgment of every particular member being excluded, the community comes to be
umpire, by settled standing rules, indifferent, and the same to all parties; and by men having
authority from the community, for the execution of those rules, decides all the differences
that may happen between any members of that society concerning any matter of right; and
punishes those offences which any member hath committed against the society, with such
penalties as the law has established: whereby it is easy to discern, who are, and who are not,
in political society together. Those who are united into one body, and have a common
established law and judicature to appeal to, with authority to decide controversies between
them, and punish offenders, are in civil society one with another: but those who have no such
common appeal, I mean on earth, are still in the state of nature, each being, where there is
no other, judge for himself, and executioner; which is, as I have before shewed it, the perfect
state of nature.
Sect. 88. And thus the common-wealth comes by a power to set down what punishment
shall belong to the several transgressions which they think worthy of it, committed amongst
the members of that society, (which is the power of making laws) as well as it has the power to
punish any injury done unto any of its members, by any one that is not of it, (which is the
power of war and peace;) and all this for the preservation of the property of all the members of
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that society, as far as is possible. But though every man who has entered into civil society,
and is become a member of any commonwealth, has thereby quitted his power to punish
offences, against the law of nature, in prosecution of his own private judgment, yet with the
judgment of offences, which he has given up to the legislative in all cases, where he can
appeal to the magistrate, he has given a right to the common-wealth to employ his force, for
the execution of the judgments of the common-wealth, whenever he shall be called to it;
which indeed are his own judgments, they being made by himself, or his representative. And
herein we have the original of the legislative and executive power of civil society, which is to
judge by standing laws, how far offences are to be punished, when committed within the
common-wealth; and also to determine, by occasional judgments founded on the present
circumstances of the fact, how far injuries from without are to be vindicated; and in both
these to employ all the force of all the members, when there shall be need.
Sect. 89. Where-ever therefore any number of men are so united into one society, as to quit
every one his executive power of the law of nature, and to resign it to the public, there and
there only is a political, or civil society. And this is done, where-ever any number of men, in the
state of nature, enter into society to make one people, one body politic, under one supreme
government; or else when any one joins himself to, and incorporates with any government
already made: for hereby he authorizes the society, or which is all one, the legislative thereof,
to make laws for him, as the public good of the society shall require; to the execution
whereof, his own assistance (as to his own decrees) is due. And this puts men out of a state of
nature into that of a common-wealth, by setting up a judge on earth, with authority to determine
all the controversies, and redress the injuries that may happen to any member of the
commonwealth; which judge is the legislative, or magistrates appointed by it. And whereever there are any number of men, however associated, that have no such decisive power to
appeal to, there they are still in the state of nature.
Sect. 90. Hence it is evident, that absolute monarchy, which by some men is counted the only
government in the world, is indeed inconsistent with civil society, and so can be no form of civilgovernment at all: for the end of civil society, being to avoid, and remedy those inconveniencies
of the state of nature, which necessarily follow from every man's being judge in his own case,
by setting up a known authority, to which every one of that society may appeal upon any
injury received, or controversy that may arise, and which every one of the society ought to
obey ∗ ; where-ever any persons are, who have not such an authority to appeal to, for the
decision of any difference between them, there those persons are still in the state of nature; and
so is every absolute prince, in respect of those who are under his dominion. . . .
Sect. 94. But whatever flatterers may talk to amuse people's understandings, it hinders not
men from feeling; and when they perceive, that any man, in what station soever, is out of the
bounds of the civil society which they are of, and that they have no appeal on earth against
∗

"The public power of all society is above every soul contained in the same society; and the
principal use of that power is, to give laws unto all that are under it, which laws in such cases
we must obey, unless there be reason shewed which may necessarily inforce, that the law of
reason, or of God, doth enjoin the contrary." Hook. Eccl. Pol. l. i. sect. 16.
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any harm, they may receive from him, they are apt to think themselves in the state of nature,
in respect of him whom they find to be so; and to take care, as soon as they can, to have that
safety and security in civil society, for which it was first instituted, and for which only they entered
into it. And therefore, though perhaps at first , (as shall be shewed more at large hereafter in
the following part of this discourse) some one good and excellent man having got a preeminency amongst the rest, had this deference paid to his goodness and virtue, as to a kind
of natural authority, that the chief rule, with arbitration of their differences, by a tacit
consent devolved into his hands, without any other caution, but the assurance they had of
his uprightness and wisdom; yet when time, giving authority, and (as some men would
persuade us) sacredness of customs, which the negligent, and unforeseeing innocence of the
first ages began, had brought in successors of another stamp, the people finding their
properties not secure under the government, as then it was ∗ , (whereas government has no
other end but the preservation of ∗ property) could never be safe nor at rest, nor think
themselves in civil society, till the legislature was placed in collective bodies of men, call them
senate, parliament, or what you please. By which means every single person became subject,
equally with other the meanest men, to those laws, which he himself, as part of the
legislative, had established; nor could any one, by his own authority; avoid the force of the
law, when once made; nor by any pretence of superiority plead exemption, thereby to license
his own, or the miscarriages of any of his dependents. No man in civil society can be exempted from
the laws of it: for if any man may do what he thinks fit, and there be no appeal on earth, for
redress or security against any harm he shall do; I ask, whether he be not perfectly still in the
state of nature, and so can be no part or member of that civil society; unless any one will say, the
state of nature and civil society are one and the same thing, which I have never yet found
any one so great a patron of anarchy as to affirm. ∗∗

Chapter VIII: Of the Beginning of Political Societies
Sect. 95. MEN being, as has been said, by nature, all free, equal, and independent, no one
can be put out of this estate, and subjected to the political power of another, without his
∗

"At the first, when some certain kind of regiment was once appointed, it may be that
nothing was then farther thought upon for the manner of governing, but all permitted unto
their wisdom and discretion, which were to rule, till by experience they found this for all
parts very inconvenient, so as the thing which they had devised for a remedy, did indeed but
increase the sore, which it should have cured. They saw, that to live by one man's will, became the
cause of all men's misery. This constrained them to come unto laws, wherein all men might see
their duty beforehand, and know the penalties of transgressing them." Hooker's Eccl. Pol. l. i.
sect. 10.
∗∗

"Civil law being the act of the whole body politic, cloth therefore over-rule each several
part of the same body." Hooker, ibid.
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own consent. The only way whereby any one divests himself of his natural liberty, and puts
on the bonds of civil society, is by agreeing with other men to join and unite into a community
for their comfortable, safe, and peaceable living one amongst another, in a secure enjoyment
of their properties, and a greater security against any, that are not of it. This any number of
men may do, because it injures not the freedom of the rest; they are left as they were in the
liberty of the state of nature. When any number of men have so consented to make one community
or government, they are thereby presently incorporated, and make one body politic, wherein the
majority have a right to act and conclude the rest . . .
Sect. 98. For if the consent of the majority shall not, in reason, be received as the act of the whole,
and conclude every individual; nothing but the consent of every individual can make any
thing to be the act of the whole: but such a consent is next to impossible ever to be had, if
we consider the infirmities of health, and avocations of business, which in a number, though
much less than that of a common-wealth, will necessarily keep many away from the public
assembly. To which if we add the variety of opinions, and contrariety of interests, which
unavoidably happen in all collections of men, the coming into society upon such terms
would be only like Cato's coming into the theatre, only to go out again. Such a constitution as
this would make the mighty Leviathan of a shorter duration, than the feeblest creatures, and
not let it outlast the day it was born in: which cannot be supposed, till we can think, that
rational creatures should desire and constitute societies only to be dissolved: for where the
majority cannot conclude the rest, there they cannot act as one body, and consequently will be
immediately dissolved again.

Chapter IX: Of the Ends of Political Society and Government.
Sect. 127. Thus mankind, notwithstanding all the privileges of the state of nature, being but
in an ill condition, while they remain in it, are quickly driven into society. Hence it comes to
pass, that we seldom find any number of men live any time together in this state. The
inconveniencies that they are therein exposed to, by the irregular and uncertain exercise of
the power every man has of punishing the transgressions of others, make them take
sanctuary under the established laws of government, and therein seek the preservation of their
property. It is this makes them so willingly give up every one his single power of punishing, to
be exercised by such alone, as shall be appointed to it amongst them; and by such rules as
the community, or those authorized by them to that purpose, shall agree on. And in this we
have the original right and rise of both the legislative and executive power, as well as of the
governments and societies themselves.
Sect. 128. For in the state of nature, to omit the liberty he has of innocent delights, a man
has two powers.
The first is to do whatsoever he thinks fit for the preservation of himself, and others within
the permission of the law of nature: by which law, common to them all, he and all the rest of
mankind are one community, make up one society, distinct from all other creatures. And were it
not for the corruption and vitiousness of degenerate men, there would be no need of any
other; no necessity that men should separate from this great and natural community, and by
positive agreements combine into smaller and divided associations.
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The other power a man has in the state of nature, is the power to punish the crimes committed
against that law. Both these he gives up, when he joins in a private, if I may so call it, or
particular politic society, and incorporates into any common-wealth, separate from the rest
of mankind . . .
Sect. 131. But though men, when they enter into society, give up the equality, liberty, and
executive power they had in the state of nature, into the hands of the society, to be so far
disposed of by the legislative, as the good of the society shall require; yet it being only with
an intention in every one the better to preserve himself, his liberty and property; (for no
rational creature can be supposed to change his condition with an intention to be worse) the
power of the society, or legislative constituted by them, can never be supposed to extend farther, than
the common good; but is obliged to secure every one's property, by providing against those three
defects above mentioned, that made the state of nature so unsafe and uneasy. And so
whoever has the legislative or supreme power of any common-wealth, is bound to govern by
established standing laws, promulgated and known to the people, and not by extemporary
decrees; by indifferent and upright judges, who are to decide controversies by those laws; and to
employ the force of the community at home, only in the execution of such laws, or abroad to
prevent or redress foreign injuries, and secure the community from inroads and invasion.
And all this to be directed to no other end, but the peace, safety, and public good of the
people . . .

Chapter XI: Of the Extent of the Legislative Power
Sect. 142. These are the bounds which the trust, that is put in them by the society, and the law
of God and nature, have set to the legislative power of every common-wealth, in all forms of
government.
First, They are to govern by promulgated established laws, not to be varied in particular cases, but
to have one rule for rich and poor, for the favourite at court, and the country man at plough.
Secondly, These laws also ought to be designed for no other end ultimately, but the good of the
people.
Thirdly, They must not raise taxes on the property of the people, without the consent of the people, given
by themselves, or their deputies. And this properly concerns only such governments where
the legislative is always in being, or at least where the people have not reserved any part of the
legislative to deputies, to be from time to time chosen by themselves.
Fourthly, The legislative neither must nor can transfer the power of making laws to any body else, or
place it any where, but where the people have.

Chapter XIII: Of the Subordination of the Powers of the Common-wealth
Sect. 155. It may be demanded here, What if the executive power, being possessed of the
force of the common-wealth, shall make use of that force to hinder the meeting and acting
of the legislative, when the original constitution, or the public exigencies require it? I say,
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using force upon the people without authority, and contrary to the trust put in him that does
so, is a state of war with the people, who have a right to reinstate their legislative in the
exercise of their power: for having erected a legislative, with an intent they should exercise
the power of making laws, either at certain set times, or when there is need of it, when they
are hindered by any force from what is so necessary to the society, and wherein the safety
and preservation of the people consists, the people have a right to remove it by force. In all
states and conditions, the true remedy of force without authority, is to oppose force to it.
The use of force without authority, always puts him that uses it into a state of war, as the
aggressor, and renders him liable to be treated accordingly . . .

Chapter XIV: Of Prerogative
Sect. 168. The old question will be asked in this matter of prerogative, But who shall be
judge when this power is made a right use of ? I answer: between an executive power in
being, with such a prerogative, and a legislative that depends upon his will for their
convening, there can be no judge on earth; as there can be none between the legislative and
the people, should either the executive, or the legislative, when they have got the power in
their hands, design, or go about to enslave or destroy them. The people have no other
remedy in this, as in all other cases where they have no judge on earth, but to appeal to
heaven: for the rulers, in such attempts, exercising a power the people never put into their
hands, (who can never be supposed to consent that any body should rule over them for their
harm) do that which they have not a right to do. And where the body of the people, or any
single man, is deprived of their right, or is under the exercise of a power without right, and
have no appeal on earth, then they have a liberty to appeal to heaven, whenever they judge
the cause of sufficient moment. And therefore, though the people cannot be judge, so as to
have, by the constitution of that society, any superior power, to determine and give effective
sentence in the case; yet they have, by a law antecedent and paramount to all positive laws of
men, reserved that ultimate determination to themselves which belongs to all mankind,
where there lies no appeal on earth, viz. to judge, whether they have just cause to make their
appeal to heaven. And this judgment they cannot part with, it being out of a man's power so
to submit himself to another, as to give him a liberty to destroy him; God and nature never
allowing a man so to abandon himself, as to neglect his own preservation: and since he
cannot take away his own life, neither can he give another power to take it. Nor let any one
think, this lays a perpetual foundation for disorder; for this operates not, till the
inconveniency is so great, that the majority feel it, and are weary of it, and find a necessity to
have it amended. But this the executive power, or wise princes, never need come in the
danger of: and it is the thing, of all others, they have most need to avoid, as of all others the
most perilous.
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Thomas Jefferson
From the Declaration of Independence

IN CONGRESS, July 4, 1776.
The unanimous Declaration of the thirteen united States of America,
When in the Course of human events, it becomes necessary for one people to dissolve the
political bands which have connected them with another, and to assume among the powers
of the earth, the separate and equal station to which the Laws of Nature and of Nature's
God entitle them, a decent respect to the opinions of mankind requires that they should
declare the causes which impel them to the separation.
We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed
by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the
pursuit of Happiness. —That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted among
Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed, —That whenever any
Form of Government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to
alter or to abolish it, and to institute new Government, laying its foundation on such
principles and organizing its powers in such form, as to them shall seem most likely to effect
their Safety and Happiness. Prudence, indeed, will dictate that Governments long established
should not be changed for light and transient causes; and accordingly all experience hath
shewn, that mankind are more disposed to suffer, while evils are sufferable, than to right
themselves by abolishing the forms to which they are accustomed. But when a long train of
abuses and usurpations, pursuing invariably the same Object evinces a design to reduce them
under absolute Despotism, it is their right, it is their duty, to throw off such Government,
and to provide new Guards for their future security. —Such has been the patient sufferance
of these Colonies; and such is now the necessity which constrains them to alter their former
Systems of Government . . .
Acknowledgments: U.S. National Archives and Records Administration, http://www.archives.gov/
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Thomas Jefferson
From Letter to Edward Carrington

PARIS, Jan. 16, 1787.
Dear Sir
. . . The tumults in America, I expected would have produced in Europe an unfavorable
opinion of our political state. But it has not. On the contrary, the small effect of these
tumults seems to have given more confidence in the firmness of our governments. The
interposition of the people themselves on the side of government has had a great effect on
the opinion here. I am persuaded myself that the good sense of the people will always be
found to be the best army. They may be led astray for a moment, but will soon correct
themselves. The people are the only censors of their governors: and even their errors will
tend to keep these to the true principles of their institution. To punish these errors too
severely would be to suppress the only safeguard of the public liberty. The way to prevent
these irregular interpositions of the people is to give them full information of their affairs
thro' the channel of the public papers, & to contrive that those papers should penetrate the
whole mass of the people. The basis of our governments being the opinion of the people,
the very first object should be to keep that right; and were it left to me to decide whether we
should have a government without newspapers or newspapers without a government, I
should not hesitate a moment to prefer the latter. But I should mean that every man should
receive those papers & be capable of reading them. I am convinced that those societies (as
the Indians) which live without government enjoy in their general mass an infinitely greater
degree of happiness than those who live under the European governments. Among the
former, public opinion is in the place of law, & restrains morals as powerfully as laws ever
did anywhere. Among the latter, under pretence of governing they have divided their nations
into two classes, wolves & sheep. I do not exaggerate. This is a true picture of Europe.
Cherish therefore the spirit of our people, and keep alive their attention. Do not be too
severe upon their errors, but reclaim them by enlightening them. If once they become
inattentive to the public affairs, you & I, & Congress & Assemblies, judges & governors shall
all become wolves. It seems to be the law of our general nature, in spite of individual
exceptions; and experience declares that man is the only animal which devours his own kind,
for I can apply no milder term to the governments of Europe, and to the general prey of the
rich on the poor.

Acknowledgments: The Works of Thomas Jefferson, Federal Edition, vol 5 (12 vols.), New York and London:
Putnam's Sons, 1905.
Source: The Online Library of Liberty, http://oll.libertyfund.org/Home3/HTML.php?recordID=0054.05
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UTILITARIANISM
Adam Smith
From An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes

of the Wealth of Nations

Of the Division of Labour
The greatest improvement in the productive powers of labour, and the greater part of the
skill, dexterity, and judgment with which it is anywhere directed or applied, seem to have
been the effect of the division of labour.
The effects of the division of labour, in the general business of society, will be more easily
understood by considering in what manner it operates in some particular manufactures. It is
commonly supposed to be carried furthest in some very trifling ones; not perhaps that it
really is carried further in them than in others of more importance: but in those trifling
manufactures which are destined to supply the small wants of but a small number of people,
the whole number of workmen must necessarily be small; and those employed in every
different branch of the work can often be collected into the same workhouse, and placed at
once under the view of the spectator. In those great manufactures, on the contrary, which
are destined to supply the great wants of the great body of the people, every different branch
of the work employs so great a number of workmen, that it is impossible to collect them all
into the same workhouse. We can seldom see more, at one time, than those employed in one
single branch. Though in such manufactures, therefore, the work may really be divided into a
much greater number of parts than in those of a more trifling nature, the division is not near
so obvious, and has accordingly been much less observed.
To take an example, therefore, from a very trifling manufacture, but one in which the
division of labour has been very often taken notice of, the trade of the pin-maker; a
workman not educated to this business (which the division of labour has rendered a distinct
trade), nor acquainted with the use of the machinery employed in it (to the invention of
which the same division of labour has probably given occasion), could scarce, perhaps, with
his utmost industry, make one pin in a day, and certainly could not make twenty. But in the
way in which this business is now carried on, not only the whole work is a peculiar trade, but
it is divided into a number of branches, of which the greater part are likewise peculiar trades.
One man draws out the wire, another straights it, a third cuts it, a fourth points it, a fifth
grinds it at the top for receiving the head; to make the head requires two or three distinct
operations; to put it on is a peculiar business, to whiten the pins is another; it is even a trade
by itself to put them into the paper; and the important business of making a pin is, in this
manner, divided into about eighteen distinct operations, which in some manufactories are all
performed by distinct hands, though in others the same man will sometimes perform two or
three of them. I have seen a small manufactory of this kind where ten men only were
employed, and where some of them consequently performed two or three distinct
operations. But though they were very poor, and therefore but indifferently accommodated
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with the necessary machinery, they could, when they exerted themselves, make among them
about twelve pounds of pins in a day. There are in a pound upwards of four thousand pins
of a middling size. Those ten persons, therefore, could make among them upwards of fortyeight thousand pins in a day. Each person, therefore, making a tenth part of forty-eight
thousand pins, might be considered as making four thousand eight hundred pins in a day.
But if they had all wrought separately and independently, and without any of them having
been educated to this peculiar business, they certainly could not each of them have made
twenty, perhaps not one pin in a day; that is, certainly, not the two hundred and fortieth,
perhaps not the four thousand eight hundredth part of what they are at present capable of
performing, in consequence of a proper division and combination of their different
operations. . . .
This great increase of the quantity of work, which, in consequence of the division of labour,
the same number of people are capable of performing, is owning to three different
circumstances: first, to the increase of dexterity in every particular workman; secondly, to the
saving of the time which is commonly lost in passing from one species of work to another;
and lastly, to the invention of a great number of machines which facilitate and abridge
labour, and enable one man to do the work of many. . . .
It is the great multiplication of the productions of all the different arts, in consequence of
the division of labour, which occasions, in a well-governed society, that universal opulence
which extends itself to the lowest ranks of the people. Every workman has a great quantity
of his own work to dispose of beyond what he himself has occasion for: and every other
workman being exactly in the same situation, he is enabled to exchange a great quantity of
his own goods for a great quantity, or, what comes to the same thing, for the price of a great
quantity of theirs. He supplies them abundantly with what they have occasion for, and they
accommodate him as amply with what he has occasion for, and a general plenty diffuses
itself through all the different ranks of the society.
Observe the accommodation of the most common artificer or daylabourer in a civilised and
thriving country, and you will perceive that the number of people of whose industry a part,
though but a small part, has been employed in procuring him this accommodation exceeds
all computation. The woollen coat, for example, which covers the day-labourer, as coarse
and rough as it may appear, is the produce of the joint labour of a great multitude of
workmen. The shepherd, the sorter of the wool, the wool-comber or carder, the dyer, the
scribbler, the spinner, the weaver, the fuller, the dresser, with many others, must all join their
different arts in order to complete even this homely production. How many merchants and
carriers, besides, must have been employed in transporting the materials from some of those
workmen to others who often live in a very distant part of the country! How much
commerce and navigation in particular, how many ship-builders, sailors, sail-makers,
ropemakers, must have been employed in order to bring together the different drugs made
use of by the dyer, which often come from the remotest corners of the world! What a variety
of labour too is necessary in order to produce the tools of the meanest of those workmen!
To say nothing of such complicated machines as the ship of the sailor, the mill of the fuller,
or even the loom of the weaver, let us consider only what a variety of labour is requisite in
order to form that very simple machine, the shears with which the shepherd clips the wool.
The miner, the builder of the furnace for smelting the ore, the fetter of the timber, the
burner of the charcoal to be made use of in the smelting-house, the brickmaker, the
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bricklayer, the workmen who attend the furnace, the millwright, the forger, the smith, must
all of them join their different arts in order to produce them. Were we to examine, in the
same manner, all the different parts of his dress and household furniture, the coarse linen
shirt which he wears next his skin, the shoes which cover his feet, the bed which he lies on,
and all the different parts which compose it, the kitchen-grate at which he prepares his
victuals, the coals which he makes use of for that purpose, dug from the bowels of the earth,
and brought to him perhaps by a long sea and a long land carriage, all the other utensils of
his kitchen, all the furniture of his table, the knives and forks, the earthen or pewter plates
upon which he serves up and divides his victuals, the different hands employed in preparing
his bread and his beer, the glass window which lets in the heat and the light and keeps out
the wind and the rain, with all the knowledge and art requisite for preparing that beautiful
and happy invention, without which these northern parts of the world could scarce have
afforded a very comfortable habitation, together with the tools of all the different workmen
employed in producing those different conveniences; if we examine, I say, all these things,
and consider what a variety of labour is employed about each of them, we shall be sensible
that without the assistance and co-operation of many thousands, the very meanest person in
a civilised country could not be provided, even according to, what we very falsely imagine,
the easy and simple manner in which he is commonly accommodated. Compared, indeed,
with the more extravagant luxury of the great, his accommodation must no doubt appear
extremely simple and easy; and yet it may be true, perhaps, that the accommodation of an
European prince does not always so much exceed that of an industrious and frugal peasant,
as the accommodation of the latter exceeds that of many an African king, the absolute
master of the lives and liberties of ten thousand naked savages.

Of the Principle Which Gives Occasion to the Division of Labour
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. . . . 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 show 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
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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 old 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.
. . . 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. . . .

Of Restraints Upon the Importation From Foreign Countries of Such Goods as Can
Be Produced at Home
. . . The general industry of the society never can exceed what the capital of the society can
employ. As the number of workmen that can be kept in employment by any particular
person must bear a certain proportion to his capital, so the number of those that can be
continually employed by all the members of a great society, must bear a certain proportion to
the whole capital of that society, and never can exceed that proportion. No regulation of
commerce can increase the quantity of industry in any society beyond what its capital can
maintain. It can only divert a part of it into a direction into which it might not otherwise
have gone; and it is by no means certain that this artificial direction is likely to be more
advantageous to the society than that into which it would have gone of its own accord.
Every individual is continually exerting himself to find out the most advantageous
employment for whatever capital he can demand. It is his own advantage, indeed, and not
that of the society, which he has in view. But the study of his own advantage naturally, or
rather necessarily, leads him to prefer that employment which is most advantageous to the
society.
First, every individual endeavours to employ his capital as near home as he can, and
consequently as much as he can in the support of domestic industry; provided always that he
can thereby obtain the ordinary, or not a great deal less than the ordinary, profits of stock.
Thus, upon equal or nearly equal profits, every wholesale merchant naturally prefers the
home trade to the foreign trade of consumption, and the foreign trade of consumption to
the carrying trade. In the home trade his capital is never so long out of his sight as it
frequently is in the foreign trade of consumption. He can know better the character and
situation of the persons whom he trusts, and, if he should happen to be deceived, he knows
better the laws of the country from which he must seek redress. In the carrying trade, the
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capital of the merchant is, as it were, divided between two foreign countries, and no part of
it is ever necessarily brought home, or placed under his own immediate view and command.
The capital which an Amsterdam merchant employs in carrying corn from Konigsberg to
Lisbon, and fruit and wine from Lisbon to Konigsberg, must generally be the one half of it
at Konigsberg and the other half at Lisbon. No part of it need ever come to Amsterdam.
The natural residence of such a merchant should either be at Konigsberg or Lisbon, and it
can only be some very particular circumstance which can make him prefer the residence of
Amsterdam. The uneasiness, however, which he feels at being separated so far from his
capital, generally determines him to bring part both of the Konigsberg goods which he
destines for the market of Lisbon, and of the Lisbon goods which he destines for that of
Konigsberg, to Amsterdam; and though this necessarily subjects him to a double charge of`
loading and unloading, as well as to the payment of some duties and customs, yet for the
sake of having some part of his capital always under his own view and command, he
willingly submits to this extraordinary charge; and it is in this manner that every country
which has any considerable share of the carrying trade, becomes always the emporium, or
general market, for the goods of all the different countries whose trade it carries on. The
merchant, in order to save a second loading and unloading, endeavours always to sell in the
home market as much of the goods of all those different countries as he can, and thus, so far
as he can, to convert his carrying trade into a foreign trade of consumption. A merchant, in
the same manner, who is engaged in the foreign trade of consumption, when he collects
goods for foreign markets, will always be glad, upon equal or nearly equal profits, to sell as
great a part of them at home as he can. He saves himself the risk and trouble of exportation,
when, so far as he can, he thus converts his foreign trade of consumption into a home trade.
Home is in this manner the centre, if I may say so, round which the capitals of the
inhabitants of every country are continually circulating, and towards which they are always
tending, though by particular causes they may sometimes be driven off and repelled from it
towards more distant employments. But a capital employed in the home trade, it has already
been shown, necessarily puts into motion a greater quantity of domestic industry, and gives
revenue and employment to a greater number of the inhabitants of the country, than an
equal capital employed in the foreign trade of consumption; and one employed in the foreign
trade of consumption has the same advantage over an equal capital employed in the carrying
trade. Upon equal, or only nearly equal profits, therefore, every individual naturally inclines
to employ his capital in the manner in which it is likely to afford the greatest support to
domestic industry, and to give revenue and employment to the greatest number of people of
his own country. Secondly, every individual who employs his capital in the support of
domestic industry, necessarily endeavours so to direct that industry, that its produce may be
of the greatest possible value.
The produce of industry is what it adds to the subject or materials upon which it is
employed. In proportion as the value of this produce is great or small, so will likewise be the
profits of the employer. But it is only for the sake of profit that any man employs a capital in
the support of industry; and he will always, therefore, endeavour to employ it in the support
of that industry of which the produce is likely to be of the greatest value, or to exchange for
the greatest quantity either of money or of other goods.
But the annual revenue of every society is always precisely equal to the exchangeable value of
the whole annual produce of its industry, or rather is precisely the same thing with that
exchangeable value. As every individual, therefore, endeavours as much as he can both to
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employ his capital in the support of domestic industry, and so to direct that industry that its
produce may be of the greatest value, every individual necessarily labours to render the
annual revenue of the society as great as he can. He generally, indeed, neither intends to
promote the public interest, nor knows how much he is promoting it. By preferring the
support of domestic to that of foreign industry, he intends only his own security; and by
directing that industry in such a manner as its produce may be of the greatest value, he
intends only his own gain, and he is in this, as in many other cases, led by an invisible hand
to promote an end which was no part of his intention. Nor is it always the worse for the
society that it was no part of it. By pursuing his own interest he frequently promotes that
of the society more effectually than when he really intends to promote it. I have never
known much good done by those who affected to trade for the public good. It is an
affectation, indeed, not very common among merchants, and very few words need be
employed in dissuading them from it.
What is the species of domestic industry which his capital can employ, and of which the
produce is likely to be of the greatest value, every individual, it is evident, can, in his local
situation, judge much better than any statesman or lawgiver can do for him. The statesman,
who should attempt to direct private people in what manner they ought to employ their
capitals, would not only load himself with a most unnecessary attention, but assume an
authority which could safely be trusted, not only to no single person, but to no council or
senate whatever, and which would nowhere be so dangerous as in the hands of a man who
had folly and presumption enough to fancy himself fit to exercise it.
To give the monopoly of the home market to the produce of domestic industry, in any
particular art or manufacture, is in some measure to direct private people in what manner
they ought to employ their capitals, and must, in almost all cases, be either a useless or a
hurtful regulation. If the produce of domestic can be brought there as cheap as that of
foreign industry, the regulation is evidently useless. If it cannot, it must generally be hurtful.
It is the maxim of every prudent master of a family, never to attempt to make at home what
it will cost him more to make than to buy. The tailor does not attempt to make his own
shoes, but buys them of the shoemaker. The shoemaker does not attempt to make his own
clothes, but employs a tailor. The farmer attempts to make neither the one nor the other, but
employs those different artificers. All of them find it for their interest to employ their whole
industry in a way in which they have some advantage over their neighbours, and to purchase
with a part of its produce, or, what is the same thing, with the price of a part of it, whatever
else they have occasion for.
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. The general industry of the country,
being always in proportion to the capital which employs it, will not thereby be diminished,
no more than that of the above-mentioned artificers, but only left to find out the way in
which it can be employed with the greatest advantage. It is certainly not employed to the
greatest advantage, when it is thus directed towards an object which it can buy cheaper than
it can make. The value of its annual produce is certainly more or less diminished, when it is
thus turned away from producing commodities evidently of more value than the commodity
which it is directed to produce. According to the supposition, that commodity could be
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purchased from foreign countries cheaper than it can be made at home. It could, therefore,
have been purchased with a part only of the commodities, or, what is the same thing, with a
part only of the price of the commodities, which the industry employed by an equal capital
would have produced at home, had it been left to follow its natural course. The industry of
the country, therefore, is thus turned away from a more to a less advantageous employment,
and the exchangeable value of its annual produce, instead of being increased, according to
the intention of the lawgiver, must necessarily be diminished by every such regulation.
By means of such regulations, indeed, a particular manufacture may sometimes be acquired
sooner than it could have been otherwise, and after a certain time may be made at home as
cheap or cheaper than in the foreign country. But though the industry of the society may be
thus carried with advantage into a particular channel sooner than it could have been
otherwise, it will by no means follow that the sum total, either of its industry or of its
revenue, can ever be augmented by any such regulation. The industry of the society can
augment only in proportion as its capital augments, and its capital can augment only in
proportion to what can be gradually saved out of its revenue. But the immediate effect of
every such regulation is to diminish its revenue, and what diminishes its revenue is certainly
not very likely to augment its capital faster than it would have augmented of its own accord,
had both capital and industry been left to find out their natural employments.
Though for want of such regulations the society should never acquire the proposed
manufacture, it would not, upon that account, necessarily be the poorer in any one period of
its duration. In every period of its duration its whole capital and industry might still have
been employed, though upon different objects, in the manner that was most advantageous at
the time. In every period its revenue might have been the greatest which its capital could
afford, and both capital and revenue might have been augmented with the greatest possible
rapidity.
The natural advantages which one country has over another in producing particular
commodities are sometimes so great, that it is acknowledged by all the world to be in
vain to struggle with them. By means of glasses, hot-beds, and hot-walls, very good
grapes can be raised in Scotland, and very good wine too can be made of them, at about
thirty times the expense for which at least equally good can be brought from foreign
countries. Would it be a reasonable law to prohibit the importation of all foreign wines,
merely to encourage the making of claret and burgundy in Scotland? But if there would
be a manifest absurdity in turning towards any employment thirty times more of the
capital and industry of the country than would be necessary to purchase from foreign
countries an equal quantity of the commodities wanted, there must be an absurdity,
though not altogether so glaring, yet exactly of the same kind, in turning towards any
such employment a thirtieth or even a three-hundredth part more of either. Whether the
advantages which one country has over another be natural or acquired, is in this respect
of no consequence. As long as the one country has those advantages and the other wants
them, it will always be more advantageous for the latter rather to buy of the former than
to make. It is an acquired advantage only which one artificer has over his neighbour who
exercises another trade; and yet they both find it more advantageous to buy of one
another than to make what does not belong to their particular trades.

Page 135

Acknowledgments: Smith, Adam. An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations. Methuen and Co.,
Ltd., 1776.

Page 136

Jeremy Bentham
From Principles of Morals and Legislation

From Chapter 1: Of the Principle of Utility
1. Nature has placed mankind under the governance of two sovereign masters, pain and
pleasure. It is for them alone to point out what we ought to do, as well as to determine what
we shall do. On the one hand the standard of right and wrong, on the other the chain of
causes and effects, are fastened to their throne. They govern us in all we do, in all we say, in
all we think: every effort we can make to throw off our subjection, will serve but to
demonstrate and confirm it. In words a man may pretend to abjure their empire: but in
reality he will remain subject to it all the while. The principle of utility recognizes this
subjection, and assumes it for the foundation of that system, the object of which is to rear
the fabric of felicity by the hands of reason and of law. Systems which attempt to question it,
deal in sounds instead of senses, in caprice instead of reason, in darkness instead of light.
But enough of metaphor and declamation: it is not by such means that moral science is to be
improved.
2. The principle of utility is the foundation of the present work: it will be proper therefore at
the outset to give an explicit and determinate account of what is meant by it. By the principle
of utility is meant that principle which approves or disapproves of every action whatsoever,
according to the tendency which it appears to have to augment or diminish the happiness of
the party whose interest is in question: or, what is the same thing in other words, to promote
or to oppose that happiness. I say of every action whatsoever; and therefore not only of
every action of a private individual, but of every measure of government.
3. By utility is meant that property in any object, whereby it tends to produce benefit,
advantage, pleasure, good, or happiness, (all this in the present case comes to the same thing)
or (what comes again to the same thing) to prevent the happening of mischief, pain, evil, or
unhappiness to the party whose interest is considered: if that party be the community in
general, then the happiness of the community: if a particular individual, then the happiness
of that individual.
4. The interest of the community is one of the most general expressions that can occur in
the phraseology of morals: no wonder that the meaning of it is often lost. When it has a
meaning, it is this. The community is a fictitious body, composed of the individual persons
who are considered as constituting as it were its members. The interest of the community then
is, what?—the sum of the interests of the several members who compose it.
5. It is in vain to talk of the interest of the community, without understanding what is the
interest of the individual. A thing is said to promote the interest, or to be for the interest, of
an individual, when it tends to add to the sum total of his pleasures: or, what comes to the
same thing, to diminish the sum total of his pains.
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6. An action then may be said to be conformable to the principle of utility, or, for shortness
sake, to utility, (meaning with respect to the community at large) when the tendency it has to
augment the happiness of the community is greater than any it has to diminish it.
7. A measure of government (which is but a particular kind of action, performed by a
particular person or persons) may be said to be conformable to or dictated by the principle
of utility, when in like manner the tendency which it has to augment the happiness of the
community is greater than any which it has to diminish it.
8. When an action, or in particular a measure of government, is supposed by a man to be
conformable to the principle of utility, it may be convenient, for the purposes of discourse,
to imagine a kind of law or dictate, called a law or dictate of utility; and to speak of the
action in question, as being conformable to such law or dictate.
9. A man maybe said to be a partisan of the principle of utility, when the approbation or
disapprobation he annexes to any action, or to any measure, is determined by and
proportioned to the tendency which he conceives it to have to augment or to diminish the
happiness of the community: or in other words, to its conformity or unconformity to the
laws or dictates of utility.
10. Of an action that is conformable to the principle of utility one may always say either that
it is one that ought to be done, or at least that it is not one that ought not to be done. One
may say also, that it is right it should be done; at least that it is not wrong it should be done:
that it is a right action; at least that it is not a wrong action. When thus interpreted, the words
ought, and right and wrong, and others of that stamp, have a meaning: when otherwise, they
have none.
11. Has the rectitude of this principle been ever formally contested? It should seem that it
had, by those who have not known what they have been meaning. Is it susceptible of any
direct proof? it should seem not: for that which is used to prove every thing else, cannot
itself be proved: a chain of proofs must have their commencement somewhere. To give such
proof is as impossible as it is needless.
12. Not that there is or ever has been that human creature breathing, however stupid or
perverse, who has not on many, perhaps on most occasions of his life, deferred to it. By the
natural constitution of the human frame, on most occasions of their lives men in general
embrace this principle without thinking of it: if not for the ordering of their own actions, yet
for the trying of their own actions, as well as of those of other men. There have been, at the
same time, not many, perhaps, even of the most intelligent, who have been disposed to
embrace it purely and without reserve. There are even few who have not taken some
occasion or other to quarrel with it, either on account of their not understanding always how
to apply it, or on account of some prejudice or other which they were afraid to examine into,
or could not bear to part with. For such is the stuff that man is made of, in principle and in
practice, in a right track and in a wrong one, the rarest of all human qualities is consistency.
13. When a man attempts to combat the principle of utility, it is with reasons drawn, without
his being aware of it, from that very principle itself. His arguments, if they prove any thing,
prove not that the principle is wrong, but that, according to the applications he supposes to
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be made of it, it is misapplied. Is it possible for a man to move the earth? Yes; but he must
first find out another earth to stand upon.
14. To disprove the propriety of it by arguments is impossible; but, from the causes that
have been mentioned, or from some confused or partial view of it, a man may happen to be
disposed not to relish it. Where this is the case, if he thinks the settling of his opinions on
such a subject worth the trouble, let him take the following steps and at length, perhaps, he
may come to reconcile himself to it.
1. Let him settle with himself, whether he would wish to discard this principle altogether; if
so, let him consider what it is that all his reasonings (in matters of politics especially) can
amount to?
2. If he would, let him settle with himself, whether he would judge and act without any
principle, or whether there is any other he would judge and act by?
3. If there be, let him examine and satisfy himself whether the principle he thinks he has
found is really any separate intelligible principle; or whether it be not a mere principle in
words, a kind of phrase, which at bottom expresses neither more nor less than the mere
averment of his own unfounded sentiments; that is, what in another person he might be apt
to call caprice?
4. If he is inclined to think that his own approbation or disapprobation, annexed to the idea
of an act, without any regard to its consequences, is a sufficient foundation for him to judge
and act upon, let him ask himself whether his sentiment is to be a standard of right and
wrong, with respect to every other man, or whether every man's sentiment has the same
privilege of being a standard to itself.
5. In the first case, let him ask himself whether his principle is not despotical, and hostile to
all the rest of human race?
6. In the second case, whether it is not anarchical, and whether at this rate there are not as
many different standards of right and wrong as there are men? and whether even to the same
man, the same thing, which is right to-day, may not (without the least change in its nature)
be wrong tomorrow? and whether the same thing is not right and wrong in the same place at
the same time? and in either case, whether all argument is not at an end? and whether, when
two men have said, "I like this," and "I don't like it," they can (upon such a principle) have
any thing more to say?
7. If he should have said to himself, No: for that the sentiment which he proposes as a
standard must be grounded on reflection, let him say on what particulars the reflection is to
turn? if on particulars having relation to the utility of the act, then let him say whether this is
not deserting his own principle, and borrowing assistance from that very one in opposition
to which he sets it up: or if not on those particulars, on what other particulars?
8. If he should be for compounding the matter, and adopting his own principle in part, and
the principle of utility in part, let him say how far he will adopt it?
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9. When he has settled with himself where he will stop, then let him ask himself how he
justifies to himself the adopting it so far? and why he will not adopt it any farther?
10. Admitting any other principle than the principle of utility to be a right principle, a
principle that it is right for a man to pursue; admitting (what is not true) that the word right
can have a meaning without reference to utility, let him say whether there is any such thing
as a motive that a man can have to pursue the dictates of it: if there is, let him say what that
motive is, and how it is to be distinguished from those which enforce the dictates of utility: if
not, then lastly let him say what it is this other principle can be good for? . . .

From Chapter 2: Footnote 3, Self-sufficiency of moral judgment
It is curious enough to observe the variety of inventions men have hit upon, and the variety
of phrases they have brought forward, in order to conceal from the world, and, if possible,
from themselves, this very general and therefore very pardonable self-sufficiency.
1. One man says, he has a thing made on purpose to tell him what is right and what is
wrong; and that it is called a moral sense: and then he goes to work at his ease, and says,
such a thing is right, and such a thing is wrong—why? "because my moral sense tells me it
is."
2. Another man comes and alters the phrase: leaving out moral, and putting in common, in
the room of it. He then tells you, that his common sense teaches him what is right and
wrong, as surely as the other's moral sense did: meaning by common sense, a sense of some
kind or other, which, he says, is possessed by all mankind: the sense of those, whose sense is
not the same as the author's, being struck out of the account as not worth taking. This
contrivance does better than the other, for a moral sense, being a new thing, a man may feel
about him a good while without being able to find it out: but common sense is as old as the
creation; and there is no man but would be ashamed to be thought not to have as much of it
as his neighbours. It has another great advantage: by appearing to share power, it lessens
envy. . . .
3. Another man comes, and says, that as to a moral sense indeed, he cannot find that he has
any such thing: that however he has an understanding, which will do quite as well. This
understanding, he says, is the standard of right and wrong: it tells him so and so. All good
and wise men understand as he does: if other men's understanding differ in any point from
his, so much the worse for them: it is a sure sign they are either defective or corrupt.
4. Another man says, that there is an eternal and immutable Rule of Right: that the rule of
right dictates so and so: and then he begins giving you his sentiments upon any thing that
comes uppermost: and these sentiments (you are to take for granted) are so many branches
of the eternal rule of right.
5. Another man, or perhaps the same man (it's no matter) says, that there are certain
practices conformable, and others repugnant, to the Fitness of Things; and then he tells you,
at his leisure, what practices are conformable and what repugnant: just as he happens to like
a practice or dislike it.
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6. A great multitude of people are continually talking of the Law of Nature; and then they go
on giving you their sentiments about what is right and what is wrong: and these sentiments,
you are to understand, are so many chapters and sections of the Law of Nature. . . .
9. The fairest and openest of them all is that sort of man who speaks out, and says, I am of the
number of the Elect: now God himself takes care to inform the Elect what is right: and that
with so good effect, and let them strive ever so, they cannot help not only knowing it but
practising it. If therefore a man wants to know what is right and what is wrong, he has
nothing to do but to come to me.
It is upon the principle of antipathy that such and such acts are often reprobated on the
score of their being unnatural: the practice of exposing children, established among the
Greeks and Romans, was an unnatural practice. Unnatural, when it means anything, means
unfrequent: and there it means something; although nothing to the present purpose. But
here it means no such thing: for the frequency of such acts is perhaps the great complaint. It
therefore means nothing; nothing, I mean, which there is in the act itself. All it can serve to
express is, the disposition of the person who is talking of it: the disposition he is in to be
angry at the thoughts of it. Does it merit his anger? Very likely it may: but whether it does or
no is a question, which, to be answered rightly, can only be answered upon the principle of
utility.
Unnatural is as good a word as moral sense, or common sense; and would be as good a
foundation for a system. Such an act is unnatural; that is repugnant to nature: for I do not
like to practise it: and consequently, do not practise it. It is therefore repugnant to what
ought to be the nature of everybody else.
The mischief common to all these ways of thinking and arguing (which, in truth, as we have
seen, are but one and the same method, couched in different forms of words) is their serving
as a cloke and pretence, and aliment, to despotism: if not a despotism in practice, a
despotism however in disposition: which is but too apt, when pretence and power offer, to
show itself in practice. The consequence is, that with intentions very commonly of the purest
kind, a man becomes a torment either to himself or his fellow-creatures. If he be of the
melancholy cast, he sits in silent grief, bewailing their blindness and depravity: if of the
irascible, he declaims with fury and virulence against all who differ from him; blowing up the
coals of fanaticism, and branding with the charge of corruption and insincerity, every man
who does not think, or profess to think, as he does.
If such a man happens to possess the advantages of style, his book may do a considerable
deal of mischief before the nothingness of it is understood.
These principles, if such they can be called, it is more frequent to see applied to morals than
to politics: but their influence extends itself to both. In politics, as well as morals, a man will
be at least equally glad of a pretence for deciding any question in the manner that best
pleases him, without the trouble of inquiry. If a man is an infallible judge of what is right and
wrong in the actions of private individuals, why not in the measures to be observed by
public men in the direction of those actions? accordingly (not to mention other chimeras) I
have more than once known the pretended law of nature set up in legislative debates, in
opposition to arguments derived from the principle of utility.
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"But is it never, then, from any other considerations than those of utility, that we derive our
notions of right and wrong?" I do not know: I do not care. Whether a moral sentiment can
be originally conceived from any other source than a view of utility, is one question: whether
upon examination and reflection it can, in point of fact, be actually persisted in and justified on
any other ground, by a person reflecting within himself, is another: whether in point of right it
can properly be justified on any other ground, by a person addressing himself to the community,
is a third. The two first are questions of speculation: it matters not, comparatively speaking, how
they are decided. The last is a question of practice: the decision of it is of as much importance as
that of any can be.
"I feel in myself," (say you) "a disposition to approve of such or such an action in a moral
view: but this is not owing to any notions I have of its being a useful one to the community.
I do not pretend to know whether it be an useful one or not: it may be, for aught I know, a
mischievous one." "But is it then," (say I) "a mischievous one? examine; and if you can make
yourself sensible that it is so, then if duty means any thing, that is, moral duty, it is your duty
at least to abstain from it: and more than that, if it is what lies in your power, and can be
done without too great a sacrifice, to endeavor to prevent it. It is not your cherishing the
notion of it in your bosom, and giving it the name of virtue, that will excuse you."
"I feel in myself," (say you again) "a disposition to detest such or such an action in a moral
view; but this is not owing to any notions I have of its being a mischievous one to the
community. I do not pretend to know whether it be a mischievous one or not: it may be not
a mischievous one: it may be, for aught I know, an useful one." "May it indeed," (say I) "an
useful one? but let me tell you then, that unless duty, and right and wrong, be just what you
please to make them, if it really be not a mischievous one, and any body has a mind to do it,
it is no duty of yours, but, on the contrary, it would be very wrong in you, to take upon you
to prevent him: detest it within yourself as much as you please; for your not doing it
yourself, but if you go about, by word or deed, to do any thing to hinder him, or make him
suffer for it, it is you, and not he, that have done wrong: it is not your setting yourself to
blame his conduct, or branding it with the name of vice, that will make him culpable or you
blameless. Therefore if you can make yourself content that he shall be of one mind, and you
of another, about this matter, and so continue, it is well: But if nothing will serve you, but
that you and he must needs be of the same mind, I'll tell you what you have to do: it is for
you to get the better of your antipathy, not for him to truckle to it."

From Chapter 4: Value of a Lot of Pleasure or Pain. How to be Measured
I. Pleasures, then, and the avoidance of pains, are the ends which the legislator has in view: it
behoves him therefore to understand their value. Pleasures and pains are the instruments he has
to work with: it behoves him therefore to understand their force, which is again, in other
words, their value.
II. To a person considered by himself, the value of a pleasure or pain considered by itself, will be
greater or less, according to the four following circumstances:
1. Its intensity.
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2. Its duration.
3. Its certainty or uncertainty.
4. Its propinquity or remoteness.
III. These are the circumstances which are to be considered in estimating a pleasure or a pain
considered each of them by itself. But when the value of any pleasure or pain is considered
for the purpose of estimating the tendency of any act by which it is produced, there are two
other circumstances to be taken into account; these are,
5. Its fecundity, or the chance it has of being followed by sensations of the same kind: that
is, pleasures, if it be a pleasure: pains, if it be a pain.
6. Its purity, or the chance it has of not being followed by sensations of the opposite kind:
that is, pains, if it be a pleasure: pleasures, if it be a pain.
These two last, however are in strictness scarcely to be deemed properties of the pleasure or
the pain itself, they are not, therefore, in strictness to be taken into the account of the value
of that pleasure or that pain. They are in strictness to be deemed properties only of the act,
or other event, by which such pleasure or pain has been produced; and accordingly are only
to be taken into the account of the tendency of such act or such event.
IV. To a number of persons, with reference to each of whom the value of a pleasure or a pain
is considered, it will be greater or less, according to seven circumstances: to wit, the six
preceding ones; viz.
1. Its intensity.
2. Its duration.
3. Its certainty or uncertainty.
4. Its propinquity or remoteness.
5. Its fecundity.
6. Its purity.
And one other; to wit:
7. Its extent; that is, the number of persons to whom it extends; or (in other words) who are
affected by it.
V. To take an exact account then of the general tendency of any act, by which the interests of
a community are affected, proceed as follows. Begin with any one person of those whose
interests seem most immediately to be affected by it: and take an account,
1. Of the value of each distinguishable pleasure which appears to be produced by it in the
first instance.
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2. Of the value of each pain which appears to be produced by it in the first instance.
3. Of the value of each pleasure which appears to be produced by it after the first. This
constitutes the fecundity of the first pleasure and the impurity of the first pain.
4. Of the value of each pain which appears to be produced by it after the first. This
constitutes the fecundity of the first pain, and the impurity of the first pleasure.
5. Sum up all the values of all the pleasures on the one side, and those of all the pains on the
other. The balance, if it be on the side of pleasure, will give the good tendency of the act
upon the whole, with respect to the interests of that individual person; if on the side of pain,
the bad tendency of it upon the whole.
6. Take an account of the number of persons whose interests appear to be concerned; and
repeat the above process with respect to each. Sum up the numbers expressive of the
degrees of good tendency, which the act has, with respect to each individual, in regard to
whom the tendency of it is good upon the whole: do this again with respect to each
individual, in regard to whom the tendency of it is bad upon the whole. Take the balance;
which, if on the side of pleasure, will give the general good tendency of the act, with respect to
the total number of the community of individuals concerned; if on the side of pain, the
general evil tendency, with respect to the same community.
VI. It is not to be expected that this process should be strictly pursued previously to every
moral judgment, or to every legislative or judicial operation. It may, however, be always kept
in view: and as near as the process actually pursued on these occasions approaches to it, so
near will such process approach to the character of an exact one.
VII. The same process is alike applicable to pleasure and pain, in whatever shape they appear:
and by whatever denomination they are distinguished: to pleasure, whether it be called good
(which is properly the cause or instrument of pleasure,) or profit (which is distant pleasure, or
the cause or instrument of distant pleasure,) or convenience, or advantage, benefit, emolument,
happiness, and so forth: to pain, whether it be called evil, (which corresponds to good) or
mischief, or inconvenience, or disadvantage, or loss, or unhappiness, and so forth.
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John Stuart Mill
From Utilitarianism

From Chapter 2: What Utilitarianism Is
. . . The creed which accepts as the foundation of morals, Utility, or the Greatest Happiness
Principle, holds that actions are right in proportion as they tend to promote happiness,
wrong as they tend to produce the reverse of happiness. By happiness is intended pleasure,
and the absence of pain; by unhappiness, pain, and the privation of pleasure. To give a clear
view of the moral standard set up by the theory, much more requires to be said, in
particular, what things it includes in the ideas of pain and pleasure; and to what extent this is
left an open question. But these supplementary explanations do not affect the theory of life
on which this theory of morality is grounded-namely, that pleasure, and freedom from pain,
are the only things desirable as ends; and that all desirable things (which are as numerous in
the utilitarian as in any other scheme) are desirable either for the pleasure inherent in
themselves, or as means to the promotion of pleasure and the prevention of pain.
Now, such a theory of life excites in many minds, and among them in some of the most
estimable in feeling and purpose, inveterate dislike. To suppose that life has (as they express
it) no higher end than pleasure—no better and nobler object of desire and pursuit—they
designate as utterly mean and grovelling; as a doctrine worthy only of swine, to whom the
followers of Epicurus were, at a very early period, contemptuously likened; and modern
holders of the doctrine are occasionally made the subject of equally polite comparisons by its
German, French, and English assailants.
When thus attacked, the Epicureans have always answered, that it is not they, but their
accusers, who represent human nature in a degrading light; since the accusation supposes
human beings to be capable of no pleasures except those of which swine are capable. If this
supposition were true, the charge could not be gainsaid, but would then be no longer an
imputation; for if the sources of pleasure were precisely the same to human beings and to
swine, the rule of life which is good enough for the one would be good enough for the
other. The comparison of the Epicurean life to that of beasts is felt as degrading, precisely
because a beast's pleasures do not satisfy a human being's conceptions of happiness. Human
beings have faculties more elevated than the animal appetites, and when once made
conscious of them, do not regard anything as happiness which does not include their
gratification. I do not, indeed, consider the Epicureans to have been by any means faultless
in drawing out their scheme of consequences from the utilitarian principle. To do this in any
sufficient manner, many Stoic, as well as Christian elements require to be included. But there
is no known Epicurean theory of life which does not assign to the pleasures of the intellect,
of the feelings and imagination, and of the moral sentiments, a much higher value as
pleasures than to those of mere sensation. It must be admitted, however, that utilitarian
writers in general have placed the superiority of mental over bodily pleasures chiefly in the
greater permanency, safety, uncostliness, &c., of the former–that is, in their circumstantial
advantages rather than in their intrinsic nature. And on all these points utilitarians have fully
proved their case; but they might have taken the other, and, as it may be called, higher
ground, with entire consistency. It is quite compatible with the principle of utility to
Page 145

recognise the fact, that some kinds of pleasure are more desirable and more valuable than
others. It would be absurd that while, in estimating all other things, quality is considered as
well as quantity, the estimation of pleasures should be supposed to depend on quantity
alone.
If I am asked, what I mean by difference of quality in pleasures, or what makes one pleasure
more valuable than another, merely as a pleasure, except its being greater in amount, there is
but one possible answer. Of two pleasures, if there be one to which all or almost all who
have experience of both give a decided preference, irrespective of any feeling of moral
obligation to prefer it, that is the more desirable pleasure. If one of the two is, by those who
are competently acquainted with both, placed so far above the other that they prefer it, even
though knowing it to be attended with a greater amount of discontent, and would not resign
it for any quantity of the other pleasure which their nature is capable of, we are justified in
ascribing to the preferred enjoyment a superiority in quality, so far outweighing quantity as
to render it, in comparison, of small account.
Now it is an unquestionable fact that those who are equally acquainted with, and equally
capable of appreciating and enjoying, both, do give a most marked preference to the manner
of existence which employs their higher faculties. Few human creatures would consent to be
changed into any of the lower animals, for a promise of the fullest allowance of a beast's
pleasures; no intelligent human being would consent to be a fool, no instructed person
would be an ignoramus, no person of feeling and conscience would be selfish and base, even
though they should be persuaded that the fool, the dunce, or the rascal is better satisfied
with his lot than they are with theirs. They would not resign what they possess more than he,
for the most complete satisfaction of all the desires which they have in common with him. If
they ever fancy they would, it is only in cases of unhappiness so extreme, that to escape from
it they would exchange their lot for almost any other, however undesirable in their own eyes.
A being of higher faculties requires more to make him happy, is capable probably of more
acute suffering, and is certainly accessible to it at more points, than one of an inferior type;
but in spite of these liabilities, he can never really wish to sink into what he feels to be a
lower grade of existence. We may give what explanation we please of this unwillingness; we
may attribute it to pride, a name which is given indiscriminately to some of the most and to
some of the least estimable feelings of which mankind are capable; we may refer it to the
love of liberty and personal independence, an appeal to which was with the Stoics one of the
most effective means for the inculcation of it, to the love of power, or to the love of
excitement, both of which do really enter into and contribute to it: but its most appropriate
appellation is a sense of dignity, which all human beings possess in one form or another, and
in some, though by no means in exact, proportion to their higher faculties, and which is so
essential a part of the happiness of those in whom it is strong, that nothing which conflicts
with it could be, otherwise than momentarily, an object of desire to them. Whoever
supposes that this preference takes place at a sacrifice of happiness—that the superior being,
in anything like equal circumstances, is not happier than the inferior—confounds the two
very different ideas, of happiness, and content. It is indisputable that the being whose
capacities of enjoyment are low, has the greatest chance of having them fully satisfied; and a
highly-endowed being will always feel that any happiness which he can look for, as the world
is constituted, is imperfect. But he can learn to bear its imperfections, if they are at all
bearable; and they will not make him envy the being who is indeed unconscious of the
imperfections, but only because he feels not at all the good which those imperfections
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qualify. It is better to be a human being dissatisfied than a pig satisfied; better to be Socrates
dissatisfied than a fool satisfied. And if the fool, or the pig, is of a different opinion, it is
because they only know their own side of the question. The other party to the comparison
knows both sides. It may be objected, that many who are capable of the higher pleasures,
occasionally, under the influence of temptation, postpone them to the lower. But this is quite
compatible with a full appreciation of the intrinsic superiority of the higher. Men often, from
infirmity of character, make their election for the nearer good, though they know it to be the
less valuable; and this no less when the choice is between two bodily pleasures, than when it
is between bodily and mental. They pursue sensual indulgences to the injury of health,
though perfectly aware that health is the greater good. It may be further objected, that many
who begin with youthful enthusiasm for everything noble, as they advance in years sink into
indolence and selfishness. But I do not believe that those who undergo this very common
change, voluntarily choose the lower description of pleasures in preference to the higher. I
believe that before they devote themselves exclusively to the one, they have already become
incapable of the other. Capacity for the nobler feelings is in most natures a very tender plant,
easily killed, not only by hostile influences, but by mere want of sustenance; and in the
majority of young persons it speedily dies away if the occupations to which their position in
life has devoted them, and the society into which it has thrown them, are not favorable to
keeping that higher capacity in exercise. Men lose their high aspirations as they lose their
intellectual tastes, because they have not time or opportunity for indulging them; and they
addict themselves to inferior pleasures, not because they deliberately prefer them, but
because they are either the only ones to which they have access, or the only ones which they
are any longer capable of enjoying. It may be questioned whether any one who has remained
equally susceptible to both classes of pleasures, ever knowingly and calmly preferred the
lower; though many, in all ages, have broken down in an ineffectual attempt to combine
both.
From this verdict of the only competent judges, I apprehend there can be no appeal. On a
question which is the best worth having of two pleasures, or which of two modes of
existence is the most grateful to the feelings, apart from its moral attributes and from its
consequences, the judgment of those who are qualified by knowledge of both, or, if they
differ, that of the majority among them, must be admitted as final. And there needs be the
less hesitation to accept this judgment respecting the quality of pleasures, since there is no
other tribunal to be referred to even on the question of quantity. What means are there of
determining which is the acutest of two pains, or the intensest of two pleasurable sensations,
except the general suffrage of those who are familiar with both? Neither pains nor pleasures
are homogeneous, and pain is always heterogeneous with pleasure. What is there to decide
whether a particular pleasure is worth purchasing at the cost of a particular pain, except the
feelings and judgment of the experienced? When, therefore, those feelings and judgment
declare the pleasures derived from the higher faculties to be preferable in kind, apart from
the question of intensity, to those of which the animal nature, disjoined from the higher
faculties, is susceptible, they are entitled on this subject to the same regard.
I have dwelt on this point, as being a necessary part of a perfectly just conception of Utility
or Happiness, considered as the directive rule of human conduct. But it is by no means an
indispensable condition to the acceptance of the utilitarian standard; for that standard is not
the agent's own greatest happiness, but the greatest amount of happiness altogether; and if it
may possibly be doubted whether a noble character is always the happier for its nobleness,
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there can be no doubt that it makes other people happier, and that the world in general is
immensely a gainer by it. Utilitarianism, therefore, could only attain its end by the general
cultivation of nobleness of character, even if each individual were only benefited by the
nobleness of others, and his own, so far as happiness is concerned, were a sheer deduction
from the benefit. But the bare enunciation of such an absurdity as this last, renders
refutation superfluous. . . .
According to the Greatest Happiness Principle, as above explained, the ultimate end, with
reference to and for the sake of which all other things are desirable (whether we are
considering our own good or that of other people), is an existence exempt as far as possible
from pain, and as rich as possible in enjoyments, both in point of quantity and quality; the
test of quality, and the rule for measuring it against quantity, being the preference felt by
those who, in their opportunities of experience, to which must be added their habits of selfconsciousness and self-observation, are best furnished with the means of comparison. This,
being, according to the utilitarian opinion, the end of human action, is necessarily also the
standard of morality; which may accordingly be defined, the rules and precepts for human
conduct, by the observance of which an existence such as has been described might be, to
the greatest extent possible, secured to all mankind; and not to them only, but, so far as the
nature of things admits, to the whole sentient creation. . . .
. . . Unquestionably it is possible to do without happiness; it is done involuntarily by
nineteen-twentieths of mankind, even in those parts of our present world which are least
deep in barbarism; and it often has to be done voluntarily by the hero or the martyr, for the
sake of something which he prizes more than his individual happiness. But this something,
what is it, unless the happiness of others, or some of the requisites of happiness? It is noble
to be capable of resigning entirely one's own portion of happiness, or chances of it: but, after
all, this self-sacrifice must be for some end; it is not its own end; and if we are told that its
end is not happiness, but virtue, which is better than happiness, I ask, would the sacrifice be
made if the hero or martyr did not believe that it would earn for others immunity from
similar sacrifices? Would it be made, if he thought that his renunciation of happiness for
himself would produce no fruit for any of his fellow creatures, but to make their lot like his,
and place them also in the condition of persons who have renounced happiness? All honour
to those who can abnegate for themselves the personal enjoyment of life, when by such
renunciation they contribute worthily to increase the amount of happiness in the world; but
he who does it, or professes to do it, for any other purpose, is no more deserving of
admiration than the ascetic mounted on his pillar. He may be an inspiriting proof of what
men can do, but assuredly not an example of what they should.
Though it is only in a very imperfect state of the world's arrangements that any one can best
serve the happiness of others by the absolute sacrifice of his own, yet so long as the world is
in that imperfect state, I fully acknowledge that the readiness to make such a sacrifice is the
highest virtue which can be found in man. I will add, that in this condition of the world,
paradoxical as the assertion may be, the conscious ability to do without happiness gives the
best prospect of realizing such happiness as is attainable. For nothing except that
consciousness can raise a person above the chances of life, by making him feel that, let fate
and fortune do their worst, they have not power to subdue him: which, once felt, frees him
from excess of anxiety concerning the evils of life, and enables him, like many a Stoic in the
worst times of the Roman Empire, to cultivate in tranquility the sources of satisfaction
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accessible to him, without concerning himself about the uncertainty of their duration, any
more than about their inevitable end.
Meanwhile, let utilitarians never cease to claim the morality of self-devotion as a possession
which belongs by as good a right to them, as either to the Stoic or to the Transcendentalist.
The utilitarian morality does recognize in human beings the power of sacrificing their own
greatest good for the good of others. It only refuses to admit that the sacrifice is itself a
good. A sacrifice which does not increase, or tend to increase, the sum total of happiness, it
considers as wasted. The only self-renunciation which it applauds, is devotion to the
happiness, or to some of the means of happiness, of others; either of mankind collectively,
or of individuals within the limits imposed by the collective interests of mankind.
I must again repeat, what the assailants of utilitarianism seldom have the justice to
acknowledge, that the happiness which forms the utilitarian standard of what is right in
conduct, is not the agent's own happiness, but that of all concerned. As between his own
happiness and that of others, utilitarianism requires him to be as strictly impartial as a
disinterested and benevolent spectator. In the golden rule of Jesus of Nazareth, we read the
complete spirit of the ethics of utility. To do as one would be done by, and to love one's
neighbour as oneself, constitute the ideal perfection of utilitarian morality. As the means of
making the nearest approach to this ideal, utility would enjoin, first, that laws and social
arrangements should place the happiness, or (as speaking practically it may be called) the
interest, of every individual, as nearly as possible in harmony with the interest of the whole;
and secondly, that education and opinion, which have so vast a power over human character,
should so use that power as to establish in the mind of every individual an indissoluble
association between his own happiness and the good of the whole; especially between his
own happiness and the practice of such modes of conduct, negative and positive, as regard
for the universal happiness prescribes: so that not only may he be unable to conceive the
possibility of happiness to himself, consistently with conduct opposed to the general good,
but also that a direct impulse to promote the general good may be in every individual one of
the habitual motives of action, and the sentiments connected therewith may fill a large and
prominent place in every human being's sentient existence. If the impugners of the
utilitarian morality represented it to their own minds in this its true character, I know not
what recommendation possessed by any other morality they could possibly affirm to be
wanting to it: what more beautiful or more exalted developments of human nature any
other ethical system can be supposed to foster, or what springs of action, not accessible
to the utilitarian, such systems rely on for giving effect to their mandates.
The objectors to utilitarianism cannot always be charged with representing it in a
discreditable light. On the contrary, those among them who entertain anything like a just
idea of its disinterested character, sometimes find fault with its standard as being too high
for humanity. They say it is exacting too much to require that people shall always act from
the inducement of promoting the general interests of society. But this is to mistake the very
meaning of a standard of morals, and to confound the rule of action with the motive of it. It
is the business of ethics to tell us what are our duties, or by what test we may know them:
but no system of ethics requires that the sole motive of all we do shall be a feeling of duty;
on the contrary, ninety-nine hundredths of all our actions are done from other motives, and
rightly so done, if the rule of duty does not condemn them. It is the more unjust to
utilitarianism that this particular misapprehension should be made a ground of objection to
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it, inasmuch as utilitarian moralists have gone beyond almost all others in affirming that the
motive has nothing to do with the morality of the action, though much with the worth of
the agent. He who saves a fellow creature from drowning does what is morally right,
whether his motive be duty, or the hope of being paid for his trouble: he who betrays the
friend that trusts him, is guilty of a crime, even if his object be to serve another friend to
whom he is under greater obligations.
[The paragraph below is a footnote that John Stuart Mill added to his second edition of this work. It is
included here because it makes a valid argument that shouldn't be lost. Further it illustrates a quality of fairmindedness in Mill's character that is worthy of note.]
An opponent, whose intellectual and moral fairness it is a pleasure to acknowledge (the Rev.
J. Llewellyn Davies), has objected to this passage, saying, "Surely the rightness or wrongness
of saving a man from drowning does depend very much upon the motive with which it is
done. Suppose that a tyrant, when his enemy jumped into the sea to escape from him, saved
him from drowning simply in order that he might inflict upon him more exquisite tortures,
would it tend to clearness to speak of that rescue as 'a morally right action?' Or suppose
again, according to one of the stock illustrations of ethical inquiries, that a man betrayed a
trust received from a friend, because the discharge of it would fatally injure that friend
himself or some one belonging to him, would utilitarianism compel one to call the betrayal 'a
crime' as much as if it had been done from the meanest motive?" . . .
[Chapter 2 continues.]
But to speak only of actions done from the motive of duty, and in direct obedience to
principle: it is a misapprehension of the utilitarian mode of thought, to conceive it as
implying that people would fix their minds upon so wide a generality as the world, or society
at large. The great majority of good actions are intended, not for the benefit of the world,
but for that of individuals, of which the good of the world is made up; and the thoughts of
the most virtuous man need not on these occasions travel beyond the particular persons
concerned, except so far as is necessary to assure himself that in benefiting them he is not
violating the rights—that is, the legitimate and authorized expectation—of any one else. The
multiplication of happiness is, according to the utilitarian ethics, the object of virtue: the
occasions on which any person (except one in a thousand) has it in his power to do this on
an extended scale, in other words, to be a public benefactor, are but exceptional; and on
these occasions alone is he called on to consider public utility; in every other case, private
utility, the interest or happiness of some few persons, is all he has to attend to. Those alone
the influence of whose actions extends to society in general, need concern themselves
habitually about so large an object. In the case of abstinences indeed—of things which
people forbear to do, from moral considerations, though the consequences in the particular
case might be beneficial—it would be unworthy of an intelligent agent not to be consciously
aware that the action is of a class which, if practised generally, would be generally injurious,
and that this is the ground of the obligation to abstain from it. The amount of regard for the
public interest implied in this recognition, is no greater than is demanded by every system of
morals; for they all enjoin to abstain from whatever is manifestly pernicious to society. . . .
Again, Utility is often summarily stigmatized as an immoral doctrine by giving it the name of
Expediency, and taking advantage of the popular use of that term to contrast it with
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Principle. But the Expedient, in the sense in which it is opposed to the Right, generally
means that which is expedient for the particular interest of the agent himself; as when a
minister sacrifices the interest of his country to keep himself in place. When it means
anything better than this, it means that which is expedient for some immediate object, some
temporary purpose, but which violates a rule whose observance is expedient in a much
higher degree. The Expedient, in this sense, instead of being the same thing with the useful,
is a branch of the hurtful. Thus, it would often be expedient, for the purpose of getting over
some momentary embarrassment, or attaining some object immediately useful to ourselves
or others, to tell a lie. But inasmuch as the cultivation in ourselves of a sensitive feeling on
the subject of veracity, is one of the most useful, and the enfeeblement of that feeling one of
the most hurtful, things to which our conduct can be instrumental; and inasmuch as any,
even unintentional, deviation from truth, does that much towards weakening the trustworthiness of human assertion, which is not only the principal support of all present social
well-being, but the insufficiency of which does more than any one thing that can be named
to keep back civilization, virtue, everything on which human happiness on the largest scale
depends; we feel that the violation, for a present advantage, of a rule of such transcendent
expediency, is not expedient, and that he who, for the sake of a convenience to himself or to
some other individual, does what depends on him to deprive mankind of the good, and
inflict upon them the evil, involved in the greater or less reliance which they can place in
each other's word, acts the part of one of their worst enemies. Yet that even this rule, sacred
as it is, admits of possible exceptions, is acknowledged by all moralists; the chief of which is
when the withholding of some fact (as of information from a malefactor, or of bad news
from a person dangerously ill) would preserve some one (especially a person other than
oneself) from great and unmerited evil, and when the withholding can only be effected by
denial. But in order that the exception may not extend itself beyond the need, and may have
the least possible effect in weakening reliance on veracity, it ought to be recognised, and, if
possible, its limits defined; and if the principle of utility is good for anything, it must be good
for weighing these conflicting utilities against one another, and marking out the region
within which one or the other preponderates. . . .
Again, defenders of utility often find themselves called upon to reply to such objections as
this—that there is not time, previous to action, for calculating and weighing the effects of
any line of conduct on the general happiness. This is exactly as if any one were to say that it
is impossible to guide our conduct by Christianity, because there is not time on every
occasion on which anything has to be done, to read through the Old and New Testaments.
The answer to the objection is, that there has been ample time, namely, the whole past
duration of the human species. During all that time mankind have been learning by
experience the tendencies of actions; on which experience all the prudence, as well as all the
morality of life, is dependent. People talk as if the commencement of this course of
experience had hitherto been put off, and as if, at the moment when some man feels
tempted to meddle with the property or life of another, he had to begin considering for the
first time whether murder and theft are injurious to human happiness. Even then I do not
think that he would find the question very puzzling, but, at all events, the matter is now done
to his hand. It is truly a whimsical supposition that if mankind were agreed in considering
utility to be the test of morality, they would remain without any agreement as to what is
useful, and would take no measures for having their notions on the subject taught to the
young, and enforced by law and opinion. There is no difficulty in proving any ethical
standard whatever to work ill, if we suppose universal idiocy to be conjoined with it; but on
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any hypothesis short of that, mankind must by this time have acquired positive beliefs as to
the effects of some actions on their happiness; and the beliefs which have thus come down
are the rules of morality for the multitude, and for the philosopher until he has succeeded in
finding better. That philosophers might easily do this, even now, on many subjects; that the
received code of ethics is by no means of divine right; and that mankind have still much to
learn as to the effects of actions on the general happiness, I admit, or rather, earnestly
maintain. The corollaries from the principle of utility, like the precepts of every practical art,
admit of indefinite improvement, and, in a progressive state of the human mind, their
improvement is perpetually going on. But to consider the rules of morality as improvable, is
one thing; to pass over the intermediate generalizations entirely, and endeavour to test each
individual action directly by the first principle, is another. It is a strange notion that the
acknowledgement of a first principle is inconsistent with the admission of secondary ones.
To inform a traveler respecting the place of his ultimate destination, is not to forbid the use
of landmarks and direction-posts on the way. The proposition that happiness is the end and
aim of morality, does not mean that no road ought to be laid down to that goal, or that
persons going thither should not be advised to take one direction rather than another. Men
really ought to leave off talking a kind of nonsense on this subject, which they would neither
talk nor listen to on other matters of practical concernment. Nobody argues that the art of
navigation is not founded on astronomy, because sailors cannot wait to calculate the
Nautical Almanack. Being rational creatures, they go to sea with it ready calculated; and all
rational creatures go out upon the sea of life with their minds made up on the common
questions of right and wrong, as well as on many of the far more difficult questions of wise
and foolish. And this, as long as foresight is a human quality, it is to be presumed they will
continue to do. Whatever we adopt as the fundamental principle of morality, we require
subordinate principles to apply it by: the impossibility of doing without them, being
common to all systems, can afford no argument against any one in particular: but gravely to
argue as if no such secondary principles could be had, and as if mankind had remained till
now, and always must remain, without drawing any general conclusions from the experience
of human life, is as high a pitch, I think, as absurdity has ever reached in philosophical
controversy.
The remainder of the stock arguments against utilitarianism mostly consist in laying to its
charge the common infirmities of human nature, and the general difficulties which
embarrass conscientious persons in shaping their course through life. We are told that a
utilitarian will be apt to make his own particular case an exception to moral rules, and, when
under temptation, will see an utility in the breach of a rule, greater than he will see in its
observance. But is utility the only creed which is able to furnish us with excuses for evil
doing, and means of cheating our own conscience? They are afforded in abundance by all
doctrines which recognize as a fact in morals the existence of conflicting considerations;
which all doctrines do, that have been believed by sane persons. It is not the fault of any
creed, but of the complicated nature of human affairs, that rules of conduct cannot be so
framed as to require no exceptions, and that hardly any kind of action can safely be laid
down as either always obligatory or always condemnable. There is no ethical creed which
does not temper the rigidity of its laws, by giving a certain latitude, under the moral
responsibility of the agent, for accommodation to peculiarities of circumstances; and under
every creed, at the opening thus made, self-deception and dishonest casuistry get in. There
exists no moral system under which there do not arise unequivocal cases of conflicting
obligation. These are the real difficulties, the knotty points both in the theory of ethics, and
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in the conscientious guidance of personal conduct. They are overcome practically with
greater or with less success according to the intellect and virtue of the individual, but it can
hardly be pretended that any one will be the less qualified for dealing with them, from
possessing an ultimate standard to which conflicting rights and duties can be referred. . . .

From Chapter 3: Of the Ultimate Sanction of the Principle of Utility
The question is often asked, and properly so, in regard to any supposed moral standard—
What is its sanction? what are the motives to obey it? or more specifically, what is the source
of its obligation? whence does it derive its binding force? It is a necessary part of moral
philosophy to provide the answer to this question; which, though frequently assuming the
shape of an objection to the utilitarian morality, as if it had some special applicability to that
above others, really arises in regard to all standards. It arises, in fact, whenever a person is
called on to adopt a standard, or refer morality to any basis on which he has not been
accustomed to rest it. For the customary morality, that which education and opinion have
consecrated, is the only one which presents itself to the mind with the feeling of being in
itself obligatory; and when a person is asked to believe that this morality derives its obligation
from some general principle round which custom has not thrown the same halo, the
assertion is to him a paradox; the supposed corollaries seem to have a more binding force
than the original theorem; the superstructure seems to stand better without, than with, what
is represented as its foundation. He says to himself, I feel that I am bound not to rob or
murder, betray or deceive; but why am I bound to promote the general happiness? If my
own happiness lies in something else, why may I not give that the preference?
If the view adopted by the utilitarian philosophy of the nature of the moral sense be correct,
this difficulty will always present itself, until the influences which form moral character have
taken the same hold of the principle which they have taken of some of the consequences—
until, by the improvement of education the feeling of unity with our fellow creatures shall be
(what it cannot be doubted that Christ intended it to be) as deeply rooted in our character,
and to our own consciousness as completely a part of our nature, as the horror of crime is in
an ordinarily well-brought up young person. In the mean time, however, the difficulty has no
peculiar application to the doctrine of utility, but is inherent in every attempt to analyse
morality and reduce it to principles; which, unless the principle is already in men's minds
invested with as much sacredness as any of its applications, always seems to divest them of a
part of their sanctity.
The principle of utility either has, or there is no reason why it might not have, all the
sanctions which belong to any other system of morals. Those sanctions are either external or
internal. Of the external sanctions it is not necessary to speak at any length. They are, the
hope of favour and the fear of displeasure from our fellow creatures or from the Ruler of
the Universe, along with whatever we may have of sympathy or affection for them, or of
love and awe of Him, inclining us to do His will independently of selfish consequences.
There is evidently no reason why all these motives for observance should not attach
themselves to the utilitarian morality, as completely and as powerfully as to any other.
Indeed, those of them which refer to our fellow creatures are sure to do so, in proportion to
the amount of general intelligence; for whether there be any other ground of moral
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obligation than the general happiness or not, men do desire happiness; and however
imperfect may be their own practice, they desire and commend all conduct in others towards
themselves, by which they think their happiness is promoted. With regard to the religious
motive, if men believe, as most profess to do, in the goodness of God, those who think that
conduciveness to the general happiness is the essence, or even only the criterion, of good,
must necessarily believe that it is also that which God approves. The whole force therefore
of external reward and punishment, whether physical or moral, and whether proceeding
from God or from our fellow men, together with all that the capacities of human nature
admit, of disinterested devotion to either, become available to enforce the utilitarian
morality, in proportion as that morality is recognized; and the more powerfully, the more the
appliances of education and general cultivation are bent to the purpose.
So far as to external sanctions. The internal sanction of duty, whatever our standard of duty
may be, is one and the same—a feeling in our own mind; a pain, more or less intense,
attendant on violation of duty, which in properly-cultivated moral natures rises, in the more
serious cases, into shrinking from it as an impossibility. This feeling, when disinterested, and
connecting itself with the pure idea of duty, and not with some particular form of it, or with
any of the merely accessory circumstances, is the essence of Conscience; though in that
complex phenomenon as it actually exists, the simple fact is in general all encrusted over
with collateral associations, derived from sympathy, from love, and still more from fear;
from all the forms of religious feeling; from the recollections of childhood and of all our past
life; from self-esteem, desire of the esteem of others, and occasionally even self-abasement.
This extreme complication is, I apprehend, the origin of the sort of mystical character which,
by a tendency of the human mind of which there are many other examples, is apt to be
attributed to the idea of moral obligation, and which leads people to believe that the idea
cannot possibly attach itself to any other objects than those which, by a supposed mysterious
law, are found in our present experience to excite it. Its binding force, however, consists in
the existence of a man of feeling which must be broken through in order to do what violates
our standard of right, and which, if we do nevertheless violate that standard, will probably
have to be encountered afterwards in the form of remorse. Whatever theory we have of the
nature or origin of conscience, this is what essentially constitutes it.
The ultimate sanction, therefore, of all morality (external motives apart) being a subjective
feeling in our own minds, I see nothing embarrassing to those whose standard is utility, in
the question, what is the sanction of that particular standard? We may answer, the same as of
all other moral standards—the conscientious feelings of mankind. Undoubtedly this sanction
has no binding efficacy on those who do not possess the feelings it appeals to; but neither
will these persons be more obedient to any other moral principle than to the utilitarian one.
On them morality of any kind has no hold but through the external sanctions. Meanwhile
the feelings exist, a fact in human nature, the reality of which, and the great power with
which they are capable of acting on those in whom they have been duly cultivated, are
proved by experience. No reason has ever been shown why they may not be cultivated to as
great intensity in connexion with the utilitarian, as with any other rule of morals.
There is, I am aware, a disposition to believe that a person who sees in moral obligation a
transcendental fact, an objective reality belonging to the province of "Things in themselves,"
is likely to be more obedient to it than one who believes it to be entirely subjective, having
its seat in human consciousness only. But whatever a person's opinion may be on this point
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of Ontology, the force he is really urged by is his own subjective feeling, and is exactly
measured by its strength. No one's belief that Duty is an objective reality is stronger than the
belief that God is so; yet the belief in God, apart from the expectation of actual reward and
punishment, only operates on conduct through, and in proportion to, the subjective religious
feeling. The sanction, so far as it is disinterested, is always in the mind itself; and the notion
therefore of the transcendental moralists must be, that this sanction will not exist to the
mind unless it is believed to have its root out of the mind; and that if a person is able to say
to himself, This which is restraining me, and which is called my conscience, is only a feeling
in my own mind, he may possibly draw the conclusion that when the feeling ceases the
obligation ceases, and that if he find the feeling inconvenient, he may disregard it, and
endeavour to get rid of it. But is this danger confined to the utilitarian morality? Does the
belief that moral obligation has its seat outside the mind make the feeling of it too strong to
be got rid of? The fact is so far otherwise, that all moralists admit and lament the ease with
which, in the generality of minds, conscience can be silenced or stifled. The question, Need I
obey my conscience? is quite as often put to themselves by persons who never heard of the
principle of utility, as by its adherents. Those whose conscientious feelings are so weak as to
allow of their asking this question, if they answer it affirmatively, will not do so because they
believe in the transcendental theory, but because of the external sanctions.
It is not necessary, for the present purpose, to decide whether the feeling of duty is innate or
implanted. Assuming it to be innate, it is an open question to what objects it naturally
attaches itself, for the philosophic supporters of that theory are now agreed that the
intuitive perception is of principles or morality, and not of the details. If there be
anything innate in the matter, I see no reason why the feeling which is innate should not
be that of regard to the pleasures and pains of others. If there is any principle of morals
which is intuitively obligatory, I should say it must be that. If so, the intuitive ethics
would coincide with the utilitarian, and there would be no further quarrel between them.
Even as it is, the intuitive moralists, though they believe that there are other intuitive
moral obligations, do already believe this to be one; for they unanimously hold that a
large portion of morality turns upon the consideration due to the interests of our fellow
creatures. Therefore, if the belief in the transcendental origin of moral obligation gives
any additional efficacy to the internal sanction, it appears to me that the utilitarian
principle has already the benefit of it.
On the other hand, if, as is my own belief, the moral feelings are not innate, but acquired,
they are not for that reason the less natural. It is natural to man to speak, to reason, to build
cities, to cultivate the ground, though these are acquired faculties. The moral feelings are not
indeed a part of our nature, in the sense of being in any perceptible degree present in all of
us; but this, unhappily, is a fact admitted by those who believe the most strenuously in their
transcendental origin. Like the other acquired capacities above referred to, the moral faculty,
if not a part of our nature, is a natural outgrowth from it; capable, like them, in a certain
small degree, of springing up spontaneously; and susceptible of being brought by cultivation
to a high degree of development. Unhappily it is also susceptible, by a sufficient use of the
external sanctions and of the force of early impressions, of being cultivated in almost any
direction: so that there is hardly anything so absurd or so mischievous that it may not, by
means of these influences, be made to act on the human mind with all the authority of
conscience. To doubt that the same potency might be given by the same means to the
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principle of utility, even if it had no foundation in human nature, would be flying in the face
of all experience.
But moral associations which are wholly of artificial creation, when intellectual culture goes
on, yield by degrees to the dissolving force of analysis: and if the feeling of duty, when
associated with utility, would appear equally arbitrary; if there were no leading department of
our nature, no powerful class of sentiments, with which that association would harmonize,
which would make us feel it congenial, and incline us not only to foster it in others (for
which we have abundant interested motives), but also to cherish it in ourselves; if there were
not, in short, a natural basis of sentiment for utilitarian morality, it might well happen that
this association also, even after it had been implanted by education, might be analysed away.
But there is this basis of powerful natural sentiment; and this it is which, when once the
general happiness is recognized as the ethical standard, will constitute the strength of the
utilitarian morality. This firm foundation is that of the social feelings of mankind; the desire
to be in unity with our fellow creatures, which is already a powerful principle in human
nature, and happily one of those which tend to become stronger, even without express
inculcation, from the influences of advancing civilization. The social state is at once so
natural, so necessary, and so habitual to man, that, except in some unusual circumstances or
by an effort of voluntary abstraction, he never conceives himself otherwise than as a
member of a body; and this association is riveted more and more, as mankind are further
removed from the state of savage independence. Any condition, therefore, which is essential
to a state of society, becomes more and more an inseparable part of every person's
conception of the state of things which he is born into, and which is the destiny of a human
being. Now, society between human beings, except in the relation of master and slave, is
manifestly impossible on any other footing than that the interests of all are to be consulted.
Society between equals can only exist on the understanding that the interests of all are to be
regarded equally. And since in all states of civilization, every person, except an absolute
monarch, has equals, every one is obliged to live on these terms with somebody; and in every
age some advance is made towards a state in which it will be impossible to live permanently
on other terms with anybody. In this way people grow up unable to conceive as possible to
them a state of total disregard of other people's interests. They are under a necessity of
conceiving themselves as at least abstaining from all the grosser injuries, and (if only for their
own protection) living in a state of constant protest against them. They are also familiar with
the fact of co-operating with others, and proposing to themselves a collective, not an
individual, interest, as the aim (at least for the time being) of their actions. So long as they are
co-operating, their ends are identified with those of others; there is at least a temporary
feeling that the interests of others are their own interests. Not only does all strengthening of
social ties, and all healthy growth of society, give to each individual a stronger personal
interest in practically consulting the welfare of others; it also leads him to identify his feelings
more and more with their good, or at least with an ever greater degree of practical
consideration for it. He comes, as though instinctively, to be conscious of himself as a being
who of course pays regard to others. The good of others becomes to him a thing naturally
and necessarily to be attended to, like any of the physical conditions of our existence. Now,
whatever amount of this feeling a person has, he is urged by the strongest motives both of
interest and of sympathy to demonstrate it, and to the utmost of his power encourage it in
others; and even if he has none of it himself, he is as greatly interested as any one else that
others should have it. Consequently, the smallest germs of the feeling are laid hold of and
Page 156

nourished by the contagion of sympathy and the influences of education; and a complete
web of corroborative association is woven round it, by the powerful agency of the external
sanctions. This mode of conceiving of ourselves and human life, as civilization goes on, is
felt to be more and more natural. Every step in political improvement renders it more so, by
removing the sources of opposition of interest, and leveling those inequalities of legal
privilege between individuals or classes, owing to which there are large portions of mankind
whose happiness it is still practicable to disregard. In an improving state of the human mind,
the influences are constantly on the increase, which tend to generate in each individual a
feeling of unity with all the rest; which feeling, if perfect, would make him never think of, or
desire, any beneficial condition for himself, in the benefits of which they are not included. If
we now suppose this feeling of unity to be taught as a religion, and the whole force of
education, of institutions, and of opinion, directed, as it once was in the case of religion, to
make every person grow up from infancy surrounded on all sides both by the profession and
by the practice of it, I think that no one, who can realize this conception, will feel any
misgiving about the sufficiency of the ultimate sanction for the Happiness morality. . . .
Neither is it necessary to the feeling which constitutes the binding force of the utilitarian
morality on those who recognise it, to wait for those social influences which would make its
obligation felt by mankind at large. In the comparatively early state of human advancement
in which we now live, a person cannot indeed feel that entireness of sympathy with all
others, which would make any real discordance in the general direction of their conduct in
life impossible; but already a person in whom the social feeling is at all developed, cannot
bring himself to think of the rest of his fellow creatures as struggling rivals with him for the
means of happiness, whom he must desire to see defeated in their object in order that he
may succeed in his. The deeply-rooted conception which every individual even now has of
himself as a social being, tends to make him feel it one of his natural wants that there should
be harmony between his feelings and aims and those of his fellow creatures. If differences of
opinion and of mental culture make it impossible for him to share many of their actual
feelings—perhaps make him denounce and defy those feelings—he still needs to be
conscious that his real aim and theirs do not conflict; that he is not opposing himself to what
they really wish for, namely, their own good, but is, on the contrary, promoting it. This
feeling in most individuals is much inferior in strength to their selfish feelings, and is often
wanting altogether. But to those who have it, it possesses all the characters of a natural
feeling. It does not present itself to their minds as a superstition of education, or a law
despotically imposed by the power of society, but as an attribute which it would not be well
for them to be without. This conviction is the ultimate sanction of the greatest-happiness
morality. This it is which makes any mind, of well-developed feelings, work with, and not
against, the outward motives to care for others, afforded by what I have called the external
sanctions; and when those sanctions are wanting, or act in an opposite direction, constitutes
in itself a powerful internal binding force, in proportion to the sensitiveness and
thoughtfulness of the character; since few but those whose mind is a moral blank, could bear
to lay out their course of life on the plan of paying no regard to others except so far as their
own private interest compels.

Acknowledgments: Mill, John Stuart. Utilitarianism, London: Longmans, Green and Company, 1882, pp. 8–51.
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John Stuart Mill
From On Liberty

What, then, is the rightful limit to the sovereignty of the individual over himself? Where does
the authority of society begin? How much of human life should be assigned to individuality,
and how much to society?
Each will receive its proper share, if each has that which more particularly concerns it. To
individuality should belong the part of life in which it is chiefly the individual that is
interested; to society, the part which chiefly interests society.
Though society is not founded on a contract, and though no good purpose is answered by
inventing a contract in order to deduce social obligations from it, every one who receives the
protection of society owes a return for the benefit, and the fact of living in society renders it
indispensable that each should be bound to observe a certain line of conduct towards the
rest. This conduct consists first, in not injuring the interests of one another; or rather certain
interests, which, either by express legal provision or by tacit understanding, ought to be
considered as rights; and secondly, in each person's bearing his share (to be fixed on some
equitable principle) of the labours and sacrifices incurred for defending the society or its
members from injury and molestation. These conditions society is justified in enforcing at all
costs to those who endeavour to withhold fulfilment. Nor is this all that society may do. The
acts of an individual may be hurtful to others, or wanting in due consideration for their
welfare, without going the length of violating any of their constituted rights. The offender
may then be justly punished by opinion, though not by law. As soon as any part of a person's
conduct affects prejudicially the interests of others, society has jurisdiction over it, and the
question whether the general welfare will or will not be promoted by interfering with it,
becomes open to discussion. But there is no room for entertaining any such question when
a person's conduct affects the interests of no persons besides himself, or needs not affect
them unless they like (all the persons concerned being of full age, and the ordinary amount
of understanding). In all such cases there should be perfect freedom, legal and social, to do
the action and stand the consequences.
It would be a great misunderstanding of this doctrine to suppose that it is one of selfish
indifference, which pretends that human beings have no business with each other's conduct
in life, and that they should not concern themselves about the well-doing or well-being of
one another, unless their own interest is involved. Instead of any diminution, there is need of
a great increase of disinterested exertion to promote the good of others. But disinterested
benevolence can find other instruments to persuade people to their good, than whips and
scourges, either of the literal or the metaphorical sort. I am the last person to undervalue the
self-regarding virtues; they are only second in importance, if even second, to the social. It is
equally the business of education to cultivate both. But even education works by conviction
and persuasion as well as by compulsion, and it is by the former only that, when the period
of education is past, the self-regarding virtues should be inculcated. Human beings owe to
each other help to distinguish the better from the worse, and encouragement to choose the
former and avoid the latter. They should be for ever stimulating each other to increased
exercise of their higher faculties, and increased direction of their feelings and aims towards
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wise instead of foolish, elevating instead of degrading, objects and contemplations. But
neither one person, nor any number of persons, is warranted in saying to another human
creature of ripe years, that he shall not do with his life for his own benefit what he chooses
to do with it.
He is the person most interested in his own well-being: the interest which any other person,
except in cases of strong personal attachment, can have in it, is trifling, compared with that
which he himself has; the interest which society has in him individually (except as to his
conduct to others) is fractional, and altogether indirect: while, with respect to his own
feelings and circumstances, the most ordinary man or woman has means of knowledge
immeasurably surpassing those that can be possessed by any one else. The interference of
society to overrule his judgment and purposes in what only regards himself, must be
grounded on general presumptions; which may be altogether wrong, and even if right, are as
likely as not to be misapplied to individual cases, by persons no better acquainted with the
circumstances of such cases than those are who look at them merely from without. In this
department, therefore, of human affairs, Individuality has its proper field of action. In the
conduct of human beings towards one another, it is necessary that general rules should for
the most part be observed, in order that people may know what they have to expect; but in
each person's own concerns, his individual spontaneity is entitled to free exercise.
Considerations to aid his judgment, exhortations to strengthen his will, may be offered to
him, even obtruded on him, by others; but he himself is the final judge. All errors which
he is likely to commit against advice and warning, are far outweighed by the evil of
allowing others to constrain him to what they deem his good.
I do not mean that the feelings with which a person is regarded by others, ought not to be in
any way affected by his self-regarding qualities or deficiencies. This is neither possible nor
desirable. If he is eminent in any of the qualities which conduce to his own good, he is, so
far, a proper object of admiration. He is so much the nearer to the ideal perfection of human
nature. If he is grossly deficient in those qualities, a sentiment the opposite of admiration will
follow. There is a degree of folly, and a degree of what may be called (though the phrase is
not unobjectionable) lowness or depravation of taste, which, though it cannot justify doing
harm to the person who manifests it, renders him necessarily and properly a subject of
distaste, or, in extreme cases, even of contempt: a person could not have the opposite
qualities in due strength without entertaining these feelings. Though doing no wrong to any
one, a person may so act as to compel us to judge him, and feel to him, as a fool, or as a
being of an inferior order: and since this judgment and feeling are a fact which he would
prefer to avoid, it is doing him a service to warn him of it beforehand, as of any other
disagreeable consequence to which he exposes himself. It would be well, indeed, if this good
office were much more freely rendered than the common notions of politeness at present
permit, and if one person could honestly point out to another that he thinks him in fault,
without being considered unmannerly or presuming. We have a right, also, in various ways,
to act upon our unfavourable opinion of any one, not to the oppression of his individuality,
but in the exercise of ours. We are not bound, for example, to seek his society; we have a
right to avoid it (though not to parade the avoidance), for we have a right to choose the
society most acceptable to us. We have a right, and it may be our duty, to caution others
against him, if we think his example or conversation likely to have a pernicious effect on
those with whom he associates. We may give others a preference over him in optional good
offices, except those which tend to his improvement. In these various modes a person may
Page 159

suffer very severe penalties at the hands of others, for faults which directly concern only
himself, but he suffers these penalties only in so far as they are the natural, and, as it were,
the spontaneous consequences of the faults themselves, not because they are purposely
inflicted on him for the sake of punishment. . . .
What I contend for is, that the inconveniences which are strictly inseparable from the
unfavourable judgment of others, are the only ones to which a person should ever be
subjected for that portion of his conduct and character which concerns his own good, but
which does not affect the interests of others in their relations with him. Acts injurious to
others require a totally different treatment. Encroachment on their rights; infliction on them
of any loss or damage not justified by his own rights; falsehood or duplicity in dealing with
them; unfair or ungenerous use of advantages over them; even selfish abstinence from
defending them against injury—these are fit objects of moral reprobation, and, in grave
cases, of moral retribution and punishment. And not only these acts, but the dispositions
which lead to them, are properly immoral, and fit subjects of disapprobation which may rise
to abhorrence. Cruelty of disposition; malice and ill-nature; that most anti-social and odious
of all passions, envy; dissimulation and insincerity; irascibility on insufficient cause, and
resentment disproportioned to the provocation, the love of domineering over others: the
desire to engross more than one's share of advantages . . . ; the pride which derives
gratification from the abasement of others; the egotism which thinks self and its concerns
more important than everything else, and decides all doubtful questions in its own favour;
these are moral vices, and constitute a bad and odious moral character: unlike the selfregarding faults previously mentioned, which are not properly immoralities, and to whatever
pitch they may be carried, do not constitute wickedness. They may be proofs of any amount
of folly, or want of personal dignity and self-respect; but they are only a subject of moral
reprobation when they involve a breach of duty to others, for whose sake the individual is
bound to have care for himself. What are called duties to ourselves are not socially
obligatory, unless circumstances render them at the same time duties to others. The term
duty to oneself, when it means anything more than prudence, means self-respect or selfdevelopment; and for none of these is any one accountable to his fellow creatures, because
for none of them is it for the good of mankind that he be held accountable to them.
The distinction between the loss of consideration which a person may rightly incur by defect
of prudence or of personal dignity, and the reprobation which is due to him for an offence
against the rights of others, is not a merely nominal distinction. It makes a vast difference
both in our feelings and in our conduct towards him, whether he displeases us in things in
which we think we have a right to control him, or in things in which we know that we have
not. If he displeases us, we may express our distaste, and we may stand aloof from a person
as well as from a thing that displeases us; but we shall not therefore feel called on to make
his life uncomfortable. We shall reflect that he already bears, or will bear, the whole penalty
of his error; if he spoils his life by mismanagement, we shall not, for that reason, desire to
spoil it still further: instead of wishing to punish him, we shall rather endeavour to alleviate
his punishment, by showing him how he may avoid or cure the evils his conduct tends to
bring upon him. He may be to us an object of pity, perhaps of dislike, but not of anger or
resentment; we shall not treat him like an enemy of society: the worst we shall think
ourselves justified in doing is leaving him to himself, if we do not interfere benevolently by
showing interest or concern for him. It is far otherwise if he has infringed the rules necessary
for the protection of his fellow-creatures, individually or collectively. The evil consequences
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of his acts do not then fall on himself, but on others; and society, as the protector of all its
members, must retaliate on him; must inflict pain on him for the express purpose of
punishment, and must take care that it be sufficiently severe. In the one case, he is an
offender at our bar, and we are called on not only to sit in judgment on him, but, in one
shape or another, to execute our own sentence: in the other case, it is not our part to inflict
any suffering on him, except what may incidentally follow from our using the same liberty
in the regulation of our own affairs, which we allow to him in his.
The distinction here pointed out between the part of a person's life which concerns only
himself, and that which concerns others, many persons will refuse to admit. How (it may be
asked) can any part of the conduct of a member of society be a matter of indifference to the
other members? No person is an entirely isolated being; it is impossible for a person to do
anything seriously or permanently hurtful to himself, without mischief reaching at least to his
near connexions, and often far beyond them. If he injures his property, he does harm to
those who directly or indirectly derived support from it, and usually diminishes, by a greater
or less amount, the general resources of the community. If he deteriorates his bodily or
mental faculties, he not only brings evil upon all who depended on him for any portion of
their happiness, but disqualifies himself for rendering the services which he owes to his
fellow creatures generally; perhaps becomes a burthen on their affection or benevolence; and
if such conduct were very frequent, hardly any offence that is committed would detract more
from the general sum of good. Finally, if by his vices or follies a person does no direct harm
to others, he is nevertheless (it may be said) injurious by his example; and ought to be
compelled to control himself, for the sake of those whom the sight or knowledge of his
conduct might corrupt or mislead.
And even (it will be added) if the consequences of misconduct could be confined to the
vicious or thoughtless individual, ought society to abandon to their own guidance those who
are manifestly unfit for it? If protection against themselves is confessedly due to children and
persons under age, is not society equally bound to afford it to persons of mature years who
are equally incapable of self-government? If gambling, or drunkenness, or incontinence, or
idleness, or uncleanliness, are as injurious to happiness, and as great a hindrance to
improvement, as many or most of the acts prohibited by law, why (it may be asked) should
not law, so far as is consistent with practicability and social convenience, endeavour to
repress these also? And as a supplement to the unavoidable imperfections of law, ought not
opinion at least to organize a powerful police against these vices, and visit rigidly with social
penalties those who are known to practise them? There is no question here (it may be said)
about restricting individuality, or impeding the trial of new and original experiments in living.
The only things it is sought to prevent are things which have been tried and condemned
from the beginning of the world until now; things which experience has shown not to be
useful or suitable to any person's individuality. There must be some length of time and
amount of experience, after which a moral or prudential truth may be regarded as
established: and it is merely desired to prevent generation after generation from falling over
the same precipice which has been fatal to their predecessors.
I fully admit that the mischief which a person does to himself may seriously affect, both
through their sympathies and their interests, those nearly connected with him, and in a
minor degree, society at large. When, by conduct of this sort, a person is led to violate a
distinct and assignable obligation to any other person or persons, the case is taken out of the
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self-regarding class, and becomes amenable to moral disapprobation in the proper sense of
the term. If, for example, a man, through intemperance or extravagance, becomes unable to
pay his debts, or, having undertaken the moral responsibility of a family, becomes from the
same cause incapable of supporting or educating them, he is deservedly reprobated, and
might be justly punished; but it is for the breach of duty to his family or creditors, not for
the extravagance. If the resources which ought to have been devoted to them, had been
diverted from them for the most prudent investment, the moral culpability would have been
the same. . . . Again, in the frequent case of a man who causes grief to his family by addiction
to bad habits, he deserves reproach for his unkindness or ingratitude; but so he may for
cultivating habits not in themselves vicious, if they are painful to those with whom he passes
his life, or who from personal ties are dependent on him for their comfort. Whoever fails in
the consideration generally due to the interests and feelings of others, not being compelled
by some more imperative duty, or justified by allowable self-preference, is a subject of moral
disapprobation for that failure, but not for the cause of it, nor for the errors, merely personal
to himself, which may have remotely led to it. In like manner, when a person disables
himself, by conduct purely self-regarding, from the performance of some definite duty
incumbent on him to the public, he is guilty of a social offence. No person ought to be
punished simply for being drunk; but a soldier or a policeman should be punished for being
drunk on duty. Whenever, in short, there is a definite damage, or a definite risk of damage,
either to an individual or to the public, the case is taken out of the province of liberty, and
placed in that of morality or law.
But with regard to the merely contingent, or, as it may be called, constructive injury which a
person causes to society, by conduct which neither violates any specific duty to the public,
nor occasions perceptible hurt to any assignable individual except himself, the inconvenience
is one which society can afford to bear, for the sake of the greater good of human freedom.
If grown persons are to be punished for not taking proper care of themselves, I would rather
it were for their own sake, than under pretence of preventing them from impairing their
capacity of rendering to society benefits which society does not pretend it has a right to
exact. But I cannot consent to argue the point as if society had no means of bringing its
weaker members up to its ordinary standard of rational conduct, except waiting till they do
something irrational, and then punishing them, legally or morally, for it. Society has had
absolute power over them during all the early portion of their existence; it has had the period
of childhood and nonage in which to try whether it could make them capable of rational
conduct in life. The existing generation is master both of the training and the entire
circumstances of the generation to come; it cannot indeed make them perfectly wise and
good, because it is itself so lamentably deficient in goodness and wisdom; and its best efforts
are not always, in individual cases, its most successful ones; but it is perfectly well able to
make the rising generation, as a whole, as good as, and a little better than, itself. If society
lets any considerable number of its members grow up mere children, incapable of being
acted on by rational consideration of distant motives, society has itself to blame for the
consequences.
. . . With respect to what is said of the necessity of protecting society from the bad example
set to others by the vicious or the self-indulgent; it is true that bad example may have a
pernicious effect, especially the example of doing wrong to others with impunity to the
wrong-doer. But we are now speaking of conduct which, while it does no wrong to others, is
supposed to do great harm to the agent himself; and I do not see how those who believe
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this, can think otherwise than that the example, on the whole, must be more salutary than
hurtful, since, if it displays the misconduct, it displays also the painful or degrading
consequences which, if the conduct is justly censured, must be supposed to be in all or most
cases attendant on it.
But the strongest of all the arguments against the interference of the public with purely
personal conduct, is that when it does interfere, the odds are that it interferes wrongly, and
in the wrong place. On questions of social morality, of duty to others, the opinion of the
public, that is, of an overruling majority, though often wrong, is likely to be still oftener
right; because on such questions they are only required to judge of their own interests; of the
manner in which some mode of conduct, if allowed to be practised, would affect themselves.
But the opinion of a similar majority, imposed as a law on the minority, on questions of selfregarding conduct, is quite as likely to be wrong as right; for in these cases public opinion
means, at the best, some people's opinion of what is good or bad for other people; while
very often it does not even mean that; the public, with the most perfect indifference, passing
over the pleasure or convenience of those whose conduct they censure, and considering only
their own preference. There are many who consider as an injury to themselves any conduct
which they have a distaste for, and resent it as an outrage to their feelings; as a religious
bigot, when charged with disregarding the religious feelings of others, has been known to
retort that they disregard his feelings, by persisting in their abominable worship or creed. But
there is no parity between the feeling of a person for his own opinion, and the feeling of
another who is offended at his holding it; no more than between the desire of a thief to take
a purse, and the desire of the right owner to keep it. And a person's taste is as much his own
peculiar concern as his opinion or his purse. It is easy for any one to imagine an ideal public,
which leaves the freedom and choice of individuals in all uncertain matters undisturbed, and
only requires them to abstain from modes of conduct which universal experience has
condemned. But where has there been seen a public which set any such limit to its
censorship? or when does the public trouble itself about universal experience? In its
interferences with personal conduct it is seldom thinking of anything but the enormity of
acting or feeling differently from itself; and this standard of judgment, thinly disguised, is
held up to mankind as the dictate of religion and philosophy, by nine-tenths of all moralists
and speculative writers. These teach that things are right because they are right; because
we feel them to be so. They tell us to search in our own minds and hearts for laws of
conduct binding on ourselves and on all others. What can the poor public do but apply
these instructions, and make their own personal feelings of good and evil, if they are
tolerably unanimous in them, obligatory on all the world?
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Marxists: Marx and Engels
From Manifesto of the Communist Party

Chapter 1
A spectre is haunting Europe—the spectre of communism. All the powers of old Europe
have entered into a holy alliance to exorcise this spectre: Pope and Tsar, Metternich and
Guizot, French Radicals and German police-spies.
Where is the party in opposition that has not been decried as communistic by its opponents
in power? Where is the opposition that has not hurled back the branding reproach of
communism, against the more advanced opposition parties, as well as against its reactionary
adversaries?
Two things result from this fact:
I. Communism is already acknowledged by all European powers to be itself a power.
II. It is high time that Communists should openly, in the face of the whole world, publish
their views, their aims, their tendencies, and meet this nursery tale of the Spectre of
Communism with a manifesto of the party itself.
To this end, Communists of various nationalities have assembled in London and sketched
the following manifesto, to be published in the English, French, German, Italian, Flemish
and Danish language.

Bourgeois and Proletarians
The history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles. Freeman and slave,
patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild-master and journeyman, in a word, oppressor and
oppressed, stood in constant opposition to one another, carried on an uninterrupted, now
hidden, now open fight, a fight that each time ended, either in a revolutionary reconstitution
of society at large, or in the common ruin of the contending classes.
In the earlier epochs of history, we find almost everywhere a complicated arrangement of
society into various orders, a manifold gradation of social rank. In ancient Rome we have
patricians, knights, plebeians, slaves; in the Middle Ages, feudal lords, vassals, guild-masters,
journeymen, apprentices, serfs; in almost all of these classes, again, subordinate gradations.
The modern bourgeois society that has sprouted from the ruins of feudal society has not
done away with class antagonisms. It has but established new classes, new conditions of
oppression, new forms of struggle in place of the old ones.
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Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie, possesses, however, this distinct feature: it has
simplified class antagonisms. Society as a whole is more and more splitting up into two great
hostile camps, into two great classes directly facing each other—Bourgeoisie and Proletariat.
From the serfs of the Middle Ages sprang the chartered burghers of the earliest towns. From
these burgesses the first elements of the bourgeoisie were developed.
The discovery of America, the rounding of the Cape, opened up fresh ground for the rising
bourgeoisie. The East-Indian and Chinese markets, the colonisation of America, trade with
the colonies, the increase in the means of exchange and in commodities 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, in which industrial production was monopolised by closed
guilds, now no longer sufficed for the growing wants of the new markets. The
manufacturing system took its place. The guild-masters were pushed on one side by the
manufacturing middle class; division of labour between the different corporate guilds
vanished in the face of division of labour in each single workshop.
Meantime the markets kept ever growing, the demand ever rising. Even manufacturer no
longer sufficed. Thereupon, steam and machinery revolutionised industrial production. The
place of manufacture was taken by the giant, Modern Industry; the place of the industrial
middle class by industrial millionaires, the leaders of the whole industrial armies, the modern
bourgeois.
Modern industry has established the world market, for which the discovery of America
paved the way. This market has given an immense development to commerce, to navigation,
to communication by land. This development has, in its turn, reacted on the extension of
industry; and in proportion as industry, commerce, navigation, railways extended, in the
same proportion the bourgeoisie developed, increased its capital, and pushed into the
background every class handed down from the Middle Ages.
We see, therefore, how the modern bourgeoisie is itself the product of a long course of
development, of a series of revolutions in the modes of production and of exchange.
Each step in the development of the bourgeoisie was accompanied by a corresponding
political advance of that class. An oppressed class under the sway of the feudal nobility, an
armed and self-governing association in the medieval commune: here independent urban
republic (as in Italy and Germany); there taxable "third estate" of the monarchy (as in
France); afterwards, in the period of manufacturing proper, serving either the semi-feudal or
the absolute monarchy as a counterpoise against the nobility, and, in fact, cornerstone of the
great monarchies in general, the bourgeoisie has at last, since the establishment of Modern
Industry and of the world market, conquered for itself, in the modern representative State,
exclusive political sway. The executive of the modern state is but a committee for managing
the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie.
The bourgeoisie, historically, has played a most revolutionary part.
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The bourgeoisie, wherever it has got the upper hand, has put an end to all feudal, patriarchal,
idyllic relations. It has pitilessly torn asunder the motley feudal ties that bound man to his
"natural superiors", and has left remaining no other nexus between man and man than naked
self-interest, than callous "cash payment". It has drowned the most heavenly ecstasies of
religious fervour, of chivalrous enthusiasm, of philistine sentimentalism, in the icy water of
egotistical calculation. It has resolved personal worth into exchange value, and in place of the
numberless 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 honoured and looked up
to with reverent awe. It has converted the physician, the lawyer, the priest, the poet, the man
of science, into its paid wage labourers.
The bourgeoisie has torn away from the family its sentimental veil, and has reduced the
family relation to a mere money relation.
The bourgeoisie has disclosed how it came to pass that the brutal display of vigour in the
Middle Ages, which reactionaries so much admire, found its fitting complement in the most
slothful indolence. It has been the first to show what man's activity can bring about. It has
accomplished wonders far surpassing Egyptian pyramids, Roman aqueducts, and Gothic
cathedrals; it has conducted expeditions that put in the shade all former Exoduses of nations
and crusades.
The bourgeoisie cannot exist without constantly revolutionising the instruments of
production, and thereby the relations of production, and with them the whole relations of
society. Conservation of the old modes of production in unaltered form, was, on the
contrary, the first condition of existence for all earlier industrial classes. Constant
revolutionising of production, uninterrupted disturbance of all social conditions, everlasting
uncertainty and agitation distinguish the bourgeois epoch from all earlier ones. All fixed,
fast-frozen relations, with their train of ancient and venerable prejudices and opinions, are
swept away, all new-formed ones become antiquated before they can ossify. All that is solid
melts into air, all that is holy is profaned, and man is at last compelled to face with sober
senses his real conditions of life, and his relations with his kind.
The need of a constantly expanding market for its products chases the bourgeoisie over the
entire surface of the globe. It must nestle everywhere, settle everywhere, establish
connexions everywhere.
The bourgeoisie has through its exploitation of the world market given a cosmopolitan
character to production and consumption in every country. To the great chagrin of
Reactionists, it has drawn from under the feet of industry the national ground on which it
stood. All old-established national industries have been destroyed or are daily being
destroyed. They are dislodged by new industries, whose introduction becomes a life and
death question for all civilised nations, by industries that no longer work up indigenous raw
material, but raw material drawn from the remotest zones; industries whose products are
consumed, not only at home, but in every quarter of the globe. In place of the old wants,
satisfied by the production 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
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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 narrowmindedness become more and more impossible, and from the numerous national and local
literatures, there arises a world literature.
The bourgeoisie, by the rapid improvement of all instruments of production, by the
immensely facilitated means of communication, draws all, even the most barbarian, nations
into civilisation. The cheap prices of commodities are the heavy artillery with which it batters
down all Chinese walls, with which it forces the barbarians' intensely obstinate hatred of
foreigners to capitulate. It compels all nations, on pain of extinction, to adopt the bourgeois
mode of production; it compels them to introduce what it calls civilisation into their midst,
i.e., to become bourgeois themselves. In one word, it creates a world after its own image.
The bourgeoisie has subjected the country to the rule of the towns. It has created enormous
cities, has greatly increased the urban population as compared with the rural, and has thus
rescued a considerable part of the population from the idiocy of rural life. Just as it has made
the country dependent on the towns, so it has made barbarian and semi-barbarian countries
dependent on the civilised ones, nations of peasants on nations of bourgeois, the East on the
West.
The bourgeoisie keeps more and more doing away with the scattered state of the population,
of the means of production, and of property. It has agglomerated population, centralised the
means of production, and has concentrated property in a few hands. The necessary
consequence of this was political centralisation. Independent, or but loosely connected
provinces, with separate interests, laws, governments, and systems of taxation, became
lumped together into one nation, with one government, one code of laws, one national classinterest, 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,
canalisation of rivers, whole populations conjured out of the ground—what earlier century
had even a presentiment that such productive forces slumbered in the lap of social labour?
We see then: the means of production and of exchange, on whose foundation the
bourgeoisie built itself up, were generated in feudal society. At a certain stage in the
development of these means of production and of exchange, the conditions under which
feudal society produced and exchanged, the feudal organisation of agriculture and
manufacturing industry, in one word, the feudal relations of property became no longer
compatible with the already developed productive forces; they became so many fetters. They
had to be burst asunder; they were burst asunder.
Into their place stepped free competition, accompanied by a social and political constitution
adapted in it, and the economic 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
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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 bourgeois and of its rule. It is enough to
mention the commercial crises that by their periodical return put the existence of the entire
bourgeois society on its trial, each time more threateningly. In these crises, a great part not
only of the existing products, but also of the previously created productive forces, are
periodically destroyed. In these crises, there breaks out an epidemic that, in all earlier epochs,
would have seemed an absurdity—the epidemic of over-production. Society suddenly finds
itself put back into a state of momentary barbarism; it appears as if a famine, a universal war
of devastation, had cut off the supply of every means of subsistence; industry and commerce
seem to be destroyed; and why? Because there is too much civilisation, too much means of
subsistence, too much industry, too much commerce. The productive forces at the disposal
of society no longer tend to further the development of the conditions of bourgeois
property; on the contrary, they have become too powerful for these conditions, by which
they are fettered, and so soon as they overcome these fetters, they bring disorder into the
whole of bourgeois society, endanger the existence of bourgeois property. The conditions of
bourgeois 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 labourers, who live only so
long as they find work, and who find work only so long as their labour increases capital.
These labourers, who must sell themselves 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 the division of labour, the work of the
proletarians has lost all individual character, and, consequently, all charm for the workman.
He becomes an appendage of the machine, and it is only the most simple, most
monotonous, and most easily acquired knack, that is required of him. Hence, the cost of
production of a workman is restricted, almost entirely, to the means of subsistence that he
requires for maintenance, and for the propagation of his race. But the price of a commodity,
and therefore also of labour, is equal to its cost of production. In proportion, therefore, as
the repulsiveness of the work increases, the wage decreases. Nay more, in proportion as the
use of machinery and division of labour increases, in the same proportion the burden of toil
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also increases, whether by prolongation of the working hours, by the increase of the work
exacted in a given time or by increased speed of machinery, etc.
Modern Industry has converted the little workshop of the patriarchal master into the great
factory of the industrial capitalist. Masses of labourers, crowded into the factory, are
organised like soldiers. As privates of the industrial army they are placed under the command
of a perfect hierarchy of officers and sergeants. Not only are they slaves of the bourgeois
class, and of the bourgeois State; they are daily and hourly enslaved by the machine, by the
overlooker, and, above all, by the individual bourgeois manufacturer himself. The more
openly this despotism proclaims gain to be its end and aim, the more petty, the more hateful
and the more embittering it is.
The less the skill and exertion of strength implied in manual labour, in other words, the
more modern industry becomes developed, the more is the labour of men superseded by
that of women. Differences of age and sex have no longer any distinctive social validity for
the working class. All are instruments of labour, more or less expensive to use, according to
their age and sex.
No sooner is the exploitation of the labourer by the manufacturer, so far, at an end, that he
receives his wages in cash, than he is set upon by the other portions of the bourgeoisie, the
landlord, the shopkeeper, the pawnbroker, etc.
The lower strata of the middle class—the small tradespeople, shopkeepers, 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 specialised 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 labourers, then by the
workpeople of a factory, then by the operative of one trade, in one locality, against the
individual bourgeois who directly exploits them. They direct their attacks not against the
bourgeois conditions of production, but against the instruments of production themselves;
they destroy imported wares that compete with their labour, they smash to pieces machinery,
they set factories ablaze, they seek to restore by force the vanished status of the workman of
the Middle Ages.
At this stage, the labourers still form an incoherent mass scattered over the whole country,
and broken up by their mutual competition. If anywhere they unite to form more compact
bodies, this is not yet the consequence of their own active union, but of the union of the
bourgeoisie, which class, in order to attain its own political ends, is compelled to set the
whole proletariat in motion, and is moreover yet, for a time, able to do so. At this stage,
therefore, the proletarians do not fight their enemies, but the enemies of their enemies, the
remnants of absolute monarchy, the landowners, the non-industrial bourgeois, the petty
bourgeois. Thus, the whole historical movement is concentrated in the hands of the
bourgeoisie; every victory so obtained is a victory for the bourgeoisie.
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But with the development of industry, the proletariat not only increases in number; it
becomes concentrated in greater masses, its strength grows, and it feels that strength more.
The various interests and conditions of life within the ranks of the proletariat are more and
more equalised, in proportion as machinery obliterates all distinctions of labour, and nearly
everywhere reduces wages to the same low level. The growing competition among the
bourgeois, and the resulting commercial crises, make the wages of the workers ever more
fluctuating. The increasing improvement of machinery, ever more rapidly developing, makes
their livelihood more and more precarious; the collisions between individual workmen and
individual bourgeois take more and more the character of collisions between two classes.
Thereupon, the workers begin to form combinations (Trades' Unions) against the bourgeois;
they club together in order to keep up the rate of wages; they found permanent associations
in order to make provision beforehand for these occasional revolts. Here and there, the
contest breaks out into riots.
Now and then the workers are victorious, but only for a time. The real fruit of their battles
lies, not in the immediate result, but in the ever expanding union of the workers. This union
is helped on by the improved means of communication that are created by modern industry,
and that place the workers of different localities in contact with one another. It was just this
contact that was needed to centralise the numerous local struggles, all of the same character,
into one national struggle between classes. But every class struggle is a political struggle. And
that union, to attain which the burghers of the Middle Ages, with their miserable highways,
required centuries, the modern proletarian, thanks to railways, achieve in a few years.
This organisation of the proletarians into a class, and, consequently into a political party, is
continually being upset again by the competition between the workers themselves. But it
ever rises up again, stronger, firmer, mightier. It compels legislative recognition of particular
interests of the workers, by taking advantage of the divisions among the bourgeoisie itself.
Thus, the ten-hours' bill in England was carried.
Altogether collisions between the classes of the old society further, in many ways, the course
of development of the proletariat. The bourgeoisie finds itself involved in a constant battle.
At first with the aristocracy; later on, with those portions of the bourgeoisie itself, whose
interests have become antagonistic to the progress of industry; at all time with the
bourgeoisie of foreign countries. In all these battles, it sees itself compelled to appeal to the
proletariat, to ask for help, and thus, to drag it into the political arena. The bourgeoisie itself,
therefore, supplies the proletariat with its own elements of political and general education, in
other words, it furnishes the proletariat with weapons for fighting the bourgeoisie.
Further, as we have already seen, entire sections of the ruling class 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 progress 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
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bourgeoisie goes over to the proletariat, and in particular, a portion of the bourgeois
ideologists, who have raised themselves to the level of comprehending theoretically the
historical movement as a whole.
Of all the classes that stand face to face with the bourgeoisie today, the proletariat alone is a
really revolutionary class. The other classes decay and finally disappear in the face of Modern
Industry; the proletariat is its special and essential product.
The lower middle class, the small manufacturer, the shopkeeper, the artisan, the peasant, all
these fight against the bourgeoisie, to save from extinction their existence as fractions of the
middle class. They are therefore not revolutionary, but conservative. Nay more, they are
reactionary, for they try to roll back the wheel of history. If by chance, they are
revolutionary, they are only so 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", [lumpenproletariat] the social scum, that passively rotting mass
thrown off by the lowest layers of the 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 condition 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 industry labour, modern
subjection to capital, the same in England as in France, in America as in Germany, has
stripped him of every trace of national character. Law, morality, religion, are to him so many
bourgeois prejudices, behind which lurk in ambush just as many bourgeois interests.
All the preceding classes that got the upper hand sought to fortify their already acquired
status by subjecting society at large to their conditions of appropriation. The proletarians
cannot become masters of the productive forces of society, except by abolishing their own
previous mode of appropriation, and thereby also every other previous mode of
appropriation. They have nothing of their own to secure and to fortify; their mission is to
destroy all previous securities for, and insurances of, individual property.
All previous historical movements were movements of minorities, or in the 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
superincumbent strata of official society being sprung into the air.
Though not in substance, yet in form, the struggle of the proletariat with the bourgeoisie is
at first a national struggle. The proletariat of each country must, of course, first of all settle
matters with its own bourgeoisie.
In depicting the most general phases of the development of the proletariat, we traced the
more or less veiled civil war, raging within existing society, up to the point where that war
breaks out into open revolution, and where the violent overthrow of the bourgeoisie lays the
foundation for the sway of the proletariat.
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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 the feudal absolutism, managed to develop into a bourgeois.
The modern labourer, on the contrary, instead of rising with the process 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 conditions for the existence and for the sway of the bourgeois class is the
formation and augmentation of capital; the condition for capital is wage-labour. Wage-labour
rests exclusively on competition between the labourers. The advance of industry, whose
involuntary promoter is the bourgeoisie, replaces the isolation of the labourers, due to
competition, by the 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 . . .
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On Fiduciary / Fiduciary Duty
FIDUCIARY: This term is borrowed from the civil law. The Roman laws called a
fiduciary heir, the person who was instituted heir and who was charged to deliver the
succession to a person designated by the testament. But some say that it properly signifies
the person to whom a testator has sold his inheritance, under the condition that he should
sell it to another. Fiduciary may be defined to be in trust, in confidence.
A fiduciary contract is defined to be an agreement by which a person delivers a thing
to another on the condition that he will restore it to him.
FIDUCIARY DUTY: An obligation to act in the best interest of another party. For
instance, a corporation's board member has a fiduciary duty to the shareholders, a trustee
has a fiduciary duty to the trust's beneficiaries, and an attorney has a fiduciary duty to a
client.
A fiduciary obligation exists whenever one person, the client, places special trust and
confidence in another person and relies upon that person, the fiduciary, to exercise his
discretion or expertise in acting for the client; and the fiduciary knowingly accepts that trust
and confidence and thereafter undertakes to act in behalf of the client by exercising his, the
fiduciary's, own discretion and expertise.
Of course, the mere fact that a business relationship comes into being between two
persons does not mean that either owes a fiduciary obligation to the other. If one person
engages or employs another and thereafter directs or supervises or approves his actions, the
person so employed is not a fiduciary. Rather, as previously stated, it is only when one party
reposes, and the other accepts, a special trust and confidence involving the exercise of
professional expertise and discretion that a fiduciary relationship comes into being.
When one person does undertake to act for another in a fiduciary relationship, the
law forbids the fiduciary from acting in any manner adverse or contrary to the interests of
the client, or from acting for his own benefit in relation to the subject matter. The client is
entitled to the best efforts of the fiduciary on his behalf and the fiduciary must exercise all of
the skill, care and diligence at his disposal when acting on behalf of the client.
A person acting in a fiduciary capacity is required to make truthful and complete disclosures
to those placing trust in him, and he is forbidden to obtain an unreasonable advantage at the
latter's expense.
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The Belmont Report
Ethical Principles and Guidelines for the Protection
of Human Subjects of Research
AGENCY: Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
ACTION: Notice of Report for Public Comment
SUMMARY: On July 12, 1974, the National Research Act (Pub. L. 93-348) was signed into
law, thereby creating the National Commission for the Protection of Human Subjects of
Biomedical and Behavioral Research. One of the charges to the Commission was to identify
the basic ethical principles that should underlie the conduct of biomedical and behavioral
research involving human subjects and to develop guidelines which should be followed to
assure that such research is conducted in accordance with those principles. In carrying out
the above, the Commission was directed to consider: (i) the boundaries between biomedical
and behavioral research and the accepted and routine practice of medicine, (ii) the role of
assessment of risk-benefit criteria in the determination of the appropriateness of research
involving human subjects, (iii) appropriate guidelines for the selection of human subjects for
participation in such research and (iv) the nature and definition of informed consent in
various research settings.
The Belmont Report attempts to summarize the basic ethical principles identified by the
Commission in the course of its deliberations. It is the outgrowth of an intensive four-day
period of discussions that were held in February 1976 at the Smithsonian Institution's
Belmont Conference Center supplemented by the monthly deliberations of the Commission
that were held over a period of nearly four years. It is a statement of basic ethical principles
and guidelines that should assist in resolving the ethical problems that surround the conduct
of research with human subjects. By publishing the Report in the Federal Register, and
providing reprints upon request, the Secretary intends that it may be made readily available
to scientists, members of Institutional Review Boards, and Federal employees. The twovolume Appendix, containing the lengthy reports of experts and specialists who assisted the
Commission in fulfilling this part of its charge, is available as DHEW Publication No. (OS)
78-0013 and No. (OS) 78-0014, for sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S.
Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402.
Unlike most other reports of the Commission, the Belmont Report does not make specific
recommendations for administrative action by the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare. Rather, the Commission recommended that the Belmont Report be adopted in its
entirety, as a statement of the Department's policy. The Department requests public
comment on this recommendation.
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Ethical Principles & Guidelines for Research Involving Human Subjects
Scientific research has produced substantial social benefits. It has also posed some troubling
ethical questions. Public attention was drawn to these questions by reported abuses of
human subjects in biomedical experiments, especially during the Second World War. During
the Nuremberg War Crime Trials, the Nuremberg code was drafted as a set of standards for
judging physicians and scientists who had conducted biomedical experiments on
concentration camp prisoners. This code became the prototype of many later codes,
intended to assure that research involving human subjects would be carried out in an ethical
manner.
The codes consist of rules, some general, others specific, that guide the investigators or the
reviewers of research in their work. Such rules often are inadequate to cover complex
situations; at times they come into conflict, and they are frequently difficult to interpret or
apply. Broader ethical principles will provide a basis on which specific rules may be
formulated, criticized and interpreted.
Three principles, or general prescriptive judgments, that are relevant to research involving
human subjects are identified in this statement. Other principles may also be relevant. These
three are comprehensive, however, and are stated at a level of generalization that should
assist scientists, subjects, reviewers and interested citizens to understand the ethical issues
inherent in research involving human subjects. These principles cannot always be applied so
as to resolve beyond dispute particular ethical problems. The objective is to provide an
analytical framework that will guide the resolution of ethical problems arising from research
involving human subjects.
This statement consists of a distinction between research and practice, a discussion of the
three basic ethical principles, and remarks about the application of these principles.
Part A: Boundaries Between Practice & Research
It is important to distinguish between biomedical and behavioral research, on the one hand,
and the practice of accepted therapy on the other, in order to know what activities ought to
undergo review for the protection of human subjects of research. The distinction between
research and practice is blurred partly because both often occur together (as in research
designed to evaluate a therapy) and partly because notable departures from standard practice
are often called "experimental" when the terms "experimental" and "research" are not
carefully defined.
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For the most part, the term "practice" refers to interventions that are designed solely to
enhance the well-being of an individual patient or client and that have a reasonable
expectation of success. The purpose of medical or behavioral practice is to provide
diagnosis, preventive treatment or therapy to particular individuals. By contrast, the term
"research" designates an activity designed to test an hypothesis, permit conclusions to be
drawn, and thereby to develop or contribute to generalizable knowledge (expressed, for
example, in theories, principles, and statements of relationships). Research is usually
described in a formal protocol that sets forth an objective and a set of procedures designed
to reach that objective.
When a clinician departs in a significant way from standard or accepted practice, the
innovation does not, in and of itself, constitute research. The fact that a procedure is
"experimental," in the sense of new, untested or different, does not automatically place it in
the category of research. Radically new procedures of this description should, however, be
made the object of formal research at an early stage in order to determine whether they are
safe and effective. Thus, it is the responsibility of medical practice committees, for example,
to insist that a major innovation be incorporated into a formal research project.
Research and practice may be carried on together when research is designed to evaluate the
safety and efficacy of a therapy. This need not cause any confusion regarding whether or not
the activity requires review; the general rule is that if there is any element of research in an
activity, that activity should undergo review for the protection of human subjects.
Part B: Basic Ethical Principles
The expression "basic ethical principles" refers to those general judgments that serve as a
basic justification for the many particular ethical prescriptions and evaluations of human
actions. Three basic principles, among those generally accepted in our cultural tradition, are
particularly relevant to the ethics of research involving human subjects: the principles of
respect of persons, beneficence and justice.
1. Respect for Persons. Respect for persons incorporates at least two ethical convictions:
first, that individuals should be treated as autonomous agents, and second, that persons with
diminished autonomy are entitled to protection. The principle of respect for persons thus
divides into two separate moral requirements: the requirement to acknowledge autonomy
and the requirement to protect those with diminished autonomy.
An autonomous person is an individual capable of deliberation about personal goals and of
acting under the direction of such deliberation. To respect autonomy is to give weight to
autonomous persons' considered opinions and choices while refraining from obstructing
their actions unless they are clearly detrimental to others. To show lack of respect for an
autonomous agent is to repudiate that person's considered judgments, to deny an individual
the freedom to act on those considered judgments, or to withhold information necessary to
make a considered judgment, when there are no compelling reasons to do so.
However, not every human being is capable of self-determination. The capacity for selfdetermination matures during an individual's life, and some individuals lose this capacity
wholly or in part because of illness, mental disability, or circumstances that severely restrict
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liberty. Respect for the immature and the incapacitated may require protecting them as they
mature or while they are incapacitated.
Some persons are in need of extensive protection, even to the point of excluding them from
activities which may harm them; other persons require little protection beyond making sure
they undertake activities freely and with awareness of possible adverse consequence. The
extent of protection afforded should depend upon the risk of harm and the likelihood of
benefit. The judgment that any individual lacks autonomy should be periodically reevaluated
and will vary in different situations.
In most cases of research involving human subjects, respect for persons demands that
subjects enter into the research voluntarily and with adequate information. In some
situations, however, application of the principle is not obvious. The involvement of
prisoners as subjects of research provides an instructive example. On the one hand, it would
seem that the principle of respect for persons requires that prisoners not be deprived of the
opportunity to volunteer for research. On the other hand, under prison conditions they may
be subtly coerced or unduly influenced to engage in research activities for which they would
not otherwise volunteer. Respect for persons would then dictate that prisoners be protected.
Whether to allow prisoners to "volunteer" or to "protect" them presents a dilemma.
Respecting persons, in most hard cases, is often a matter of balancing competing claims
urged by the principle of respect itself.
2. Beneficence. Persons are treated in an ethical manner not only by respecting their
decisions and protecting them from harm, but also by making efforts to secure their wellbeing. Such treatment falls under the principle of beneficence. The term "beneficence" is
often understood to cover acts of kindness or charity that go beyond strict obligation. In this
document, beneficence is understood in a stronger sense, as an obligation. Two general rules
have been formulated as complementary expressions of beneficent actions in this sense: (1)
do not harm and (2) maximize possible benefits and minimize possible harms.
The Hippocratic maxim "do no harm" has long been a fundamental principle of medical
ethics. Claude Bernard extended it to the realm of research, saying that one should not injure
one person regardless of the benefits that might come to others. However, even avoiding
harm requires learning what is harmful; and, in the process of obtaining this information,
persons may be exposed to risk of harm. Further, the Hippocratic Oath requires physicians
to benefit their patients "according to their best judgment." Learning what will in fact benefit
may require exposing persons to risk. The problem posed by these imperatives is to decide
when it is justifiable to seek certain benefits despite the risks involved, and when the benefits
should be foregone because of the risks.
The obligations of beneficence affect both individual investigators and society at large,
because they extend both to particular research projects and to the entire enterprise of
research. In the case of particular projects, investigators and members of their institutions
are obliged to give forethought to the maximization of benefits and the reduction of risk that
might occur from the research investigation. In the case of scientific research in general,
members of the larger society are obliged to recognize the longer term benefits and risks that
may result from the improvement of knowledge and from the development of novel
medical, psychotherapeutic, and social procedures.
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The principle of beneficence often occupies a well-defined justifying role in many areas of
research involving human subjects. An example is found in research involving children.
Effective ways of treating childhood diseases and fostering healthy development are benefits
that serve to justify research involving children—even when individual research subjects are
not direct beneficiaries. Research also makes it possible to avoid the harm that may result
from the application of previously accepted routine practices that on closer investigation
turn out to be dangerous. But the role of the principle of beneficence is not always so
unambiguous. A difficult ethical problem remains, for example, about research that presents
more than minimal risk without immediate prospect of direct benefit to the children
involved. Some have argued that such research is inadmissible, while others have pointed out
that this limit would rule out much research promising great benefit to children in the future.
Here again, as with all hard cases, the different claims covered by the principle of
beneficence may come into conflict and force difficult choices.
3. Justice. Who ought to receive the benefits of research and bear its burdens? This is a
question of justice, in the sense of "fairness in distribution" or "what is deserved." An
injustice occurs when some benefit to which a person is entitled is denied without good
reason or when some burden is imposed unduly. Another way of conceiving the principle of
justice is that equals ought to be treated equally. However, this statement requires
explication. Who is equal and who is unequal? What considerations justify departure from
equal distribution? Almost all commentators allow that distinctions based on experience, age,
deprivation, competence, merit and position do sometimes constitute criteria justifying
differential treatment for certain purposes. It is necessary, then, to explain in what respects
people should be treated equally. There are several widely accepted formulations of just ways
to distribute burdens and benefits. Each formulation mentions some relevant property on
the basis of which burdens and benefits should be distributed. These formulations are (1) to
each person an equal share, (2) to each person according to individual need, (3) to each
person according to individual effort, (4) to each person according to societal contribution,
and (5) to each person according to merit.
Questions of justice have long been associated with social practices such as punishment,
taxation and political representation. Until recently these questions have not generally been
associated with scientific research. However, they are foreshadowed even in the earliest
reflections on the ethics of research involving human subjects. For example, during the 19th
and early 20th centuries the burdens of serving as research subjects fell largely upon poor
ward patients, while the benefits of improved medical care flowed primarily to private
patients. Subsequently, the exploitation of unwilling prisoners as research subjects in Nazi
concentration camps was condemned as a particularly flagrant injustice. In this country, in
the 1940's, the Tuskegee syphilis study used disadvantaged, rural black men to study the
untreated course of a disease that is by no means confined to that population. These subjects
were deprived of demonstrably effective treatment in order not to interrupt the project, long
after such treatment became generally available.
Against this historical background, it can be seen how conceptions of justice are relevant to
research involving human subjects. For example, the selection of research subjects needs to
be scrutinized in order to determine whether some classes (e.g., welfare patients, particular
racial and ethnic minorities, or persons confined to institutions) are being systematically
selected simply because of their easy availability, their compromised position, or their
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manipulability, rather than for reasons directly related to the problem being studied. Finally,
whenever research supported by public funds leads to the development of therapeutic
devices and procedures, justice demands both that these not provide advantages only to
those who can afford them and that such research should not unduly involve persons from
groups unlikely to be among the beneficiaries of subsequent applications of the research.
Part C: Applications
C. Applications
Applications of the general principles to the conduct of research leads to consideration of
the following requirements: informed consent, risk/benefit assessment, and the selection of
subjects of research.
1. Informed Consent. Respect for persons requires that subjects, to the degree that they are
capable, be given the opportunity to choose what shall or shall not happen to them. This
opportunity is provided when adequate standards for informed consent are satisfied.
While the importance of informed consent is unquestioned, controversy prevails over the
nature and possibility of an informed consent. Nonetheless, there is widespread agreement
that the consent process can be analyzed as containing three elements: information,
comprehension and voluntariness.
Information. Most codes of research establish specific items for disclosure intended to assure
that subjects are given sufficient information. These items generally include: the research
procedure, their purposes, risks and anticipated benefits, alternative procedures (where
therapy is involved), and a statement offering the subject the opportunity to ask questions
and to withdraw at any time from the research. Additional items have been proposed,
including how subjects are selected, the person responsible for the research, etc.
However, a simple listing of items does not answer the question of what the standard should
be for judging how much and what sort of information should be provided. One standard
frequently invoked in medical practice, namely the information commonly provided by
practitioners in the field or in the locale, is inadequate since research takes place precisely
when a common understanding does not exist. Another standard, currently popular in
malpractice law, requires the practitioner to reveal the information that reasonable persons
would wish to know in order to make a decision regarding their care. This, too, seems
insufficient since the research subject, being in essence a volunteer, may wish to know
considerably more about risks gratuitously undertaken than do patients who deliver
themselves into the hand of a clinician for needed care. It may be that a standard of "the
reasonable volunteer" should be proposed: the extent and nature of information should be
such that persons, knowing that the procedure is neither necessary for their care nor perhaps
fully understood, can decide whether they wish to participate in the furthering of knowledge.
Even when some direct benefit to them is anticipated, the subjects should understand clearly
the range of risk and the voluntary nature of participation.
A special problem of consent arises where informing subjects of some pertinent aspect of
the research is likely to impair the validity of the research. In many cases, it is sufficient to
indicate to subjects that they are being invited to participate in research of which some
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features will not be revealed until the research is concluded. In all cases of research involving
incomplete disclosure, such research is justified only if it is clear that (1) incomplete
disclosure is truly necessary to accomplish the goals of the research, (2) there are no
undisclosed risks to subjects that are more than minimal, and (3) there is an adequate plan
for debriefing subjects, when appropriate, and for dissemination of research results to them.
Information about risks should never be withheld for the purpose of eliciting the
cooperation of subjects, and truthful answers should always be given to direct questions
about the research. Care should be taken to distinguish cases in which disclosure would
destroy or invalidate the research from cases in which disclosure would simply
inconvenience the investigator.
Comprehension. The manner and context in which information is conveyed is as important as
the information itself. For example, presenting information in a disorganized and rapid
fashion, allowing too little time for consideration or curtailing opportunities for questioning,
all may adversely affect a subject's ability to make an informed choice.
Because the subject's ability to understand is a function of intelligence, rationality, maturity
and language, it is necessary to adapt the presentation of the information to the subject's
capacities. Investigators are responsible for ascertaining that the subject has comprehended
the information. While there is always an obligation to ascertain that the information about
risk to subjects is complete and adequately comprehended, when the risks are more serious,
that obligation increases. On occasion, it may be suitable to give some oral or written tests of
comprehension.
Special provision may need to be made when comprehension is severely limited, for
example, by conditions of immaturity or mental disability. Each class of subjects that one
might consider as incompetent (e.g., infants and young children, mentally disable patients,
the terminally ill and the comatose) should be considered on its own terms. Even for these
persons, however, respect requires giving them the opportunity to choose to the extent that
they are able, whether or not to participate in research. The objections of these subjects to
involvement should be honored, unless the research entails providing them a therapy
unavailable elsewhere. Respect for persons also requires seeking the permission of other
parties in order to protect the subjects from harm.
The third parties chosen should be those who are most likely to understand the incompetent
subject's situation and to act in that person's best interest. The person authorized to act on
behalf of the subject should be given an opportunity to observe the research as it proceeds
in order to be able to withdraw the subject from the research, if such action appears in the
subject's best interest.
Voluntariness. An agreement to participate in research constitutes a valid consent only if
voluntarily given. This element of informed consent requires conditions free of coercion and
undue influence. Coercion occurs when an overt threat of harm is intentionally presented by
one person to another in order to obtain compliance. Undue influence, by contrast, occurs
through an offer of an excessive, unwarranted, inappropriate or improper reward or other
overture in order to obtain compliance. Also, inducements that would ordinarily be
acceptable may become undue influences if the subject is especially vulnerable.
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Unjustifiable pressures usually occur when persons in positions of authority or commanding
influence—especially where possible sanctions are involved—urge a course of action for a
subject. A continuum of such influencing factors exists, however, and it is impossible to
state precisely where justifiably persuasion ends and undue influence begins. But undue
influence would include actions such as manipulating a person's choice through the
controlling influence of a close relative and threatening to withdraw health services to which
an individual would otherwise be entitled.
2. Assessment of risks and benefits. The assessment of risks and benefits requires a
careful arrayal of relevant data, including, in some cases, alternative ways of obtaining the
benefits sought in the research. Thus, the assessment presents both an opportunity and a
responsibility to gather systematic and comprehensive information about proposed research.
For the investigator, it is a means to examine whether the proposed research is properly
designed. For a review committee, it is a method for determining whether the risks that will
be presented to subjects are justified. For prospective subjects, the assessment will assist the
determination whether or not to participate.
The Nature and Scope of Risks and Benefits. The requirement that research be justified on the
basis of a favorable risk/benefit assessment bears a close relation to the principle of
beneficence, just as the moral requirement that informed consent be obtained is derived
primarily from the principle of respect for persons. The term "risk" refers to a possibility
that harm may occur. However, when expressions such as "small risk," or "high risk", are
used, they usually refer (often ambiguously) both to the chance (probability) of experiencing
a harm and the severity (magnitude) of the envisioned harm.
The term "benefit" is used in the research context to refer to something of positive value
related to health or welfare. Unlike "risk," "benefit" is not a term that expresses probabilities.
Risk is properly contrasted to probability of benefits, and benefits are properly contrasted
with harms rather than risks of harm. Accordingly, so-called risk/benefit assessments are
concerned with the probabilities and magnitudes of possible harm and anticipated benefits.
Many kinds of possible harms and benefits need to be taken into account. There are, for
example, risks of psychological harm, physical harm, legal harm, social harm and economic
harm and the corresponding benefits. While the most likely types of harms to research
subjects are those of psychological or physical pain or injury, other possible kinds should not
be overlooked.
Risks and benefits of research may affect the individual subjects, the families of the
individual subjects, and society at large (or special groups of subjects in society). Previous
codes and Federal regulations have required that risks to subjects be outweighed by the sum
of both the anticipated benefit to the subject, if any, and the anticipated benefit to society in
the form of knowledge to be gained from the research. In balancing these different elements,
the risks and benefits affecting the immediate research subject will normally carry special
weight. On the other hand, interests other than those of the subject may on some occasions
be sufficient by themselves to justify the risks involved in the research, so long as the
subjects' rights have been protected. Beneficence thus requires that we protect against risk of
harm to subjects and also that we be concerned about the loss of the substantial benefits that
might be gained from research.
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The Systematic Assessment of Risks and Benefits. It is commonly said that benefits and risks must
be "balanced" and shown to be "in a favorable ratio." The metaphorical character of these
terms draws attention to the difficulty of making precise judgments. Only on rare occasions
will quantitative techniques be available for the scrutiny of research protocols. However, the
idea of systematic, nonarbitrary analysis of risks and benefits should be emulated insofar as
possible. This ideal requires those making decisions about the justifiability of research to be
thorough in the accumulation and assessment of information about all aspects of the
research, and to consider alternatives systematically. This procedure renders the assessment
of research more rigorous and precise, while making communication between review board
members and investigators less subject to misinterpretation, misinformation and conflicting
judgments. Thus, there should first be a determination of the validity of the presuppositions
of the research; then the nature, probability and magnitude of risk should be distinguished
with as much clarity as possible. The method of ascertaining risks should be explicit,
especially where there is no alternative to the use of such vague categories as small or slight
risk. It should also be determined whether an investigator's estimates of the probability of
harm or benefits are reasonable, as judged by known facts or other available studies.
Finally, assessment of the justifiability of research should reflect at least the following
considerations: (i) Brutal or inhumane treatment of human subjects is never morally justified.
(ii) Risks should be reduced to those necessary to achieve the research objective. It should be
determined whether it is in fact necessary to use human subjects at all. Risk can perhaps
never be entirely eliminated, but it can often be reduced by careful attention to alternative
procedures. (iii) When research involves significant risk of serious impairment, review
committees should be extraordinarily insistent on the justification of the risk (looking usually
to the likelihood of benefit to the subject—or, in some rare cases, to the manifest
voluntariness of the participation). (iv) When vulnerable populations are involved in
research, the appropriateness of involving them should itself be demonstrated. A number of
variables go into such judgments, including the nature and degree of risk, the condition of
the particular population involved, and the nature and level of the anticipated benefits. (v)
Relevant risks and benefits must be thoroughly arrayed in documents and procedures used in
the informed consent process.
3. Selection of Subjects. Just as the principle of respect for persons finds expression in the
requirements for consent, and the principle of beneficence in risk/benefit assessment, the
principle of justice gives rise to moral requirements that there be fair procedures and
outcomes in the selection of research subjects.
Justice is relevant to the selection of subjects of research at two levels: the social and the
individual. Individual justice in the selection of subjects would require that researchers
exhibit fairness: thus, they should not offer potentially beneficial research only to some
patients who are in their favor or select only "undesirable" persons for risky research. Social
justice requires that distinction be drawn between classes of subjects that ought, and ought
not, to participate in any particular kind of research, based on the ability of members of that
class to bear burdens and on the appropriateness of placing further burdens on already
burdened persons. Thus, it can be considered a matter of social justice that there is an order
of preference in the selection of classes of subjects (e.g., adults before children) and that
some classes of potential subjects (e.g., the institutionalized mentally infirm or prisoners)
may be involved as research subjects, if at all, only on certain conditions.
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Injustice may appear in the selection of subjects, even if individual subjects are selected fairly
by investigators and treated fairly in the course of research. Thus injustice arises from social,
racial, sexual and cultural biases institutionalized in society. Thus, even if individual
researchers are treating their research subjects fairly, and even if the Institutional Review
Boards (IRBs) are taking care to assure that subjects are selected fairly within a particular
institution, unjust social patterns may nevertheless appear in the overall distribution of the
burdens and benefits of research. Although individual institutions or investigators may not
be able to resolve a problem that is pervasive in their social setting, they can consider
distributive justice in selecting research subjects.
Some populations, especially institutionalized ones, are already burdened in many ways by
their infirmities and environments. When research is proposed that involves risks and does
not include a therapeutic component, other less burdened classes of persons should be called
upon first to accept these risks of research, except where the research is directly related to
the specific conditions of the class involved. Also, even though public funds for research
may often flow in the same directions as public funds for health care, it seems unfair that
populations dependent on public health care constitute a pool of preferred research subjects
if more advantaged populations are likely to be the recipients of the benefits.
One special instance of injustice results from the involvement of vulnerable subjects. Certain
groups, such as racial minorities, the economically disadvantaged, the very sick, and the
institutionalized may continually be sought as research subjects, owing to their ready
availability in settings where research is conducted. Given their dependent status and their
frequently compromised capacity for free consent, they should be protected against the
danger of being involved in research solely for administrative convenience, or because they
are easy to manipulate as a result of their illness or socioeconomic condition.
______________________________
Notes
(1) Since 1945, various codes for the proper and responsible conduct of human
experimentation in medical research have been adopted by different organizations. The best
known of these codes are the Nuremberg Code of 1947, the Helsinki Declaration of 1964
(revised in 1975), and the 1971 Guidelines (codified into Federal Regulations in 1974) issued
by the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare Codes for the conduct of social
and behavioral research have also been adopted, the best known being that of the American
Psychological Association, published in 1973.
(2) Although practice usually involves interventions designed solely to enhance the wellbeing of a particular individual, interventions are sometimes applied to one individual for the
enhancement of the well-being of another (e.g., blood donation, skin grafts, organ
transplants) or an intervention may have the dual purpose of enhancing the well-being of a
particular individual, and, at the same time, providing some benefit to others (e.g.,
vaccination, which protects both the person who is vaccinated and society generally). The
fact that some forms of practice have elements other than immediate benefit to the
individual receiving an intervention, however, should not confuse the general distinction
between research and practice. Even when a procedure applied in practice may benefit some
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other person, it remains an intervention designed to enhance the well-being of a particular
individual or groups of individuals; thus, it is practice and need not be reviewed as research.
(3) Because the problems related to social experimentation may differ substantially from
those of biomedical and behavioral research, the Commission specifically declines to make
any policy determination regarding such research at this time. Rather, the Commission
believes that the problem ought to be addressed by one of its successor bodies.
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