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Jean	Jacques	Rousseau,	a	French	political	philosopher,	published	The	Social	Contract	in	1762,	during	the	peak	of	the	French	Enlightenment.[1]	Rousseau	argued	that	no	one	person	was	entitled	to	have	natural	authority	over	others.[2]	He	continued	his	argument	by	suggesting	that	an	agreement	should	be	formed,	in	which	all	individuals	give	up	their	natural	liberty	in	order	to	create	a	general	will,	which	in	turn	would	represent	the	sovereign	state.[3]	The	Social	Contract	appeared	several	years	prior	to	the	French	revolution;	however	it	became	one	of	the	most
influential	texts	during	that	period	in	France.1	Rousseau’s	work	encouraged	individual	membership	and	participation	within	the	state	they	belonged	to,	thus	supported	the	basic	democratic	ideals	of	the	French	revolution.3	Rousseau’s	idea	of	the	Social	Contract	was	modeled	from	the	political	system	of	the	ancient	Greek	polis.	During	the	Enlightenment,	Rousseau	argued	that	the	people	controlling	the	state	oppressed	the	bulk	of	the	population,	thus	a	reform	in	the	political	system	had	to	occur.	Within	a	small	ancient	Greek	polis,	individuals	participated
actively	and	directly	in	their	state’s	interactions.	Based	on	this	idea,	Rousseau	promoted	the	ancient	Greek	polis	as	he	believed	it	was	the	best	way	to	relieve	tensions	between	individual	natural	rights	and	the	desires	of	the	general	population.2	In	order	to	achieve	the	ancient	Greek	polis	within	a	modern	government,	a	social	agreement,	separate	from	the	state,	among	the	people	themselves	had	to	be	created.3	Rousseau	referred	to	the	agreement	among	the	people	as	the	Social	Contract.	Rousseau	described	the	Social	Contract	as	an	understanding	between	all
individuals.	John	Locke,	an	English	political	philosopher	from	a	prior	generation,	agreed	with	the	idea	of	a	contract.	However,	he	believed	the	contract	should	exist	as	an	agreement	between	a	ruler	and	the	people.	On	the	other	hand,	Rousseau	argued	that	the	contract	should	exist	only	between	the	people	themselves.	Jean	Jacques	Rousseau:	Biography	&	WorksHe	argued	that	when	all	individuals,	within	one	state,	give	up	their	natural	liberty,	their	combined	individual	wills	will	form	a	General	Will.	The	General	Will	will	then	act	as	the	true	absolute	power,
allowing	the	people	of	the	state	to	openly	participate	in	state	affairs.	Rousseau	then	concluded	that	the	former	government	became	secondary,	as	people	in	leadership	roles	were	only	considered	delegates	of	the	general	population.	As	a	result,	the	General	Will	would	successfully	ensure	all	individuals	had	a	sense	of	membership	within	their	state	and	participated	openly	within	the	state’s	interactions.3	2	Rousseau,	the	Social	Contract,	in	Perry,	Sources	of	Western	Tradition,	55.3	R.R.	Palmer,	Joel	Colton,	Lloyd	Kramer,	A	History	of	the	Modern	World,	10ed.
(Boston:McGraw	Hill,	2007),	307.	Palmer’s	A	History	of	the	Modern	World	suggests	that	Rousseau	became	“the	prophet	of	both	democracy	and	nationalism”	after	publishing	the	Social	Contract.3	His	agreement	among	the	people	supported	both	these	ideas	as	they	influenced	membership	and	participation	from	each	individual	in	their	own	state’s	affairs.	Classical	Social	Theories	&	TheoristsWhen	Rousseau	wrote	the	Social	Contract,	Europe	was	in	the	midst	of	an	evolution	known	as	the	Enlightenment.	Several	years	later,	his	modern	ideas	of	nationalism	and
democracy	supported	the	basic	ideals	of	which	the	French	Revolution	fought	for.	It	was	during	this	time	period	that	Rousseau’s	ideas	were	put	into	the	process.1	Rousseau’s	work	was	one	of	the	many	factors	that	led	to	the	success	of	the	French	Revolution	and	arguably	created	the	foundation	of	modern	democracy.	[1]	SparkNotes	Editors.	“SparkNote	on	The	Social	Contract.”	SparkNotes.com.	SparkNotes	LLC.	n.d..	Web.	1	Oct.	2010.	[2]	Rousseau,	the	Social	Contract,	in	Perry,	Sources	of	Western	Tradition,	55.	[3]	R.R.	Palmer,	Joel	Colton,	Lloyd	Kramer,	A
History	of	the	Modern	World,	10ed.	(Boston:	McGraw	Hill,	2007),	307.	Mapping	based	Best	Questions	(Indian	Geography)Starting	Soon	In	his	1762	political	essay,	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau	outlines	his	idea	of	the	social	contract:	an	unwritten	but	binding	contract	between	the	individual	and	the	state:	“Man	is	born	free,	and	yet	is	everywhere	in	fetters	[chains].	He	is	governed,	obliged	to	obey	laws.	What	is	it	that	legitimises	this	subjection	to	government?	I	think	I	can	solve	the	problem.	The	problem	with	which	men	are	confronted	in	these	circumstances	may	be
put	thus:	‘To	find	a	form	of	association	that	defends	and	protects,	with	all	the	common	force,	the	person	and	property	of	each	partner,	and	by	which	each	partner,	uniting	himself	with	all	the	rest,	nevertheless	obeys	only	himself,	and	remains	as	free	as	heretofore.’	To	this	problem	the	social	contract	affords	a	solution.	The	essence	of	the	pact	is	the	total	and	unreserved	alienation	by	each	partner	of	all	his	rights	to	the	community	as	a	whole.	No	individual	can	retain	any	rights	that	are	not	possessed	equally	by	all	other	individuals	without	the	compact	being
thereby	violated…	The	compact	therefore	may	be	reduced	to	the	following	terms:	‘Each	of	us	places	in	common	his	person	and	all	his	power,	under	the	supreme	direction	of	the	general	will,	and	we	receive	each	member	as	an	indivisible	part	of	the	whole’…	It	is	a	logical	sequence	of	the	social	contract	that	in	the	assemblies	of	the	people	the	voice	of	the	majority	prevails.	The	only	law	requiring	unanimity	is	the	contract	itself.	But	how	can	a	man	be	free,	and	at	the	same	time	submit	to	laws	to	which	he	has	not	consented?	I	reply	that	when	a	law	is	proposed	in
the	popular	assembly	the	question	put	is	not	precisely	whether	the	citizens	approve	or	disapprove	of	it,	but	whether	it	conforms	or	not	to	the	general	will.	The	minority,	then,	simply	have	it	proved	to	them	that	they	estimated	the	general	will	wrongly.	Once	it	is	declared,	they	are	as	citizens	participants	in	it,	and	as	subjects	they	must	obey	it.”	Jump	to	ratings	and	reviews"Man	is	born	free;	and	everywhere	he	is	in	chains."These	are	the	famous	opening	words	of	a	treatise	that	has	not	ceased	to	stir	vigorous	debate	since	its	first	publication	in	1762.	Rejecting	the
view	that	anyone	has	a	natural	right	to	wield	authority	over	others,	Rousseau	argues	instead	for	a	pact,	or	‘social	contract’,	that	should	exist	between	all	the	citizens	of	a	state	and	that	should	be	the	source	of	sovereign	power.	From	this	fundamental	premise,	he	goes	on	to	consider	issues	of	liberty	and	law,	freedom	and	justice,	arriving	at	a	view	of	society	that	has	seemed	to	some	a	blueprint	for	totalitarianism,	to	others	a	declaration	of	democratic	principles.	3847	people	are	currently	reading97869	people	want	to	readGenevan	philosopher	and	writer	Jean
Jacques	Rousseau	held	that	society	usually	corrupts	the	essentially	good	individual;	his	works	include	The	Social	Contract	and	Émile	(both	1762).This	important	figure	in	the	history	contributed	to	political	and	moral	psychology	and	influenced	later	thinkers.	Own	firmly	negative	view	saw	the	post-hoc	rationalizers	of	self-interest,	apologists	for	various	forms	of	tyranny,	as	playing	a	role	in	the	modern	alienation	from	natural	impulse	of	humanity	to	compassion.	The	concern	to	find	a	way	of	preserving	human	freedom	in	a	world	of	increasingly	dependence	for	the
satisfaction	of	their	needs	dominates	work.	This	concerns	a	material	dimension	and	a	more	important	psychological	dimensions.	Rousseau	a	fact	that	in	the	modern	world,	humans	come	to	derive	their	very	sense	of	self	from	the	opinions	as	corrosive	of	freedom	and	destructive	of	authenticity.	In	maturity,	he	principally	explores	the	first	political	route,	aimed	at	constructing	institutions	that	allow	for	the	co-existence	of	equal	sovereign	citizens	in	a	community;	the	second	route	to	achieving	and	protecting	freedom,	a	project	for	child	development	and	education,
fosters	autonomy	and	avoids	the	development	of	the	most	destructive	forms	of	self-interest.	Rousseau	thinks	or	the	possible	co-existence	of	humans	in	relations	of	equality	and	freedom	despite	his	consistent	and	overwhelming	pessimism	that	humanity	will	escape	from	a	dystopia	of	alienation,	oppression,	and	unfreedom.	In	addition	to	contributions,	Rousseau	acted	as	a	composer,	a	music	theorist,	the	pioneer	of	modern	autobiography,	a	novelist,	and	a	botanist.	Appreciation	of	the	wonders	of	nature	and	his	stress	on	the	importance	of	emotion	made	Rousseau
an	influence	on	and	anticipator	of	the	romantic	movement.	To	a	very	large	extent,	the	interests	and	concerns	that	mark	his	work	also	inform	these	other	activities,	and	contributions	of	Rousseau	in	ostensibly	other	fields	often	serve	to	illuminate	his	commitments	and	arguments.	Displaying	1	-	30	of	1,750	reviewsJune	28,	2013The	one	star	rating	does	not	mean	I	don’t	recommend	reading	The	Social	Contract.	Everyone	should.	It’s	that	important,	that	influential	and	reading	this	was	certainly	eye-opening.	One	star	does	not	mean	this	was	tedious,	dry	or	difficult.
In	fact	this	treatise	is	not	long,	is	easy	to	understand	and	can	be	read	in	a	few	hours.	And	Rousseau	can	certainly	turn	a	phrase.	Lots	and	lots	that’s	quotable	in	this	book.	But	I	don’t	simply	not	like	the	book	(which	on	Goodreads	means	one	star)	I	absolutely	despise	this	book	and	everything	it	stands	for.	Leo	Strauss	called	Machiavelli	the	“teacher	of	evil”	and	goodness	knows	I	have	nothing	kind	to	say	about	Marx.	But	both	feel	clean	and	wholesome	in	comparison	to	Rousseau.	Machiavelli	at	least	is	open	about	urging	there	is	no	place	for	morals	in	politics,	but
Rousseau	is	positively	Orwellian.	He	begins	the	first	chapter	of	Social	Contract	with	the	stirring	worlds:	Man	is	born	free	and	everywhere	is	in	chains.	But	though	he	speaks	of	liberty	and	democracy	it’s	clear	that	his	ideal	state	as	he	defines	it	is	totalitarian.	Those	who	don’t	want	any	part	of	his	state,	who	won’t	obey,	should	be	“forced	to	be	free.”	Locke	argued	inalienable	rights	included	life,	liberty,	and	property;	governments	are	instituted	to	secure	those	rights.	For	Rousseau,	life,	liberty	and	property	are	all	things	you	give	wholly	to	the	state	“retaining	no
individual	rights.”	Rousseau	states:Whoever	refuses	to	obey	the	general	will	shall	be	compelled	to	do	so	by	the	whole	body...	the	social	contract	gives	the	body	politic	absolute	power	over	all	its	members...	when	the	prince	says	to	him:	“It	is	expedient	for	the	State	that	you	should	die,”	he	ought	to	die.Even	Rousseau	thought	his	ideal	system	couldn’t	work	in	large	territories.	He	ideally	wanted	direct	democracy,	with	all	citizens	meeting	in	assembly	such	as	in	the	ancient	city-state	of	Athens,	not	representative	democracy,	which	he	doesn’t	see	as	true	democracy.
(And	the	larger	the	state,	the	more	absolute	in	its	powers	and	more	autocratic	the	government	should	be	lest	it	fall	into	selfish	anarchy.)	Alissa	Ardito	says	in	the	Introduction	to	my	edition	that:	“Politics...	is	also	about	language,	talking,	negotiating,	arguing;	and	for	that	Rousseau	had	no	need	and	little	patience.	The	goal	in	The	Social	Contract	is	always	about	consensus,	and	in	the	end	one	suspects	what	Rousseau	finally	wanted	was	silence.”	You	cannot	have	liberty	or	democracy	while	shutting	up	and	shutting	down	anyone	who	dissents	from	the	“general
will.”	And	then	there’s	Rousseau’s	urging	of	a	civil	religion,	where	one	literally	worships	the	state.	What	you	get	then	is	the	obscenity	of	a	state	as	the	“Democratic	People’s	Republic	of	Korea,”	whose	only	nod	to	democracy	is	in	the	name,	and	where	its	leader	takes	on	a	quasi-religious	status.	Can	I	see	any	good	in	this	treatise?	I	can	see	the	form	the	United	States	took	in	the	discussion	of	a	mix	between	monarchy	(President),	aristocracy	(Senate,	Supreme	Court)	and	democracy	(Congress)	and	checks	and	balances	between	them.	But	such	features	are	also
discussed	in	Locke’s	Second	Treatise	of	Government	and	in	Montesquieu’s	The	Spirit	of	the	Laws,	both	of	which	predate	The	Social	Contract.	In	fact,	Rousseau's	categories	of	government	can	even	trace	its	roots	to	Aristotle.	So,	what	good	I	can	see	in	it	is	hardly	original.	Well,	and	The	Social	Contract	did	argue	for	sovereignty	being	lodged	in	the	people	rather	than	a	Divine	Right	of	Kings--it’s	supposed	to	have	inspired	the	French	Revolution,	and	its	cry	of	“liberty,	equality,	fraternity.”	If	so,	it’s	easier	to	understand	why	the	French	Revolution	turned	into	the
Reign	of	Terror.	I	do	consider	this	a	must-read,	and	I’m	glad	I	read	it.	It’s	enlightening,	like	turning	over	a	rock	to	see	all	the	nasty	things	that	were	hiding	underneath.100-significant-books	2013-around-the-world	classics	Fergus,	Weaver	of	Autistic	WebsMarch	20,	2025FREEDOM	-	from	a	Revolutionary	FRENCH	ASPIE’s	POV!Remember	when	Freedom	was	a	glorious	ideal	-	a	fresh,	untrammelled	new	territory	to	explore	at	will?	Look	back!	Think	of	Thomas	Paine	in	America,	Edmund	Burke	in	England,	Rousseau’s	bright	confrères	among	the	philosophes	-	all	of
them	trumpeted	the	Dawn	of	a	Fresh	New	Day.Of	course	-	all	of	our	own	early	days	were	filled	with	its	fresh	air!	And	then,	back	then	-	the	early	days	of	the	Enlightenment,	that	powerhouse	of	political	ideology	that	conceived	the	Golden	Image	of	TRUE	democracy	-The	world	was	coming	of	age!What	happened	to	us	all	to	spoil	all	that?Well,	the	world	grew	older	and	so	did	we!Jean-Jacques	Rousseau,	though,	all	appearances	to	the	contrary,	was	at	heart	a	green	Golden	Ager.	Whatever	we	may	think,	his	philosophy	was	not	Utopian.	Rousseau	just	wanted	to
return	to	the	Age	of	Innocence,	like	Auden	-	though	perhaps	a	little	bit	more	naïvely	than	Wystan,	and	to	universal	brotherhood.	Which	serves	him	well	here.Oh,	those	lost	ideals!Yes,	he	was	every	bit	as	naïve	as	we	were	in	our	early	years..	and	I	was	a	lot	-	probably	more	so	than	a	lot	of	you,	too.	Still,	he	never	stopped	HOPING,	in	spite	of	all	the	bullies	and	naysayers!But	like	Jean-Jacques,	I	know	my	teenaged	springtime	was	anything	but	sound.	The	serpent	had	long	since	reached	the	centre	of	the	apple.	Rousseau	-	like	me	-	attempted	extensive	damage
control,	and	the	galloping	extrêmes	of	his	writing	belie	that	constantly	thwarted	rationalization.	He	was	perhaps	successful,	at	least	outwardly,	though	inwardly	most	of	his	life	was	lived	on	tenterhooks.But	now	maybe	you,	like	so	many	of	US	old	Boomers,	remain	a	partial	stranger	in	this	brave	new	world	we	see	around	us.	And	we	can	never	go	back	to	the	Golden	Age,	it	seems.	Why?	Because	we	all	have	seen	the	enemy	and	he	is	us.	Because	he	is	ALWAYS	there	with	us,	even	-	in	disguise	-	in	these	coarse,	faded	faraway	times.You	know,	we	moderns	grew	up
faster	because	we	were	in	sync	with	Accelerated	Modern	Time,	and	because	the	serpent	is	in	plain	view	these	days.Caught	in	that	music,	all	neglectMonuments	of	undying	intellect.So,	to	so	many	of	us,	Jean-Jacques	fades	back	into	the	chipped	and	forgotten	statuary	of	the	Enlightenment.	HoHum.But	MAYBE	HIS	Hope	is	still	a	valid	GROWNUP	option.	And	as	for	the	actual	Rousseau:What	he	was,	he	was.What	he	is	fated	to	becomeDepends	on	us.Don’t	you	see?	Just	because	we’ve	all	been	hurt	and	have	fallen	from	grace	is	no	excuse	for	our	omnipresent
modern	cynicism.And	as	Auden’s	poetic	words	can	also	apply	to	the	way	we	see	this	tarnished	18th-century	idol,	perhaps	Rousseau’s	historical	fate,	along	with	Democracy’s	and	the	World’s,	also	depends	on	US.Our	attitudes.	Our	emotions.	We’re	sad	sacks	when	we	should	be	can-do-er’s.	And	if	we’re	as	idealistic	as	he	was,	these	things	will	depend	on	having	a	grown-up	sense	of	HOPE!It’s	time	we	revisited	that	Golden	Ideal.	There	IS	still	room	for	goodness,	decency	and	hope	in	this	fallen	world...	if	we	keep	one	ear	open	to	the	postmodernist	mindset.And	The
Social	Contract	has	all	of	those	virtues	in	Spades.November	13,	20212009	read:	“In	truth,	laws	are	always	useful	to	those	with	possessions	and	harmful	to	those	who	have	nothing;	from	which	it	follows	that	the	social	state	is	advantageous	to	men	only	when	all	possess	something	and	none	has	too	much.”Jean-Jacques	Rousseau,	The	Social	Contract.One	of	those	books	I	chose	to	read,	because	I	knew	I	had	to,	is	not	the	best	way	to	set	about	reading	a	classical	work	on	philosophy.	Rosseau's	classic	about	the	responsibility	and	contract	between	the	government
and	the	governed	is	better	studied	than	just	simply	read	from	cover	to	cover.	5	out	of	12.March	18,	2017" مادختسا 	 ىلإ 	 دمع 	 مجرتملا 	 نأكو 	 ،ةمجرتلا 	 فعض 	 ببسب 	 يعاتمتسا 	 رّكعت 	 ام 	 ردقب 	 باتكلا 	 اذه 	 نم 	 ةدئاف 	 ىلع 	 تلصّحت 	 ام 	 ردقب . انتايلوؤسمو 	 انتابجاوو 	 انقوقح 	 فرعنل 	 ةيسايسلا 	 تاحلطصملا 	 مهفل 	 ةلماك 	 ليهأت 	 ةداعإ 	 ىلإو 	 ةسايسلا 	 ملع 	 ةسارد 	 ىلإ 	 ةجاحب 	 نحن 	 مك .	 ةدارإ 	 يأ 	 ىلع 	 ولعت 	 يتلا 	 بعشلا 	 ةدارإو 	 تايطارقميدلاو 	 تاّيرحلاب 	 معنيو 	 رّوطتي 	 انلوح 	 نم 	 ملاعلاو 	 قلطملا 	 كلمُلاو 	 ةيعاطقلإا 	 ةموكحلا 	 رصعل 	 انماّكحُ 	 دوعيف !	 يزخلاو 	 سؤبلل 	 وعدي 	 ام 	 اذهو !	 اهرصحن 	 نأ 	 نم 	 ربكأ 	 ةريبك 	 ةّوه 	 كانه 	 نأب 	 ىرن 	 ،ةيبرعلا 	 انتاسايس 	 عقاو 	 نيبو 	 رصعلا 	 كلذ 	 يف 	 ةيبورولأا 	 ةسايسلا 	 راكفأ 	 مّدقت 	 نيب 	 نراقنو 	 ،ةلودلا 	 يف 	 تاقلاعلل 	 ميظنت 	 نم 	 رشع 	 نماثلا 	 نرقلا 	 يف 	 وسور 	 هبتك 	 ام 	 أرقن 	 نيح .	 عيمجلل 	 ريخ 	 هيف 	 ميلس 	 عارتشا 	 لك 	 ساسأ 	 يه 	 ةاواسملاو 	 ةّيرحلا 	 نأو .	 ةلودلا 	 هجّوت 	 يتلا 	 يه 	 ةماعلا 	 ةدارلإا 	 نأو 	 ،فرظ 	 يأ 	 تحت 	 هدابعتسا 	 دحلأ 	 قحي 	 لاو 	 رح 	 وهو 	 ةلودلا 	 يف 	 يساسلأا 	 رصنعلا 	 وه 	 بعشلا 	 نأ 	 ىريو .	 ةلودلا 	 يف 	 عيمجلا 	 تابجاوو 	 قوقحو 	 ةفلتخملا 	 ةموكحلا 	 لاكشأو 	 ،هبعش 	 وحن 	 مكاحلا 	 تايلوؤسم 	 ،مهمكاحو 	 مهتلود 	 هاجت 	 دارفلأا 	 تابجاوو 	 ،لودلا 	 أشنت 	 فيكو 	 ،مكاحلاو 	 بعشلا 	 نيب 	 ةقلاعلا 	 دعاوق 	 اذه 	 هباتك 	 يف 	 وسور 	 عضي . ملاعلا 	 بوعش 	 لكل 	 ًابلطم 	 تحبصأو 	 اسنرف 	 دودح 	 اهراكفأ 	 تزواجت 	 يتلا 	 ةيسنرفلا 	 ةروثلا 	 قلاطنإو 	 رشع 	 سداسلا 	 سيول 	 مكح 	 طاقسإ 	 ىلإ 	 ىّدأ 	 امم 	 يمّدقتلا 	 وسور 	 ركفب 	 نوريثكلا 	 رّثأت 	 دقو .	 ضرلأا 	 ىلع 	 هللا 	 لظ 	 وه 	 مكاحلا 	 نأب 	 دقتعُي 	 ناك 	 ثيح 	 ؛قلطمُلا 	 يكلملا 	 مكحُلا 	 لكش 	 رييغتل 	 اوحمط 	 نيذلا 	 نييريونتلا 	 كئلوأ 	 سأر 	 ىلع 	 وسور 	 كاج 	 ناج 	 ناكو 	 ،ةيسنرفلا 	 ةروثلاو 	 هتفسلافو 	 ريونتلا 	 رصع 	 يف 	 ةصاخ 	 ثحابم 	 دارفإ 	 مت -	 يسنرفلا 	 بدلأا 	 تسرد 	 ينوك 	- ةعماجلا 	 يفو .	 يتركاذ 	 يف 	 ًاخسار 	 بتاكلا 	 اذه 	 مسا 	 يقبو 	 ةسايسلا 	 يف 	 بتكلا 	 مهأ 	 هنوك 	 يعامتجلاا 	 دقعلا 	 باتك 	 نع 	 يرغص 	 ذنم 	 ةسردملا 	 بتكو 	 فحصُلاو 	 تلااقملا 	 نم 	 ديدعلا 	 يف 	 تأرق
you	think	–	hang	on	–	that's	all	nations,	isn't	it?	Except,	perhaps	–	aha!	–	for	the	Swiss	republics	like	Rousseau's	own	native	Geneva,	where	state	and	city	were	coterminous	and	political	theories	could	be	tested	and	discarded	like	strains	of	bacteria	in	a	petri-dish.	It	must	have	been	a	blow	when	the	Genevans	turned	against	him	and	burnt	his	books	en	masse.And	they	were	not	his	last	critics.	For	Bertrand	Russell,	‘Hitler	is	an	outcome	of	Rousseau,’	and	the	top	review	on	Goodreads	takes	violent	exception	to	him	as	well.	These	extreme	reactions	seem	very
surprising	to	me,	perhaps	because	I	am	not	well	read	in	political	theory.	In	his	vision	of	citizens	who	willingly	subsume	themselves	within	a	state,	they	see	the	seeds	of	totalitarianism;	but	Rousseau's	point	is	rather	to	identify	the	qualities	that	would	make	such	a	state	so	appealing	in	the	first	place.Those	qualities	are,	for	the	most	part,	fairly	sensible	and	inspiring.	He	argues	that	sovereignty	rests	exclusively	in	the	people;	that	slavery	is	invalid;	that	there	can	be	no	state	religion,	nor	any	religious	intolerance;	that	inequality	of	wealth	must	be	minimised;	that
private	interest	groups	must	be	kept	out	of	politics;	and	that	there	is	no	justification	for	any	divinely-appointed	monarch	or	king:	‘All	legitimate	government	is	“republican”.’Rousseau's	idea	of	democracy	is	a	very	strict	one;	for	him,	it's	something	that	constrains	all	the	people	to	come	together	to	make	decisions	directly	–	occasions	on	which	‘the	person	of	the	humblest	citizen	is	as	sacred	and	inviolable	as	that	of	the	highest	magistrate,	for	in	the	presence	of	the	represented	there	is	no	longer	any	representation’.	Stirring,	although	perhaps	impractical.	But
Rousseau	is	not	impressed	by	systems	under	which	citizens	outsource	their	decision-making	powers	to	elected	representatives.The	English	people	believes	itself	to	be	free;	it	is	gravely	mistaken;	it	is	free	only	during	the	election	of	Members	of	Parliament;	as	soon	as	the	Members	are	elected,	the	people	is	enslaved;	it	is	nothing.Of	course,	as	recent	experience	has	shown,	England	does	occasionally	have	popular	referenda.	And	Rousseau	goes	on:In	the	brief	moments	of	its	freedom,	the	English	people	makes	such	a	use	of	that	freedom	that	it	deserves	to	lose
it.Well,	yes.The	tiny	chapters,	combined	with	Rousseau's	light,	often	aphoristic	style,	make	this	a	far	easier	and	more	enjoyable	read	than	I	had	been	expecting.	And	overall	I	was	amazed	(given	his	dubious	‘Swissness’)	to	see	quite	how	much	of	Rousseau's	politics	has	survived	into	modern-day	Switzerland	–	the	direct	democracy,	the	powerful	quasi-city-states,	the	military	service,	the	low	taxation.	If	I	had	read	this	book	when	I	lived	in	England	or	France,	I	might	have	supposed	a	lot	of	it	to	be	purely	theoretical;	here,	where	all	my	neighbours	and	colleagues	are
voting	on	laws	every	couple	of	weeks,	it's	visible	all	around	you.September	5,	2024Rousseau	thinks	of	society	not	with	the	strength	of	the	dominant	but	by	associating	individual	forces,	contributing	to	maintaining	social	cohesion.	Force	does	not	make	right.	All	must	accept	Laws	and	principles	for	the	good	of	all.	For	him,	the	body	politic	will	be	free	individuals,	autonomous	and	equal	in	law,	who	participate	directly	in	state	affairs	and	form	the	sovereign	people.	He	remains	suspicious	of	the	executive;	he	is	more	oriented	towards	federalism;	for	him,	both	cases
should	not	be	interdependent.	This	fact	is	the	big	difference	between	Montesquieu	and	him;	one	is	for	national	sovereignty,	and	the	other	is	popular.e-4	french-literature	philosophy	January	3,	2023I	am	so	pleased	I	finished	this	book.	Laws	are	binding	only	when	they	are	supported	by	the	general	will	of	the	people.	I	found	myself	understanding	most	of	this	book.	Particularly	accurate	are	the	following:1)	Nothing	is	more	dangerous	in	public	affairs	than	the	influence	of	private	interests.	2)	The	English	people	believes	itself	to	be	free;	it	is	gravely	mistaken;	it	is
free	only	during	the	election	of	Members	of	Parliament;	as	soon	as	the	Members	are	elected,	the	people	is	enslaved.	(This	gets	truer	by	the	week	-	look	at	the	shenanigans	in	2022	with	the	leadership	of	the	Tories).December	1,	2018 عئار 	 باتك . بوعشلاو 	 مكحلا 	 ىلع 	 ةرطيسلل 	 مدختسي 	 لاو 	 طقف 	 بعشلل 	 يحور 	 نيد 	 نوكي 	 نا 	 امأو 	 نيدلا 	 اذهب 	 نيدت 	 يتلا 	 نادلبلا 	 عيمجل 	 لاماش 	 نوكيزنا 	 اما 	 ام 	 دلبل 	 سيلو 	 مكحي 	 ىتح 	 يموق 	 نيد 	 وه 	 نوكي 	 نا 	 بجي 	 نيدلاف .	 مكحلا 	 ىلع 	 ةرطيسلا 	 يف 	 نيدلا 	 للاغتسلا 	 هداقتنا 	 كلذكو . هنامزل 	 اقباسو 	 ايرقبع 	 ركفملا 	 اذه 	 نم 	 لعجت 	 راكفلأا 	 هذه 	 عيمج 	 ةيدوبعلل 	 داقتناو 	 ممحلا 	 ىلع 	 ةنيعم 	 ةئف 	 ةرطيسو 	 قلطملا 	 مكحلل 	 داقتنا . اسنرف 	 طقف 	 سيلو 	 اهلك 	 ابوروأ 	 يف 	 مكحلا 	 ةمظناو 	 ناسنلاا 	 قوقحل 	 ءيدابم 	 عضو 	 يذلاو .	 اهل 	 ليجنإك 	 باتكلا 	 اذه 	 ةيسنرفلا 	 ةروثلا 	 تلعج 	 دقل . اسنرف 	 يف 	 ةايحلا 	 يحاون 	 ىلع 	 ةيطارقتسرلأا 	 ةرطيسو 	 يكلملا 	 مكحلا 	 ةرطيس 	 ثيح 	 نمزلا 	 كلذ 	 يف 	 باتكلا 	 اذه 	 لثم 	 فيلأت 	 يف 	 فلؤملا 	 ةعاجشب 	 ةداشلإا 	 نم 	 دب لا	
maintaining	their	individual	freedom.	The	general	will	transcends	factionalism	and	represents	collective	interests	of	all	citizens,	not	just	the	sum	of	individual	interests.	Achieving	the	general	will	of	a	polity	requires	adroit	guidance	by	tempered	legislators	and	strong	civic	virtue.	Laws	reflect	the	general	will.	The	people	have	a	duty	to	obey	the	laws,	which,	in	turn,	advances	ones	liberty.This	book	is	one	of	the	most	influential	works	of	modern	political	philosophy.	Its	critique	of	European	monarchy	and	aristocracy	and	the	promotion	of	individual	and	collective
liberty	was	revolutionary.	It	underpinned	politico-philosophical	thought	of	America's	Founding	Fathers--e.g.,	sovereignty	originates	from	the	consent	of	the	governed.	The	French	Revolution	was	also	underpinned	by	Rousseauian	idealism.	However,	Robespierrean	factionalism	and	Napoleonic	militarism	unscrupulously	co-opted	the	idea	of	the	general	will.	Terror	and	decades-long	war	followed.	Is	achieving	the	general	will	therefore	chimerical?	Perhaps	not.	Rousseau	argued	Republican	Rome	reflected	the	general	will.	It	had	high	civic	virtue	and	democratic
institutions.	However,	militaristic	factionalism—Sulla,	Caesar,	Octavian—led	to	the	creation	of	Empire.	They	justified	their	actions	as	beneficial	to	the	Roman	state.	Some	scholars	have	used	this	and	other	modern	examples—e.g.,	Stalin,	Hitler—to	suggest	that	the	general	will	has	totalitarian	dispositions.	This	misinterprets	Rousseau.	The	general	will	requires	direct	democracy	and	high	civic	virtue.	Tyrannical	states	quash	these	liberties.	Thus,	these	regimes	cannot	represent	the	general	will	in	the	Rousseauian	sense.July	10,	2018Great	Philosophies	Philosophy
implies	thinking;	and	thus,	indicates	a	certain	type	of	thought.	That	is	exactly	what	this	book	has	accomplished	—	combined	three	books	that	summarized	a	brief	view	of	numerous	philosophers’	ways	of	perceiving	the	world.	Aside	from	all	that,	Social	Contract	theory	was	the	heart	and	soul	of	this	phenomenal	manuscript.	Should	it	be	followed,	its	practices	would	eliminate	quite	a	few	of	the	useless	egoism	and	its	selfish	consequential	behaviors.	If	you’d	like	a	moment	of	constructive	peaceful	meditation	into	a	realm	of	philosophical	speculations,	this	book	would
definitely	suffice	the	purpose.	Highly	recommended!June	26,	2018Κατά	καιρούς	στο	παρελθόν	είχα	έρθει	σε	επαφή	με	το	έργο	του	Ρουσσώ	κυρίως	μέσω	αναφορών	από	τρίτους	συγγραφείς.	Ήγγικεν	η	ώρα	για	το	"real	thing"	και	το	αποτέλεσμα	με	εξέπληξε	ευχάριστα,	ομολογώ.	Βρήκα	πραγματικά	απολαυστικό	το	κείμενο	και	την	παράθεση	επιχειρημάτων,	πολλώ	δε	μάλλον	που	μέρος	ή	όλο	έχει	παρατεθεί,	αντιγραφεί,	κλαπεί	κλπ.	ανηλεώς!Δεν	γνωρίζω	κατά	πόσον	οι	υπό	εξέταση	έννοιες	όπως	η	Γενική	βούληση,	η	διάκριση	φυσικού	και	πολιτικού	δικαίου,
γενικού	και	ειδικού	συμφέροντος,	νόμου,	ισχύος	κ.ο.κ.	αφορούν	ένα	παγκοσμιοποιημένο	περιβάλλον,	κατακερματισμένο,	με	πολίτες	που	φέρουν	κατ'	όνομα	μόνον	τον	τιμητικό	αυτό	τίτλο,	στους	οποίους	προφανώς	συμπεριλαμβάνομαι	και	εγώ.	Σε	κάθε	περίπτωση,	είμαι	πολύ	μικρός	για	να	κάνω	προβλέψεις,	αλλά	πολύ	μεγάλος	για	να	είμαι	οπτιμιστής.	Κοντολογίς,	το	"Κοινωνικό	Συμβόλαιο"	ανήκει	στα	εκ	των	ων	ουκ	άνευ	αναγνώσματα,	αν	όχι	ως	"οδηγός	πλεύσης"	(η	μεταμοντέρνα	κατάσταση	φρικιά	εμπρός	στους	οδηγούς	και	τις	οδηγίες),	τουλάχιστον	ως
βασική	γνώση	θέσμισης	του	δυτικού	modus	operandi.	November	5,	2012	 ةيقرو 	 ةخسن 	 ىلع 	 لوصحلا 	 لمأ 	 ىلع 	 لجؤت 	 نكلو 	 ةداعإ 	 جاتحي 	 يل 	 ةبسنلابو 	 ةءارقلا 	 قحتسي 	 ليمج 	 باتك "	 عيبي 	 رخلآاو 	 ىرتشي 	 امهدحأف 	 ،ةماعلا 	 ةيرحلا 	 ةلماعم 	 عقت 	 امهنيبو 	 ،ةاغطلا 	 رهظي 	 رخلآا 	 نمو 	 ،نايغطلا 	 ناوعأ 	 رهظي 	 امهدحأ 	 نمف 	 ،ماعلا 	 ريخلا 	 ىلع 	 مؤش 	 كلذك 	 امه 	 ةعيبطلا 	 مكحب 	 رخلآا 	 نع 	 امهدحأ 	 لصف 	 نكمي 	لا	 ناذللا 	 نلااحلا 	 ناذهف 	 ،ءارقفو 	 ءاينغأ 	 سانأ 	 دوجو 	 اولمتحت 	 لاو 	 ،متعطتسا 	 ام 	 نييصقلأا 	 نييفرطلا 	 نيب 	 اوبرقف 	 ًاتابث 	 ةلودلا 	 اوحنمت 	 نأ 	 متدرأ 	 اذإ "	 :-	 لاق 	 ثيح 	 ءاينغلأاو 	 ءارقفلا 	 نيب 	 ةوجفلا 	 صيلقت 	 ةرورض 	 انه 	 ركذأ 	 حرشلاب 	 وسور 	 هلوانت 	 ام 	 ةلمجُ 	 نمو 	 فادهأ 	 ةدع 	 ققحت 	 نأ 	 بجي 	 اهرارقتسا 	 ىلع 	 ةموكحلا 	 ظفاحت 	 يكلو 	، !!!( هتمدخ 	 يف 	 ةموكحلاو 	 ديسلا 	)	 بعشلا 	 وه 	 ةسسؤملا 	 هذه 	 ساسأ 	 نكلو 	 ديسلاو 	 بعشلا 	 نيب 	 طيسو 	 نوكت 	 ةبختنم 	 ةموكح 	 للاخ 	 نم 	 هقوقح 	 يلع 	 ظفاحيو 	 هسفن 	 بعشلا 	 مكحي 	 نأ 	 ةرورض 	 حرشلاب 	 باتكلا 	 لوانتباتكلا 	 اهيوحي 	 يتلا 	 ئدابملا 	 ىلع 	 تماق 	 اهنلأ 	،" ةيسنرفلا 	 ةروثلا 	 ليجنإب 	" باتكلا 	 اذه 	 pيمسُ 	 هتافو 	 نم 	 ًاماع 	
هداز 	 کزیز 	 نیسحملاغیعامتجا 	 دادرارق ฀	 مدقم 	 زا . تسا 	 ناگرزب 	 راثآ 	 همجرت 	 ،یرکف 	 لوحت 	 داجیا 	 لیاسو 	 نیرترثؤم 	 زا 	 یکی 	 دیاش 	و	 تسین 	 ریذپ 	 تروص 	 ام 	 روشک 	 رد 	 لوحت 	 هنوگ 	 چیه 	 یرکف 	 لوحت 	 ماجنا 	 نودب 	 تسین 	 یکش 	 اریز .	 دنیامن 	 مادقا 	 گرزب March	20,	2017Rămăsesem	undeva	pe	la	"Dreptul	de	viaţă	şi	de	moarte"	când	m-am	enervat	şi	am	şters	pdf-ul,	învinuindu-mă	că	m-am	urcat	în	tren	fără	să	fi	luat	nimic	de	citit	cu	mine.	Problema	era	că	aveam	neapărată	nevoie	să	fac	note	marginale	(sufăr	de	cancerul	ăsta)	şi	m-am	hotărât	să	o	abandonez	şi	să	o	reiau	când	voi	avea	cartea	în	format	clasic	în	mâna.	Pe	aici,	pe	dincolo,	m-am	dus	într-o	librărie	şi,	cu	sacrificiul	renunţării	la	un	pachet	de	ţigări,	am	cumpărat-o.	*Ba!,	că	tot	vin	alegerile	parlamentare	şi	că	tot

ne	stă	în	fire	să	credem	în	promisiuni,	puneţi	şi	voi	ştampila	pe	ăla	care	promite	că	elimină	crima	aia	de	timbru	literar!*Acestea	fiind	zise,	trebuie	menţionat	că	editorul,	care	şi-a	asumat	academica	îndatorire	de	a	redacta	note	de	subsol,	e	un	mare	BOU.	Eu	am	o	mare	problemă	cu	semidocţii.	A	propos,	Lucian	Pricop	îi	zice.	Feriţi-vă	de	el.	Din	câte	ştiu	eu	de	la	orele	de	istorie	pe	la	care	am	fost,	Rousseau	ăsta	s-a	dus	printre	cei	drepţi	înainte	de	Revoluţia	Franceză.	La	care	domnu'	editor,	geniu,	vine	la	un	moment	dat	cu	o	notă	de	subsol,	cu	nuanţe	explicative,	şi
spune:	"E	o	trimitere	la	suspendarea	aplicării	Constituţiei	din	1793,	prin	decizia	guvernului	revoluţionar."	Ei	nu	mai	spune!	Adică	tovarăşu'	iluminist	prevedea	istoria?!	Mai	serioşi	fiind,	trebuie	să	afirmăm	că	principiile	expuse	de	Rousseau	în	Contractul	social	au	căzut	în	desuetitudine.	Gândirea	era	specifică	perioadei	feudale,	scopul	ei	fiind	acela	de	a	tăia	gheara	sângeroasă	a	monarhismului,	astfel	că	noţiunile	pe	care	le	explică	şi	le	critică	Rousseau	au	fost	mult	mai	bine	fundamentate	de	practicile	politice	şi	de	ideologii	secolului	al	XIX-lea	şi	al	XX-lea.	*Acum
mă	gândesc	la	faptul	că	asta	ar	putea	fi	o	chiar	bună	tema	de	reflecţie:	rapiditatea	cu	care	a	evoluat	lumea	europeană	în	ultimele	două	secole,	în	comparație	cu	anterioarele*Mi-a	plăcut	foarte	mult	capitolul	intitulat	"Despre	religia	civilă",	deşi	nici	acesta	nu	scapă	de	sub	stigmatul	desuetitudinii.	Rousseau	vorbeşte	cu	atâta	patos,	încât	nu	ai	cum	să	nu	ţi-l	imaginezi	în	faţă	ochilor,	pledând	cu	lacrimi	în	ochi	pentru	un	stat	dacă	nu	ideal,	cel	puţin	mai	bun.Asta	nu	înseamnă	nici	pe	departe	că	n-ar	mai	trebui	să-l	citim	pe	Rousseau.	Lui,	lui	Voltaire,	lui	Montesquieu,
lui	Kant,	lui	Locke	şi	celorlaltor	iluminişti	le	datorăm	libertatea	de	care	ne	bucurăm	astăzi...De	asemenea,	cred	că	lucrarea	lui	Rousseau	a	avut	acelaşi	impact	ca	Principele	lui	Machiavelli.	Deşi	dedicată	conducătorilor,	ea	a	reprezentat	un	mod	de	a-i	învăţa	pe	"supuşi"	să	discearnă	în	materia	mrejelor	tiraniei.Dacă	n-ar	fi	fost	ei,	căderea	absolutismului	ar	fi	survenit	mult	mai	târziu	(sau	poate	niciodată?!),	astfel	încât	ar	trebui	să-i	comemorăm	ca	pe	nişte	zei,	ca	pe	nişte	sfinţi	ce	au	adus	parfumul	libertăţii	în	America,	în	Europa,	iar	ulterior	pretutindeni	în	lume.
"Poporul	îşi	vrea	întotdeauna	binele,	dar	nu	întotdeauna	îl	vede	singur;	voinţă	generală	este	întotdeauna	dreaptă,	dar	judecata	care	o	călăuzeşte	nu	este	întotdeauna	luminată."Andrei	Tamaș,27	noiembrie	2016.filosofie	literatura-francezaAugust	5,	2018 ليوطلا 	 اهرثعت 	 نم 	 ضوهنلل 	 انبوعشو 	 انلود 	 اهيلإ 	 رقتفت 	 يتلا 	 ةبخنلا 	 هذهو 	 ،هسفنب 	 هسفن 	 فقثو 	 أرقو 	 دكو 	 لمعو 	 عاجو 	 درشت 	 لب 	 ،ةيرولبلا 	 مهذفاون 	 نم 	 ةريقفلا 	 ءايحلأا 	 ىلع 	 نولطي 	 مهو 	 ءارقفلا 	 نع 	 نوبتكيو 	 ةيجاعلا 	 مهجاربأ 	 يف 	 نيسلاجلا 	 نيفقثملا 	 ءلاؤه 	 نم 	 نكي 	 مل 	 وسور 	 كاج 	 ناجف 	 ،انتبخن 	 لاحب 	 هتنراقم 	 دنع 	 ًابيرغ 	 ودبي 	لا	 رمأ 	 ،قزأملا 	 اذه 	 نم 	 جورخلل 	 بعشلل 	 ًلاولح 	 عضوو 	 لصف 	 لب،كلذ 	 دنع 	 فقوتو 	 هلامتحا 	 رذعتي 	 دحل 	 دادبتسلااو 	 داسفلا 	 لاحفتسلا 	 تدأ 	 يتلا 	 اهبابسأو 	 ةمزلأا 	 ةعيبط 	 صخشي 	 مل 	 وسورف 	 ةطيسب 	 ةنراقم 	 انلمع 	 اذإو
διαβάζω	απο	το	πρωτότυπο.	Θεωρώ	πως	κατανοείς	περισσότερο	τις	θεωρίες	τους	και	το	έργο	τους	όταν	κάποιος	ειδικός	σου	εξηγεί	τι	είπαν,	γιατί	το	είπαν,	ποιο	ήταν	το	υπόβαθρο,	ποιες	οι	αντιδράσεις	κλπ.	Είχα	έρθει	σε	επαφή	με	το	κοινωνικό	συμβόλαιο	ως	φοιτητής	στο	πανεπιστήμιο,	όπου,	φυσικά,	η	ύλη	δεν	περιείχε	το	πρωτότυπο	κείμενο	ετσι	έμαθα	για	αυτο	μέσα	από	τις	διαλέξεις	και	τα	εγχειρίδια.	Διαβάζοντάς	το	τώρα	μπορώ	να	πω	πως	αν	δεν	είχα	εκείνες	τις	διαλέξεις	δεν	θα	καταλάβαινα	και	δεν	θα	εντόπιζα	την	ουσία	της	θεωρίας	του	Ρουσσώ.
Οπότε	εν	μέρει	θεωρώ	πως	είχα	δίκιο.Παρόλα	αυτά,	το	βιβλίο	είχε	πολλά	να	μου	προσφέρει	σε	σχέση	με	της	γνώσεις	μου	για	τα	πολιτικά	συστήματα	και	τον	τρόπο	λειτουργίας	τους.	Πως	η	εξουσία	δικαιολογείται	από	τον	εκάστοτε	ηγεμόνα	και	τι	απόψεις	που	υπήρχαν	για	τον	ρόλο	των	μοναρχών	τις	ολιγαρχίας	και	της	δημοκρατίας.	Επίσης	είχε	μια	ενδιαφέρουσα	πρόβλεψη	για	την	μοίρα	της	Ρωσίας	που	με	εξέπληξε	με	την	ευστοχία	της.non-fiction	politics-geopoliticsFebruary	12,	2022Come	mantenere	la	primitiva	libertà	dell'uomo	inserendola	in	una
struttura	statale	che	consenta	un	governo	secondo	i	dettami	della	ragione?	E	ciò	che	Rousseau	tenta	di	esplicitare	in	quest'opera,	seguendo	la	formazione	delle	prime	comunità	e	richiamandosi	alle	strutture	dei	popoli	antichi	per	approdare	alle	più	moderne	forme	di	governo	rappresentativo.	Critiche	e	suggerimenti	interessanti	non	mancano.	Di	certo	si	respira	un'aria	di	lieve	ambiguità	allorché	Rousseau	si	fa	difensore	della	libertà	individuale,	ma	sembra	poi	subordinarla	al	bene	dello	stato	e	veder,	nell'uomo	governato,	più	un	cittadino	che	un	individuo	i	cui
diritti	vadano	comunque	tutelati.	Una	vena	totalitarista	di	fondo,	forse?January	19,	2019 تاعامجو 	 دارفأك 	 هقوقح 	 ةيامحو 	 بعشلا 	 ةدارإ 	 مارتحا 	 ىلع 	 ىنبم 	 دقاعتلا 	 اذه 	 نوكي 	 ةلودلاب 	 فرعي 	 ام 	 نوئش 	 ةرادلا 	 مهدحأ 	 عم 	 دقاعتي 	 نأ 	 ررقي 	 ىذلاو 	 ةقلاعلا 	 هذه 	 ىف 	 ايلعلا 	 ديلاو 	 ةقلطملا 	 ةدايسلا 	 بحاص 	 بعشلاب 	 هئارزوو 	 ديسلا 	 ةقلاع 	 ىلإ 	 نيموكحملاب 	 هتموكحو 	 مكاحلا 	 ةقلاع 	 نع 	 ىراكفأ 	 ةغايصو 	 بيترت 	 باتكلا 	 داعأ 	 دقل .April	22,	2015 ليمإ 	 وا 	 هسيدولاا 	 وا 	 هذايللاا 	 وا 	 ىعامتجلاا 	 دقعلا 	 تناك 	 اذإ 	:	 قلاطلاا 	 ىلع 	 لامعلاا 	 مظعأ 	 نم 	4	 راتخاو 	 ةديفم 	 همولعم 	 انل 	 مدقيل 	(	 اهيفلؤم 	 راكفا 	 نع 	 ربعت 	 ثارتلا 	 نم 	 بتك 	) باتكلا 	 اذه 	 ىف 	 دارم 	 ىملح 	 2025	27,	February	راتخي هگآ 	 رشن 	 رب 	 یاو .	 تسین 	 مه 	 هدش 	 همجرت 	 یسیلگنا 	 زا 	 هک 	 یوسنارف 	 یباتک 	 رد 	 اه 	 لداعم 	 یارب 	 تغل 	 گنهرف 	 زا 	 یربخ 	 یتح .	 تسین 	 اه 	 لداعم 	 یارب 	 سیوناپ 	 زا 	 یربخ 	 نوچ 	 منک 	 هسیاقم 	 یلصا 	 نتم 	 اب 	 مادم 	 مدوب 	 روبجم 	 هک 	 مه 	 ار 	 اهاج 	 یخرب 	و	 ار 	 نایرتنلاک 	 یاه 	 هفاضا 	 مدناوخن 	 نم !	 دیناوخب 	 تسا 	 بوخ 	و	 وسور 	 نتم 	 اب 	 دنراد 	 ریظن 	 تاعارم 	 اه 	 نیا 	 هک 	 هیجوت 	 نیا 	 اب (	 ؟ 	) مجرتم 	 طسوت 	 تسا 	 هدش 	 هفاضا 	 هک 	 ییاه « هیشاح 	 رد 	» هب 	 هدش 	 هداد 	 صاصتخا 	 باتک 	 مجح 	 موس 	 ود 	 نینچمه .	 هنامجرتم 	 یاهرظن 	 راهظا 	و	 هیجوت 	 یارب 	 تسا 	 مجرتم 	ی	 هناریگوس 	 یاه 	 سیوناپ 	 یواح 	 ،نایرتنلاک 	ی	 همجرت 	 اب 	 هگآ 	 رشن 	 باتک 	 نینچمه . لثملا 	 یف 	 دینک 	 هسیاقم 	 ار 	 روکذم 	 شخب 	 نیمه .	 هدرکن 	 ینعم 	 ار 	 اه 	 یخرب 	 مه 	 یهاگ 	و	 هدرک 	 ینعم 	 یزیچ 	 کی 	 اج 	 ره 	 رد 	 ار 	 تاغل 	 زا 	 یرایسب 	 نایرتنلاک .	 راوشد 	 شندناوخ 	 دیاش 	و	 دراد 	 یرت 	 هنهک 	 رثن 	 اما 	 تسا 	 رت 	 قیقد 	 هداز 	 کریز 	ی	 همجرت 	 دیسر 	 مرظن 	 هب 	 ،موس 	 باتک 	 تفه 	 لصف 	 عورش 	 رد 	 نایرتنلاک 	و	 هداز 	 کریز 	ی	 همجرت 	 نیب 	 ما 	 هسیاقم 	 رد .	 تسا 	 دوجوم 	 باتک 	 زا 	 همجرت 	 نیدنچ . دنک 	 یم 	 کانسرت 	 ار 	 باتک 	 نیا 	 هک 	 دنتسه 	 یمیهافم 	 همه 	 ،یمومع 	ی	 هدارا 	 یازا 	 رد 	 تیدرف 	 ندش 	 ادف 	 ،دنک 	 یم 	 یوریپ 	 تیرثکا 	ی	 هدارا 	 زا 	 هک 	 یتقو 	 طقف 	 درف 	 یدازآ 	 ندرک 	 ادیپ 	 ینعم 	 ،عامتجا 	 رد 	 درف 	 ندش 	 لح
up	the	theoretically	total	freedom	of	a	state	of	nature	in	exchange	for	the	benefits	that	life	in	a	civilized	society	provides.	But	what	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau	means	by	the	term,	as	expressed	in	his	classic	work	The	Social	Contract	(1762),	is	much	more	complex	and	much	more	nuanced.“Man	was	born	free,	and	he	is	everywhere	in	chains”	--	it	is	on	this	seemingly	paradoxical	note	that	Rousseau	begins	Du	contrat	social;	ou	Principes	du	droit	politique	(On	the	Social	Contract;	or,	Principles	of	Political	Rights).	One	hundred	years	before	Abraham	Lincoln	wrote	down
his	first	draft	of	the	Emancipation	Proclamation,	Rousseau	reflected	on	slavery	as	the	ultimate	violation	of	the	social	contract	that	should	exist	between	the	individual	and	the	government.	With	strict	logic,	Rousseau	points	out	the	shortcomings	in	earlier	thinkers	(Grotius,	Hobbes,	even	Aristotle),	stating	forthrightly	that	“Since	no	man	has	any	natural	authority	over	his	fellows,	and	since	force	alone	bestows	no	right,	all	legitimate	authority	among	men	must	be	based	on	covenants”	(p.	53)	–	or	contracts,	in	other	words.For	his	ideas	regarding	a	social	contract
between	an	individual	and	his	or	her	government,	Rousseau	looks	all	the	way	back	to	the	family	–	what	Rousseau	calls	“The	oldest	of	all	societies,	and	the	only	natural	one”.	And	what	interests	Rousseau	most	regarding	the	family	as	a	unit	is	what	happens	once	the	children	have	grown	up:	“Once	the	children	are	freed	from	the	obedience	they	owe	their	father,	and	the	father	is	freed	from	his	responsibilities	towards	them,	both	parties	equally	regain	their	independence.	If	they	continue	to	remain	united,	it	is	no	longer	nature,	but	their	own	choice,	which	unites
them;	and	the	family	as	such	is	kept	in	being	only	by	agreement”	(p.	50).Rousseau	takes	great	care	in	differentiating	between	the	executive	and	legislative	functions	of	government.	He	tells	us	that	“the	legislative	power	belongs,	and	can	only	belong,	to	the	people”,	while	“executive	power	cannot	belong	to	the	generality	of	the	people	as	legislative	or	sovereign,	since	executive	power	is	exercised	only	in	particular	acts	which	are	outside	the	province	of	law”	(p.	101).	These	words	of	Rousseau	make	me	think	of	the	statue	of	George	Mason	on	the	campus	of	George
Mason	University,	where	I	teach.	Mason,	the	“Father	of	the	Bill	of	Rights,”	is	shown	working	on	a	draft	of	the	Virginia	Declaration	of	Rights	(1776);	on	the	desk	next	to	him	are	books	by	Hume,	Locke	–	and	Rousseau.	The	great	Swiss	philosopher’s	influence	on	the	writing	of	the	United	States	Constitution	is,	of	course,	a	matter	of	record;	and	this	nation’s	founding	document	from	1787	puts	the	legislative	branch	(the	Congress)	first,	in	Article	I,	and	puts	the	executive	branch	(the	President)	second,	in	Article	II.	The	Congress	makes	the	laws;	the	President
executes	the	laws,	a	task	that	is	outside	the	province	of	lawmaking	–	just	as	Rousseau	would	have	had	it.Rousseau	distinguishes	just	as	carefully	between	“the	sovereign”	and	“the	government”.	The	idea	of	“the	sovereign”	is	somewhat	tricky.	For	Rousseau,	it	seems,	“the	sovereign”	is	the	general	will	of	all	the	people	of	a	state,	collectively	expressed.	“Government,”	by	contrast,	is	much	more	specific	in	its	meaning:	“An	intermediary	body	established	between	the	subjects	and	the	sovereign	for	their	mutual	communication,	a	body	charged	with	the	execution	of
the	laws	and	the	maintenance	of	freedom,	both	civil	and	political”	(p.	102).	It	gets	tricky	here,	doesn’t	it?	People	are	the	subjects,	but	“the	people”	are	the	sovereign,	and	the	government	is	an	intermediary	between	“people”	and	“the	people.”	These	almost	koan-like	paradoxes	are	part	of	what	I	enjoy	about	reading	Rousseau.	Perhaps	because	I	was	traveling	in	Lucerne,	Switzerland,	while	reading	The	Social	Contract	for	the	first	time,	I	took	particular	interest	in	Rousseau's	assertion	that	small	countries	were	best	suited	for	republican	government,	as	when	he
writes	that	democratic	government	is	best	suited	to	“a	very	small	state,	where	the	people	may	be	readily	assembled	and	where	each	citizen	may	easily	know	all	the	others”	(p.	113).	Looking	at	the	beautiful	little	cities	of	Switzerland,	each	one	sheltered	by	a	cool	clear	lake	at	its	front	and	a	protective	wall	of	mountains	at	its	back,	I	could	understand	why	Rousseau	may	have	thought	that	such	a	setting	was	perfect	for	successful	republican	government.	It	seems	worthy	of	mentioning,	in	that	connection,	that	Geneva	is	still	officially	“the	Republic	and	Canton	of
Geneva"	(emphasis	mine).	Truly,	the	Swiss	take	their	independence	seriously.	Think	about	that	the	next	time	you're	in	the	old	section	of	Zurich,	enjoying	some	cheese	fondue	and	a	glass	of	Chasselas.How,	I	found	myself	wondering,	would	Rousseau	have	felt	about	the	United	States	of	America	as	an	experiment	in	building	a	large	republic?	When	Rousseau	wrote	The	Social	Contract	in	1762,	the	French	&	Indian	War	was	not	yet	over,	and	the	idea	of	American	independence	from	Great	Britain	was	not	even	on	the	horizon.	By	the	time	Rousseau	died	in	1778,	the
Continental	Army	had	won	the	battle	of	Saratoga,	and	independence	for	the	U.S.A.	was	starting	to	seem	like	more	of	a	real	possibility.	Did	Rousseau	ever	talk	about	any	of	that?	I	don't	know.There	were	plenty	of	times	when	I	found	myself	disagreeing	with	Rousseau.	Among	the	city-states	of	classical	Greece,	he	prefers	Sparta	to	Athens,	and	I	could	not	disagree	with	him	more	in	that	regard.	I	also	thought	that	he	treated	the	topic	of	dictatorship	much	too	lightly	and	casually,	as	when	he	assures	us	that	“a	dictator	could	in	certain	cases	defend	the	public
freedom	without	ever	being	able	to	invade	it”	(p.	172);	if	he	had	lived	through	the	20th	century,	and	had	been	writing	The	Social	Contract	in,	say,	1962	rather	than	1762,	perhaps	he	would	have	written	about	dictatorship	quite	differently.	But	I	think	Rousseau	would	have	liked	having	readers	disagree	with	him;	for	him,	that	was	no	doubt	an	integral	part	of	the	dialogue	regarding	the	relationship	between	the	individual	and	society.And	returning	to	Rousseau	now,	many	years	after	I	first	read	his	work	in	Switzerland,	is	even	more	interesting,	thought-provoking,
and	troubling.	For	in	Book	IV,	on	the	indestructibility	of	the	general	will,	Rousseau	offers	a	troubling	picture	of	what	can	happen	“when	the	social	tie	begins	to	slacken”.	Rousseau	asks	us	to	imagine	a	time	“when	the	state,	on	the	brink	of	ruin,	can	maintain	itself	only	in	an	empty	and	illusory	form,	when	the	social	bond	is	broken	in	every	heart,	when	the	meanest	interest	impudently	flaunts	the	sacred	name	of	the	public	good”.	At	such	times,	Rousseau	warns	us,	“everyone,	animated	by	secret	motives,	ceases	to	speak	as	a	citizen	any	more	than	as	if	the	state	had
never	existed”	(p.	150).	Rousseau	is	writing	in	Switzerland,	in	1762,	but	his	subject	could	be	the	U.S.A.	in	the	year	2020	–	a	nation	where	even	a	global	pandemic	that	has	infected	1.4	million	citizens,	and	killed	85,000	of	them,	seems	unable	to	bring	people	together	and	end	bitter	political	divisions.	We	live	in	a	time	when	some	people	seem	to	want	less	to	achieve	something	for	their	own	side,	than	to	defeat	and	humiliate	people	on	the	other	side	–	“own	the	libs”	and	all	that.Jean-Jacques	Rousseau,	who	favoured	robust	debate	and	the	open	expression	of
disagreement,	would	nonetheless,	I	think,	be	appalled	at	the	current	state	of	American	democracy.	It	might	behoove	us	all,	regardless	of	the	individual	political	philosophy	that	any	of	us	might	hold,	to	return	to	Rousseau’s	The	Social	Contract	and	think	carefully	about	the	way	in	which	each	of	us	as	an	individual	relates	to,	and	participates	in,	the	society	that	we	all	must	share.January	19,	2022Kitabın	en	ilginç	bölümü	-zannımca-	dünyayı	tatarların	yöneteceğine	yönelik	imanın	geçtiği	bölümdür.	Rusların	asla	medenileşemeyeceğini	söylemesi	ilk	bakışta	gülünç
geldiyse	de	onları	"Ruslaşmak"	yerine	"Almanlaşmak"	ile	suçladığında	anlamını	kavradım.	bir	ulus	kendi	değerleri	üzerinden	kendi	medeniyetini	inşa	etmek	yerine	başka	değerleri	hedef	seçerse	medenileşemez.	Belki	bu	milliyetçilere	ilham	verecektir,	ama	bu	kendi	değerlerine	saplantı	derecesinde	bağlanmak	mı?	Bunun	cevabını	jjr	vermiyor.	Ama	iyice	düşünüldüğünde	kör	milliyetçiliğin	medeniyet	ile	çeliştiği	görülebilir.hasan-ali-yücel	sosyal-alanlar-ve-tarihAugust	26,	2014و	 ةراضح 	 نم 	 نوغبي 	 ام 	 وحن 	 مهعمتجم 	 مدقت 	 سانلا 	 لفكي 	 اهب 	 يتلا 	 ةيسايسلا 	 قوقحلا 	 اهمهأ 	 نم 	و	 ،تابجاولا 	و	 قوقحلا 	 لك 	 يف 	 مهنيب 	 يواستلاب 	 هدارفأ 	 لك 	 اضحي 	 يذلا 	 لداعلا 	 ملاسملا 	 عمتجملا 	 نيوكت 	 وحن 	 مهدمتعم 	 وه 	 نوكي 	 ثيحب 	 ،دقعلا 	 اذهل 	 اهتبه 	و	 مهسفنأ 	 ميلست 	و	 ،مهنيب 	 دقع 	 ذاختا 	 ىلع 	 سانلا 	 اذه 	 هباتك 	 يف 	 وسوسر 	 اوعديـ .	 بيبل 	 زيزعلا 	 دبع 	 ةمجرت 	 ،ةمجرتلل 	 ةيبرعلا 	 ةمظنملا 	 ةخسن 	 نم 	 هتءارقو 	 ،ةمجرتلا 	 ةئيدر 	 ةخسنلا 	 هذه 	 ةءارق 	 مدع 	 هاوتحم 	 مهف 	و	 باتكلا 	 ةءارق 	 ديري 	 نم 	 ىلع 	 نأ 	 لوقأ 	 نأ 	 بجي
نإ 	 ً،اضيأـ .	 حلاصملا 	 مهب 	 تجز 	 نيذلا 	 نيلفغملا 	 ءامد 	 نقحي 	 ًاركف 	 مدقت 	 مل 	 يتلا 	 يه 	و	 ،ةراضحلا 	 جرخم 	 وحن 	 هزواجتل 	 ًاقيرط 	 ةيبرعلا 	 بوعشلا 	 فرعت 	 مل 	 يذلا 	 هتاذ 	 وه و	 .	 اهديبع 	و	 اهبوعش 	 اهتمدق 	 يتلا 	 ءامدلا 	و	 اهتفسلافل 	 ةيركفلا 	 ةاناعملا 	 دعب 	 هزواجت 	 ابوروأ 	 تعاطتسا 	 ام 	 هتاذ 	 اذهو .	 ريغلا 	 روصت 	و	 ركف 	 ىلع 	 ةًيسدق 	 ديزي 	 امبر 	 لب 	 ،لقي 	لا	 وه 	و	 ،يب 	 صاخلا 	 يركف 	و	 يروصت 	 يل 	 انأ 	 ،روصت 	و	 ركف 	 كل 	 امكو 	 ،يرشب 	 ركف 	 ركفلا 	 اذه 	 نأ 	 هلك 	 كلذ 	 درم و	 .	 ىقرغلا 	 اهيقزمم 	 لمح 	 ىلع 	 فعضت 	 ءلاشأ 	 ةاجنلا 	 براق 	 نم 	،	و	 قاقش 	و	 تتشت 	 صلاخلا 	 نم 	و	 ،تاينطو 	 ةينطولا 	 نم 	و	 ،تايطارقوميد 	 ةيطارقوميدلا 	 نم 	 لعجي 	 ام 	 يداقتعا 	 يف 	 اذه و	 .	 صلاخلل 	 رخآ 	 قيرط 	 وأ 	 رخآ 	 ًاموهفم 	 اهينبتل 	 لاإ 	 ءيشل 	 سيل 	 لحلا 	 اذه 	 ىلع 	 سانلا 	 نم 	 ةئف 	 قفاوت 	لا	 دقف 	 ،سانلا 	 نم 	 نلاف 	 هحرطي 	 يذلا 	 اذه 	 ريغ 	 ىرخأ 	 لولح 	 دوجوب 	 نمؤي 	 دق 	 عمتجملا 	 نأ 	 اهنم .	 حرطت 	 دق 	 يتلا 	 ةيقطنملا 	 تاضراعملا 	 وأ 	 تلاؤاستلا 	 ضعب 	 يه 	 قفاوتلا 	 اذه 	 مامأ 	 فقت 	 يتلا 	 قئاوعلا 	 مهأ 	 نكل .ـ	و	 ىرخلأا 	 لماوعلا 	 نم 	 ريثكلاو 	 ،هيلإ 	 نوعلطتي 	 ام 	 ميدقت 	 هتعاطتساب 	 نأ 	 سانلا 	 عانقإ 	 ىلع 	 هل 	 وعدملا 	 ءيشلا 	 اذه 	 ةردق 	 اهمهأ 	 ،لماوعلا 	 نم 	 ديدعلا 	 ىلع 	 دمتعي 	 اذه 	 ،يداقتعا 	 يف 	 ؟عبتي 	 نأ 	 قحأ 	 قحلا 	 اذه 	 نأ 	 ىلع 	 عمتجملا 	 لج 	 لقنلف 	 وأ 	 لك 	 عانقإ 	 عيطتسن 	 له :	 وه 	 رخلأا 	 مهملا 	 رملأاـ ! طقف 	 هلخاد 	 يف 	و	 ،ام 	 ًاعون ..	 ملاسلا 	و	 لدعلا 	 نمضي 	 ام 	 هلخاد 	 يف 	 لمحي 	 رهدزم 	 رضحتم 	 عمتجم 	 ءانب 	 لاعف 	 ديري 	 نم 	 اهيلع 	 فلتخي 	و	لا	 لقاع 	 يأ 	 اهدري 	لا	 ميهافم 	 باتكلا 	 اذه 	 يوتحي 	 ،ةًحارص .	 ةيسنرفلا 	 ةروثلا 	 ليجنإ (	 يعامتجلاا 	 دقعلا 	) وسور 	 باتك 	 لعج 	 ام 	 هدحو 	 اذه 	 امبر و	 .	 اهميلاعتل 	 عايصنلاا 	و	 عابتلإا 	 ةركفلا 	 هذه 	 وأ 	 ةديقعلا 	 هذه 	 قحتست 	 له 	 مهملا 	 لب 	 ،ام 	 ةديقع 	 وأ 	 ةنيعم 	 ةركف 	 ىدل 	 راصنلأا 	 نم 	 مك 	 مهي 	لا	 ةياهنلا 	 يفف .	 عابتلال 	 ام 	 داقتعا 	 وأ 	 ام 	 ركف 	 قاقحتسا 	 ىلع 	 زيكرتلا 	و	 ،ةركفلل 	 نيرصانملا 	 باستكا 	 نع 	 رظنلا 	 فرص 	 دنع 	 هلك 	 اذه 	 مهي 	 لاـ .	 قدصب 	 ركفلا 	 كلذ 	 نع 	 عافدلا 	 عيطتسي 	 نأ 	،	و	 مهناميإو 	 سانلا 	 ةقث 	 بستكي 	 نأ 	:	 نيببسل 	 كلذ 	و	 ركفلا 	 كلذل 	 عبتم 	 لوأ 	 وه 	 نوكي 	 نأ 	 هينبت 	 وأ 	 ام 	 ركف 	 عابتإ 	 ىلع 	 سانلا 	 ضحي 	 نم 	 ىلع 	 دبلا 	،	 رملأا 	 ةقيقح 	 يف 	 ؟كلذب 	 ىلولأا 	 وهو 	 هعبتي 	 مل 	 ريخلأا 	 نأ 	 ىلع 	 ًةولاع 	 ،هعدتبم 	و	 هبحاص 	 نم 	 ربكأ 	 صلاخإب 	 هعبتأ 	 نأ 	و	 ءيشب 	 نمؤأ 	 نأ 	 يل 	 له 	و	 ؟هيلإ 	 يعادلا 	و	 هدجِوم 	 هانبتي 	 مل 	 ًائيش 	 ىنبتأ 	 نأ 	 يل 	 فيك :	 مهدحأ 	 لأسي 	 دقف .	 لايذأ 	 كلذل 	 نكلو 	 ،مهي 	لا	 ،معن !؟	 جرخ 	 مف 	 يأ 	 نم 	 عبتي 	 نأ 	 قحأ 	و	 ىلوأ 	 وه 	و	 ،دوجوم 	 قحلا 	 مادام 	 انلق 	 يذلا 	 اذه 	 مهي 	 له 	 نكلو ـ	 !	 هاياوط 	 ءوسل 	 ًابيرقت 	 هيلع 	 فرعت 	 نم 	 لك 	 ههرك 	و	 ،عراوشلا 	 يف 	 امبر 	 وأ 	 ،ئجلاملا 	 يف 	 نييعرش 	 ريغلا 	 ةعبرلأا 	 هئانبأب 	 ىمر 	 يذلا 	 وه 	و	 ،ضعبلا 	 مهضعب 	 عم 	 سانلا 	 نيب 	 تايقافتا 	و	 طباوض 	 ضرفب 	 اهتداعس 	و	 اهصلاخ 	 ىلإ 	 اهتدايق 	و	 ةيرشبلا 	 حلاصإ 	 لاواحم (	 يعامتجلاا 	 دقعلا 	) هباتك 	 يف 	 ر�ظني 	 ،ضعبلا 	 هيمسي 	 امك 	 ةيسنرفلا 	 ةروثلا 	 سيدق 	 ،وسور .	 ةيضقلا 	و	 ةركفلا 	 بحاص 	 وه 	 ام 	 ةيضقب 	 ناميلإاب 	 وأ 	 ام 	 ةركف 	 ينبتب 	 سانلا 	 ىلوأ 	 نأ 	 تلق 	 نإ 	 ينضراعيس 	 ًادحأ 	 نأ 	 نظأ 	لا	 ،ةًيادبـ .	 راهدزا

ميظعلا 	 اههلإ 	 اهيمحي 	 ،ةراضحلا 	و	 ملعلا 	 ىلإ 	 رامدلا 	و	 لهجلا 	 نم 	 ًازفق 	 لب 	 ،تاعماج 	و	لا	 سرادم 	 يلأ 	 ةجاحلا 	 نود 	و	 ،تافسلف 	و	 راكفأ 	 ةُيأ 	 هلعفت 	 مل 	 ام 	 نرق 	 عبر 	 للاخ 	 يلهاجلا 	 عمتجملا 	 يف 	 ةيملاسلإا 	 ةيهللإا 	 ميلاعتلا 	 تلعف 	 دقل .	 ملس 	و	 هيلع 	 هللا 	 ىلص 	 ،نيبملا 	 لوسرلا 	 ةنس 	و	 ميركلا 	 نآرقلا 	 نم 	 وأ 	 ،ةفسلافلا 	 لوقع 	و	 يعامتجلاا 	 دقعلا 	 باتك 	 نم 	 قحلا 	 اذه 	 ذخأ 	 ًءاوس 	 ،ةدحاو 	 قحلا 	 عابتا 	 ةرمثف 	 ،هيف 	 هن�وكم 	 اهعرز 	 يذلا 	 نوكلا 	 ةنس 	 يه 	 هذه .	 مهتراضح 	 ءانبل 	 قطنملا 	و	 لقعلا 	 هرقي 	 قح 	 وه 	 ام 	 مهقافتاب 	 اوعبتي 	 نأ 	 اوعاطتسا 	 مهنكل 	 ،ملاظلا 	و	 ضاخملا 	 نم 	 لاط 	 رصع 	 دعب 	و	 ةيركسع 	و	 ةيركف 	 ةاناعم 	 دعب 	 برغلا 	 مدقت 	 دقل 	 ،لوقأ 	 نأ 	 دوأ 	 ًاريخأـ . مدقتلا 	 نمضي 	 امل 	 عايصنلاا 	 ىلع 	 قافتلاا 	 وه 	و	 ،اهل 	 ًاساسأ 	 ناك 	 ام 	 مدق 	 ةجيتن 	 ةيبرغلا 	 تاعمتجملا 	 يف 	 اهترطيس 	 دقفت 	 تأدب 	 نيناوقلا 	 هذه 	 نأ 	 ىرأ 	 انأ و	 .	 مهرضحتل 	 ةرمثك 	و	 ،قافتلاا 	 دعب 	 ةلداع 	 اهنأ 	 نوري 	 يتلا 	 مهنيناوق 	 اوعضو 	 مث 	 نمو 	 ،لاوأ 	 ةاواسملا 	و	 ةراضحلا 	 نمضي 	 نأ 	 هنأش 	 نم 	 ام 	و	 لداع 	 وه 	 ام 	 ىلع 	 اوقفتا 	و	 ةيكلمَلا 	 نيناوق 	 روج 	 نم 	 اوصلخت 	 لب 	 ،ةرئاجلا 	 ةيكلمَلا 	 اهتضرف 	 ةمراص 	 نيناوق 	 دوجو 	 دنع 	 مدقتلا 	 برغلا 	 عطتسي 	 مل 	 يداقتعا 	 يف .	 دقعلا 	 اذه 	 لثم 	 دوجو 	 لظ 	 يف 	 ةحيحص 	 نوكت 	 نأ 	 ةيرظنلا 	 هذهل 	 فيك .	 راهدزا 	و	 ةراضح 	 نم 	 هيلإ 	 اولصو 	 امل 	 اولصو 	و	 اومدقت 	 اهب 	 مهسفنأ 	 ىلع 	 اهوضرف 	 ةمراص 	 نيناوق 	 برغلا 	 ذختا 	 دقل :	 ةلئاقلا 	 ةيرظنلا 	 كلت 	 باتكلا 	 أرقأ 	 انأ 	و	 يلابب 	 رطخـ .	 دحاو 	 ريبك 	 ملاع 	 نمض 	 نيفلتخم 	 نيدعابتم 	 دارفأ 	 ىتح 	 وأ 	 ،دحاو 	 عمتجم 	 يف 	 نينطاوم 	 وأ 	 ،ةدحاو 	 ةرسأ 	 نمض 	 ًاصاخشأ 	 اوناك 	 ًءاوس 	 رشبلا 	 شياعتي 	 نأ 	 عيطتسي 	 طقف 	 اهنيح .	 صلاخإ 	 لكب 	 هيضتقت 	 ام 	 ىلع 	 ريسلا 	و	 ةيوهلا 	 هذه 	 ينبت 	 مث 	 نم و	 .	 ثحبلا 	 ةملاس 	و	 ةيرح 	 ضقي 	 نأ 	 هنأش 	 نم 	 ءامتنا 	 وأ 	 ةيبصع 	 يأ 	 نع 	 نيلختم 	و	 ،اهتفرعمل 	 هدحو 	 ملعلا 	 ىلع 	 نيدمتعم 	 ةيقيقحلا 	 ناسنلإا 	 ةيوه 	 ةفرعم 	 يف 	 نمكي 	 قزآملا 	 هذه 	 لك 	 نم 	 ديحولا 	 جرخملا 	 نإ 	 ،يرظن 	 يفـ !	 ةطيسبلا 	 دقعلا 	 ةركف 	 نمض 	 ةريبكلا 	 ةلكشملا 	 هذهل 	 لح 	 داجيلإ 	 هزجعب 	 فرتعأ 	 هسفن 	 وه و	 .	 مهيضارأ 	و	 مهتاورث 	و	 مهضارعأ 	و	 نييلاملا 	 ءامدب 	 اهحلاصم 	 ةهارش 	 تدوأ 	 يتلا 	و	 ةرحانتملا 	 لودلا 	 نيب 	 مئاقلا 	 عراصتلا 	 وحن 	 لح 	 يأ 	 لمحي 	 مل 	 وسور 	 باتك 	 نإـ .	 قفاوتملا 	 مدقتملا 	 عمتجملا 	 ةماقإ 	 فاقيإ 	 اهتعاطتساب 	 ةصاخ 	 حلاصم 	 دوجوف 	 ً،امامت 	 سكعلا 	 ىلع و	 .	 ةصاخ 	 حلاصم 	 باحصأ 	 ،عمتجملا 	 ظح 	 ءوسل 	 ،نونوكي 	 دق 	 نيذلا 	 ةوقلا 	 باحصأ 	 لاإ 	 اهكلمي 	لا	 دق 	 ،فسلأل 	 ،ةريخلأا 	 هذه 	و	 ،ةعاطتسلاا 	 لب 	 ،تاعمتجملا 	 يف 	 ام 	 ءيش 	 ةماقإ 	 مسحي 	 ام 	 اهدحو 	 يه 	 تسيل 	 ةدارلإا 	 نلأ 	 ماغرلإا 	و	 باجيلإل 	 هجو 	 لاف !	 طقف 	 ،نيسماهلا 	 ءاعد 	 اوعدي 	 لب 	 ،ءيش 	 يأ 	 بجوي 	لا	 حلاصملا 	 هذه 	و	 ةدارلإا 	 هذه 	 دوجو 	 نكل و	 .	 ةماعلا 	 ةدارلإاب 	 وسور 	 هوعدي 	 ام 	 اذه 	و	 ،قفاوتم 	 عمتجم 	 ةماقإو 	 نطو 	 ءانبل 	 اوعدي 	 ةكرتشم 	 فادهأ 	و	 حلاصم 	 دوجو 	 نإـ .	 عابتلإا 	و	 ينبتلا 	 لهأتست 	 ةيركف 	 ةقيقح 	 هنوك 	 ىلع 	 طقف 	 دمتعي 	و	لا	 هيمحت 	 ةوق 	 اذ 	 هجوتلا 	 نوكي 	 نأ 	 وه 	 امبر 	 ديحولا 	 لحلا و	 .	 صلاخلل 	 ددحم 	 هاجتا 	 ذاختا 	 وحن 	 قئاوعلا 	 مهأ 	 نم 	 دعي 	 دق 	 ام 	 فرظ 	 ءاقب 	 وأ 	 ةنيعم 	 ةئيب 	 دوجو 	 نم 	 ةديفتسملا 	 تائفلا 	 ضعب 	 حلاصم 	 عم 	 هاجتلاا 	 اذه 	 وأ 	 جرخملا 	 اذه 	 ضراعت
قطنم - ةفسلف 	 ركف 	 ةسايسـ . ا�قحو 	 اًدهع 	 نوواستي 	 مهنإف 	 ًءاكذو 	 ةوق 	 اوتوافتي 	 نأ 	 نكمي 	 ذإ 	 سانلا 	 نإـ . نَيناوق 	 ىلإ 	 لاو 	 ،ةموكح 	 ىلإ 	 جتحن 	 مل 	 ىلعلأا 	 ماقملا 	 اذه 	 نم 	 هاpقلتن 	 نأ 	 فرعن 	 انك 	 ول 	 اننكلو 	 ،هردصم 	 وه 	 هدحو 	 هللاو 	 ،هللا 	 نم 	 يتأي 	 لدع 	 لكـ . رشبلا 	 ةقاط 	 قوف 	 رمأ 	 عيرشتلاـ . ةيرحلا 	 يه 	 انسفنأ 	 هب 	 مُِزْلُن 	 يذلا 	 نوناقلا 	 ةعاطإ 	 نلأو 	 ،ةيدوبعلا 	 يه 	 اهدحو 	 ةوهشلا 	 ةلوص 	 نلأ 	 كلذـ : تاسابتقإ .ـ	 اهمدقت 	 ءامسل 	 تمربت 	و	 ،اهتاجن 	 لبح 	 تكرت 	 امدعب 	 اهتزفق 	 نم 	 توه 	 ،فسلأل 	 ،انتاعمتجم 	 نكل .	 لاع 	و	 لج 	November	17,	2015Man	is	born	free,	and	everywhere	he	is	in	chains20	September	2010	This	is	how	Rousseau,	an	18th	Century	philosopher,	opens	his	treatise	on	good	government.	The	writing	is	not	so	much	about	a	good	form	of	government,	but	rather	how	government	should	run	to	be	the	best	for	the	people.	Of	some	of	the	ideas	he	proposes	is	that	the	law	giver	and	the	sovereign	are	two	different	people.	To	have	the	ability	to	make	and	execute	the	laws

in	the	same	hands	is	repugnant	to	Rousseau.	In	fact,	though	he	does	support	monarchies,	he	goes	to	pains	to	explain	how	the	monarch	should	not	have	the	power	to	make	the	laws,	only	to	execute	them.	However,	being	a	treatise	on	how	to	have	good	government	alongside	freedom,	really	comes	down	to	the	tenant	at	the	beginning	of	chapter	15.	The	crux	of	this	argument	is	that	as	soon	as	citizens	cease	to	take	on	board	their	duty	(which	is	to	participate	in	government)	and	to	pay	somebody	else	to	do	it	for	them	is	the	first	step	to	slavery,	and	thus	the	sentence
'use	money	thus,	and	you	will	soon	have	chains'	is	what	I	believe	to	be	the	pivotal	statement	in	this	book.	Obviously	the	title	'the	social	contract'	is	about	the	contract	that	exists	between	everybody	in	a	society,	and	it	is	this	contract	that	governs	how	we	conduct	ourselves,	and	being	involved	in	the	government	beyond	election	day	is	an	important	aspect	of	our	role	as	citizens.	Unfortunately	the	way	our	system	works,	many	of	us	prefer	to	turn	off	as	soon	as	we	walk	out	of	the	election	booth,	saying	'I've	done	my	duty,	now	I	can	go	and	grab	a	sausage	on	the	way
out	and	go	back	to	playing	Fallout	4'.	While	there	are	avenues	to	influence	government,	many	of	us	have	little	opportunity	to	actually	do	so	beyond	paying	a	visit	to	our	local	member	of	parliament	(who	pretty	much	spews	out	the	typical	party	line	anyway).	Rousseau	is	quite	idealistic,	but	his	concept	of	property	is	worth	mentioning:	there	is	no	concept	of	property.	The	only	reason	that	property	exists	is	because	at	some	time	in	the	past	somebody	put	a	fence	up	around	their	land	and	said	'this	is	mine'.	Thus	this	person	alienates	everybody	but	themselves	from
this	land,	and	it	is	through	their	strength	that	they	maintain	this	alienation.	It	is	interesting	that	there	still	are	societies	out	there	that	do	not	have	the	same	concept	of	property	as	us	westerners	do,	and	ironically	governments	don't	like	it.	This	is	very	much	the	case	with	the	Aboriginals	in	Central	Australia.	They	basically	want	to	live	the	way	they	have	lived	for	thousands	of	years,	and	the	government	doesn't	want	that	to	happen.	They	have	no	concept	of	ownership	in	the	way	that	we	have	it.	However	there	is	one	tactic	that	the	west	has	used	time	and	time
again	to	undermine	an	alien	culture	–	alcohol.February	28,	2013 رضاحلا 	 رصعلا 	 يف 	 ناسنلإا 	 قوقحو 	 درفلا 	 قوقح 	 ميهافم 	 اوسرأ 	 نيذلا 	 ةدمعلأا 	 دحأ 	 وهل 	 هدهع 	 يف 	 اسنرف 	 يف 	 نيمكاحلا 	 ةقبط 	 نايغط 	 ىلع 	 ةمقنلا 	 روذب 	 رذب 	 يف 	 نييسنرفلا 	 نيركفملا 	 نم 	 هريغ 	 كراش 	 يذلا 	 وسور 	 نإ ". نوناقب 	 وه 	 امو 	 يغلالا 	 مكحب 	 وه 	 ايصخش 	 بعشلا 	 هيلع 	 قداصي 	 مل 	 نوناق 	 لك 	 نإ :" وسور 	 لوقي 	..	 ريغلا 	 شطب 	 مامأ 	 مهقوقح 	 نع 	 عافدلاو 	 نيدقاعتملا 	 ةايح 	 ىلع 	 ظافحلا 	 ىلع 	 رهسلا 	 وه 	 يعامتجلاا 	 دقعلا 	 ةياغ 	 نأ . ةيندملا 	 ةلحرم 	 ىلإ 	 ةعيبطلا 	 ةلحرم 	 نم 	 لاقتنلاا 	 روط 	 يف 	 عمتجملاو 	 ناسنلاا 	 عضي 	 كلذب 	 وهو ". ةيرح 	 هب 	 انسفنأ 	 انمزلا 	 يذلا 	 نوناقلل 	 عايصنلااو 	 ةيدوبع 	 ةوهشلل 	 عوضخلا 	 نإ 	 كلذ 	..	 ةيقلاخلأا 	 ةيرحلا 	 كلذب 	 بستكيف 	 ةيندملا 	 ةيرحلا 	 وه 	 لباقملاب 	 هحبري 	 امو 	..	 دودحملالا 	 قحلاو 	 ةعيبطلا 	 يف 	 اهب 	 عتمتي 	 ناك 	 يتلا 	 ةيرحلا 	 وه 	 يعامتجلاا 	 دقعلا 	 ءارج 	 نم 	 ناسنلإا 	 هرسخي 	 ام 	 نإ 	 لوقي . يندملا 	 عمتجملا 	 ىلإ 	 ةعيبطلا 	 ةلاح 	 نم 	 يخيراتلا 	 روطتلا 	 لاقتنا 	 ىلع 	 لدي 	 اذهو 	 ةيعرش 	 نوكت 	 نأ 	 ديرت 	 ةطلس 	 لكل 	 يساسلأا 	 طرشلا 	 وه -	 وسورل 	 ةبسنلاب 	- يعامتجلاا 	 دقعلا 	 ناف 	 كلذل 	". ناكم 	 لك 	 يف 	 دافصلأاب 	 لبك 	 هنكل , ارح 	 ناسنلإا 	 دلو 	 دقل :" ةاواسملالا 	 يف 	 هباتك 	 علطم 	 يف 	 لوقي ". تكسأ 	 تنك 	 وأ 	 هلعفأ 	 تنك .	 هلعف 	 بجي 	 ام 	 لوق 	 يف 	 يتقو 	 تعضأ 	 امل 	 اعرشم 	 وأ 	 اريمأ 	 تنك 	 ولو .	 ةسايسلا 	 يف 	 بتكأ 	 كلذ 	 لجأ 	 نمو 	 كاذ 	 لاو 	 اذه 	لا	 يننأب 	 تبجلأ 	 ؟ةسايسلا 	 يف 	 بتكأ 	 ىتح 	 عرشم 	 مأ 	 ريمأ 	 انأأ 	 مهدحأ 	 ينلأس 	 ام 	 اذإو .	 هتيمهأ 	 ىلع 	 ناهربلا 	 نود 	 يعوضوم 	 يف 	 يملاك 	 لهتسأ 	 يننإ :	" لوقي 	 ثيح 	 لصاوتملا 	 ءانبلاب 	 يسايسلا 	 هركف 	 مستا 	 انه 	 نم . ةيدوبعلاو 	 للاغتسلااو 	 حلاصملا 	 عارص 	 ىلإ 	 يدؤيو 	 ةاواسملالا 	 دلوت 	 ضرلأا 	 ةيكلم 	 نأ 	 ذإ 	 ةيناسنلإا 	 خيرات 	 يف 	 يبلس 	 لماع 	 ةيكلملا 	 ارابتعا 	 ىلإ 	 وسور 	 بهذي . دادبتسلااو 	 رهقلا 	 ةطلس 	 دض 	 ناسنلاا 	 تاوعد 	 نع 	 اهرهوج 	 يف 	 تربع 	 يتلا 	 ةيسنرفلا 	 ةروثلا 	 لاعتشأ 	 يف 	 ساسلاا 	 آيلمعو 	 آيملع 	 تدسج 	 يتلا 	 ةرارشلا 	 تناك 	 يتلا 	 هراكفأ 	 ببسب 	 هتايح 	 ةياهن 	 ىتح 	 ةبعص 	 ةايح 	 شاعو 	 ابروأ 	 لود 	 لك 	 يف 	 يفنلاو 	 درطلاو 	 تاقياضملا 	 نم 	 ريثكلا 	 فلؤملا 	 اذه 	 دعب 	 وسور 	 ىقلا 	 دقو . ةيناسنلإا 	 هقوقح 	 تابثإ 	 ىلع 	 رشبلا 	 دعاست 	 نأ 	 نكمملا 	 نم 	 يتفسلف 	 نأ 	 ربتعأ 	 مل 	 ذإ 	 طيسبلا 	 لماعلا 	 نم 	 ريثكب 	 ةدئاف 	 لقأ 	 يسفن 	 تربتعا 	 دقلو 	 ةيناسنلإا 	 ةعيبطلا 	 مارتحا 	 تملعتو 	 ىمعلأا 	 مكحلا 	 اذه 	 ىشلات 	 دقل 	..	 ميقتسملا 	 قيرطلا 	 ىلع 	 وسور 	 ينعفد 	 دقو ..	 ائيش 	 فرعي 	لا	 يذلا 	 يداعلا 	 ناسنلإا 	 رقتحأ 	 تنكو 	..	 ةيناسنلإا 	 فرش 	 نوكي 	 نلأ 	 فاك 	 هدحو 	 ةقيقحلا 	 نع 	 ثحبلا 	 ربتعأ 	 تنك 	 نمز 	 ىضم 	:	 يسايسلا 	 هريكفت 	 ىلع 	 وسور 	 كاج 	 نوج 	 لضفب 	 ةديدع 	 تابسانم 	 يف 	 فرتعا 	 يذلا 	 تناك 	 فوسليفلا 	 لوقي .18	 نرقلا 	 للاخ 	 يسنرفلا 	 عمتجملا 	 اهب 	 زيمت 	 يتلا 	 ةيفاقثلاو 	 ةيعامتجلااو 	 ةيسايسلا 	 عاضولأا 	 ءازإ 	 مءاشتملاو 	 ضفارلا 	 هفقوم 	 هتافلؤمو 	 هتاباتك 	 لك 	 يف 	 آدكؤم . ناسنلإا 	 ىلع 	 ةينيد 	 ةسسؤم 	 يا 	 وا 	 ةسينكلا 	 اهضرفت 	 يتلا 	 ةياصولاو 	 قلطملا 	 مكحلا 	 توربج 	 مامأ 	 ةيعامتجلاا 	 ةلادعلاو 	 ةيرحلاو 	 ةاواسملا 	 للاحأ 	 ليبس 	 يف 	 هلذب 	 يذلا 	 داهجلاو 	 هرصع 	 لكاشمب 	 لوغشملا 	 يرقبعلا 	 فوسليفلا 	 اذه 	 مومه 	 رظنلل 	 تفلا 	 لكشب 	 دسجي 	 هنا 	 لاا 	 نيموكحملاو 	 ماكحلا 	 ىلع 	 ةبترتملا 	 تابجاولاو 	 قوقحلاو 	 ثيدحلا 	 عمتجملاو 	 ةلودلا 	 نايك 	 ءانب 	 يف 	 ةقيقدو 	 ةمهم 	 ليصافت 	 نيبي 	 باتكلا 	 نا 	 2016	4,	March.عم یعیبط 	 یدازآ 	 زا 	 دارفا 	 یعامتجا 	 دادرارق 	 ساسا 	 رب (4 تسا 	 هدش 	 دلوتم 	 دازآ 	 اریز 	 تسا 	 رادروخرب 	 یدازآ 	 قح 	 زا 	 رشب (3( قح 	 هن 	 تسا 	 هارکا 	 یور 	 زا 	 عورشمان 	 تردق 	 زا 	 تعاطا 	 اریز ) دنهد 	 تیاضر 	 نادب 	 مدرم 	 هکنآ 	 رگم 	 تسین 	 قح 	 تموکح 	 تردق 	و	 روز (2. تسا 	 یضراع 	 رما 	 کی 	 هک 	 دیآ 	 دوجوب 	 یعامتجا 	 دادرارق 	 هلیسوب 	 دناوتیم 	 هکلب 	 تسین 	 مکاح 	 روز 	 قیرط 	 زا 	 اهنت 	 یعامتجا 	 مظن (1 زا 	 تسترابع 	 نوناق 	 نیا . دننک 	 نیمات 	 ار 	 رشب 	 تاجایتحا 	 مه 	و	 هدوب 	 قح 	 اب 	 قباطم 	 مه 	 هک 	 تسا 	 روشک 	 هرادا 	 یارب 	 ینیناوق 	 نتفای 	 باتک 	 شراگن 	 فده . دوشیم 	 رکذ 	 دادرارق 	 نیا 	 دعاوق 	و	 لوصا 	 زا 	 یا 	 هصلاخ 	 ریز 	 تمسق 	 رد .	 دنا 	 هداد 	 تیاضر 	 نادب 	 مدرم 	 دوخ 	 هک 	 تسا 	 نوناق 	 تیمکاح 	 زا 	 هولج 	 نامه 	 یعامتجا 	 دادرارق 	 نیا 	 عقاو 	 رد . دنوشیم 	 رادروخرب 	 یدازآ 	و	 قوقح 	 زا 	 رتشیب 	و	 رتهب 	 دارفا 	 دادرارق 	 نیا 	 شریذپ 	 اب 	و	 دننکیم 	 لیدبت 	 یدادرارق 	 قوقح 	 هب 	 ار 	 نآ 	و	 هدرک 	 رظنفرص 	 یعیبط 	 قوقح 	 نیا 	 زا 	 ات 	 دنوشیم 	 مزلم 	 یعامتجا 	 دادرارق 	 بجوم 	 هب 	 تلم،دوش 	 ظفح 	 زین 	 یعامتجا 	 مظن 	 یفرط 	 زا 	و	 دنک 	 هدافتسا 	 شیوخ 	 یاه 	 یدازآ 	و	 قوقح 	 زا 	 ناسنا 	 هکنآ 	 یارب 	 تسا 	 دقتعم 	 یعامتجا 	 دادرارق 	 هیرظن . تشاذگ 	 یاجرب 	 یدایز 	 تاریثات 	 هسنارف 	 ریبک 	 بلاقنا 	 عوقو 	 رد 	 باتک 	 نیا 	 نینچ 	 مه . تسا 	 یسایس 	 هفسلف 	 رد 	 اه 	 باتک 	 نیرتمهم 	 هرمز 	 رد 	 وسور 	 کاژ 	 ناژ 	 یعامتجا 	 دادرارق 	 باتک
نیا 	 دارفا 	 طباور 	 شرتسگ 	 هب 	 هجوتاب 	و	 هزورما 	 نکیل 	 تسا 	 بولطم 	 دنروشک 	 دارفا 	 مامت 	 زا 	 لکشتم 	 هک 	 همکاح 	 تئیه 	 هلیسوب 	 میقتسم 	 یراذگنوناق 	 هچرگا (3. تسیقاب 	 زونه 	 یلمع 	 لکشم 	 نیا 	 ور 	 نیا 	 زا . دنشاب 	 هتشادن 	 رظن 	 یحانج 	 ای 	 بزح 	 هب 	 نآ ی	 �� رب 	 سانلا 	 ماوع 	 تسا 	 دیعب 	 یفرط 	 زا 	و	 تسا 	 هاگآ 	 یا 	 هعماج 	 مزلتسم 	 رظن 	 نیا 	 اما 	 دنهد 	 یار 	 تاباختنا 	 رد 	 بزح 	 ای 	 حانج 	 هب 	 لسوت 	 نودب 	و	 تروشم 	 نودب 	 دارفا 	 دیاب 	 نآ 	 ققحت 	 یارب 	 تسا 	 دقتعم 	 وسور . تسیقاب 	 یلمع 	 لکشم 	 نیا 	 زاب 	 اما 	 دننک 	 رظن 	 فرص 	 یصخش 	 عفانم 	 زا 	 ناگمه 	 مینک 	 ضرف . مینک 	 صخشم 	 ار 	 یمومع 	 عفانم 	و	 حلاصم 	 دیاب 	 هنوگچ (2. تسا 	 راگزاسان 	 تیلقا 	 یاه 	 هورگ 	 اب 	 هژیوب 	 یراداور 	 گنهرف 	 اب 	و	 دوشیم 	 تموکح 	 رد 	 بوکرس 	 یارب 	 یزوجم 	 دوخ 	 نیا 	 دوش 	 یدازآ 	 هب 	 روبجم 	 دیاب 	 دشاب 	 یدازآ 	 نآ 	 اب 	 فلاخم 	 اب 	 دنک 	 لمع 	 نآ 	 فلاخرب 	 سکره 	و	 دوشیم 	 عورشم 	 یدازآ 	 هب 	 لیدبت 	 یعامتجا 	 دادارق 	 اب 	 دارفا 	 یعیبط 	 یدازآ 	 تسا 	 دقتعم 	 وسور (1 تسا 	 دراو 	 وسور 	 رب 	 مهم 	 دقن 	 هسدقن . تسا 	 رتهب 	 اه 	 تموکح 	 یقاب 	 زا 	 نیا .و	 دننک 	 نییعت 	 ار 	 رظندروم 	 تموکح 	 لاوحا 	و	 عاضوا 	و	 موسر 	و	 گنهرف 	 ساسارب 	 دیاب 	 یروشک 	 ره 	و	 دنکیمن 	 زیوجت 	 یدحاو 	 هخسن 	 وا 	 هتبلا . تسا 	 طسوتم 	 یاهروشک 	 بسانم 	 تموکح 	 نیا 	و	 دهاکیم 	 ار 	 تردق 	 زا 	 هدافتساءوس 	 لامتحا 	 یا 	 هرود 	 تاباختنا 	و	 دنهدیم 	 یار 	 اهنآ 	 هب 	 مدرم 	 هک 	 تسا 	 باختنا 	 یفارشا 	 ای 	 دراد 	 ار 	 یتنطلس 	 تموکح 	 تلاکشم 	 نامه 	و	 تسا 	 هدش 	 شهوکن 	 هک 	 دشاب 	 یثوروم 	 تسا 	 نکمم 	 هک 	 یفارشا 	 تموکح 	 موس . تسا 	 ریذپ 	 ناکما 	 کچوک 	 عماوج 	 رد 	 اهنت 	و	 تسا 	 یا 	 هلئسم 	 ره 	 رد 	 یریگ 	 میمصت 	 یارب 	 نادنورهش 	 همه 	 ندرک 	 عمج 	 ناکما 	 مدع 	 لکشم 	 نیرت 	 مهم . ینامرآ 	 تسا 	 یتموکح 	و	 دیاتسیم 	 ار 	 نآ 	 دوبن 	 تلاکشم 	 نیا 	 رگا 	 اما 	 نادنورهش 	 ات 	 دنادیم 	 نایادخ 	 تموکح 	 ار 	 نآ 	 وسور 	و	 دراد 	 یدایز 	 یلمع 	 تلاکشم 	 تموکح 	 نیا 	 اما 	 دنهدیم 	 یار 	و	 هدرک 	 یریگ 	 میمصت 	 تاعوضوم 	 همه 	 رد 	 دارفا 	 هک 	 تسا 	 هطساو 	 یب 	 یمدرم 	 تموکح 	 دوصقم 	 هک 	 مدرم 	 تموکح 	 مود . دنوشیم 	 هدیزگرب 	 مکاح 	 یوگزیجم 	 دارفا 	 یرلااس 	 هتسیاش 	 یاج 	 هب . دنادیم 	 کلام 	 ار 	 دوخ 	 یصخش 	 تردق 	و	 عفانم 	 مکاح . دوشیم 	 دادبتسا 	 هب 	 رجنم 	 هلمج 	 زا 	 دراد 	 یناوارف 	 تارضم 	و	 دریگیم 	 رارق 	 مکاح 	 کی 	 تسد 	 رد 	 تردق 	 هک 	 یفارشا 	 تموکح 	 کی . دوشیم 	 لئاق 	 کیکفت 	 تمومکح 	 عون 	 هس 	 نیب 	 وسور (
دنا 	 هدوب 	 یهاشداپ 	 هسنارف 	 نوچ 	 اهروشک 	 زا 	 یرایسب 	 رد 	 زونه 	 هک 	 دش 	 حرطم 	 ینامز 	 اه 	 هشیدنا 	 نیا 	 هک 	 مینک 	 شومارف 	 دیابن 	و	 تسا 	 تیمها 	 یاراد 	 زین 	 یخیرات 	 تاعلاطم 	 ثیح 	 زا 	 ور 	 نیا 	 زا 	 تسا 	 مهدجیه 	 نرق 	 رد 	 یسایس 	 یاه 	 هشیدنا 	 نیرت 	 مهم 	 زا 	 وسور 	 یعامتجا 	 دادرارق 	 عومجم 	 رد !!! دوش 	 رازگرب 	 تاباختنا 	و	 دنوش 	 عمج 	 دیاب 	 مدرم 	 مامت 	 دوش 	 عضو 	 ینوناق 	 دهاوخب 	 هک 	 راب 	 ره 	 دینک 	 ضرف .	 دوش 	 لامعا 	 دناوتیم 	 کچوک 	 روشک 	 کی 	 رد 	 اهنت 	و	 تسا 	 هجاوم 	 یدایز 	 یلمع 	 تلاکشم 	 اب 	 رما .June	27,	2012On	trouve	beaucoup	de	très	bonnes	choses	dans	ce	petit	livre	de	philosophie	politique	paru	à	la	fin	du	dix-huitième	siècle.	En	premier	lieu,	une	recherche	sur	les	moyens	de	fonder	une	sorte	de	contrat	social	qui	puisse	à	la	fois	contraindre	chacun,	tout	en	emportant	l'adhésion	de	tous.	La	solution	proposée	par	Rousseau,	pour	résoudre	cette	contradiction,	c'est	d'avoir	en	vue	non	pas	l'intérêt	particulier	mais	l'intérêt	général,	et	d'appliquer	les	lois	de	manière	universelles.	Il	s'inscrit

dans	la	droite	lignée	des	écrits	de	Hobbes,	Locke,	et	Montesquieu.	Il	reprend	si	bien	les	points	établis	par	ses	prédécesseurs	qu'il	n'est	pas	toujours	évident	de	bien	distinguer	où	est	son	apport	personnel.	Il	est	heureux	qu'il	ait	posé	les	yeux	sur	l'antiquité,	et	en	particulier	l'histoire	romaine	pour	trouver	les	arguments	à	partir	desquels	fonder	et	éprouver	ses	théories	:	où	trouver	un	meilleur	matériau	pour	songer	à	ces	questions	?	Enfin,	comment	ne	pas	rendre	hommage	à	l'un	de	ceux	qui	peuvent	être	reconnus	comme	l'un	des	inspirateurs	du	système	politique
français	moderne	?Mais	si	j'osais	émettre	quelques	réserves,	ce	serait	d'abord	au	sujet	de	la	comparaison	avec	Hobbes,	car	ce	dernier	me	paraît	avoir	produit	un	travail	d'une	telle	ampleur,	dans	son	Léviathan,	que	le	contrat	social	de	Rousseau	parait	à	côté	presque	modeste.	Également,	je	suis	circonspect	sur	le	jugement	que	Rousseau	porte	sur	Hobbes,	jugement	ou	préjugé	hérité	d'un	auteur	plus	ancien.	Il	serait	fort	dommage	de	se	priver	d'un	texte	aussi	riche	que	le	Léviathan,	en	se	fondant	sur	le	seul	avis	de	ce	philosophe	Suisse,	aussi	respectable	soit-il.
Je	regrette	aussi	le	peu	de	peine	que	se	donne	l'auteur	à	analyser	ou	définir	des	concepts	qu'il	manipule	pourtant	avec	aisance.	Beaucoup	de	ceux-ci	sont	parachutés,	donc	soit	le	lecteur	s'en	est	formé	une	idée	qui	s'accorde	avec	celle	l'auteur,	soit	ce	n'est	pas	le	cas	:	trop	peu	est	fait	pour	prévenir	ce	risque.	Bien	sûr,	comme	Rousseau	le	rappelle,	il	a	manqué	de	moyens	pour	réaliser	l'ouvrage	plus	ample	qu'il	avait	premièrement	en	tête,	et	il	a	fallu	borner	le	périmètre	de	son	étude.	Mais	une	des	conséquences	de	cette	faiblesse,	c'est	que	chacun	peut	adhérer
facilement	au	idées	de	l'auteur	pour	peu	qu’elles	soient	assez	vaguement	établies	:	qui	osera	s'élever	contre	la	liberté,	la	paix,	la	sûreté,	le	bonheur	?	Oui,	mais	tentez	de	définir	plus	précisément	les	choses	que	désignent	ces	mots,	et	la	belle	unanimité	pourrait	bien	se	rompre.	Pourquoi	ai-je	la	pénible	impression,	quand	par	exemple	il	admire	Sparte,	que	le	type	de	liberté	ou	d'égalité	qu’il	professe	offre	tout	à	coup	un	aspect	un	peu	désagréable	?	Il	commence	ainsi	:	"L'homme	est	né	libre,	et	partout	il	est	dans	les	fers".	Jolie	formule,	mais	plus	j'y	songe,	moins	je
la	comprends,	et	on	trouve	beaucoup	d'énigmes	de	ce	genre,	qui	plaisent	de	prime	abord,	mais	plongent	ensuite	dans	la	perplexité.Également,	comme	Montesquieu,	Rousseau	a	bien	étudié	Tite-Live	et	en	a	tiré	toutes	les	réflexions	utiles	que	ce	tableau	de	l'histoire	politique	romaine	pouvait	inspirer.	Parfois,	il	va	parfois	un	peu	loin	dans	son	admiration	de	l'auteur	de	l'Esprit	des	Lois.	Les	principes,	en	matière	de	politique	et	d'histoire,	doivent	être	maniées	avec	prudence	et	circonspection,	surtout	si	elles	peinent	à	s'accorder	avec	le	réel,	et	je	suis	chagriné	de
voir	ce	citoyen	de	Genève	reprendre	assez	légèrement	un	principe	aussi	faible	que	la	théorie	des	climats.	Par	contre,	à	l’inverse	de	Montesquieu,	et	en	accord	avec	ses	idées	un	peu	sauvages	qu’il	avait	ébauchées	dans	son	discours	sur	les	sciences	et	les	arts,	il	ne	voit	pas	dans	le	commerce	ce	doux	moyen	d’assurer	la	paix	entre	les	hommes,	comme	le	concluait	les	considérations	sur	les	romains,	mais	y	voit	plutôt	un	moyen	de	corruption	des	mœurs.	Pour	autant,	il	serait	un	peu	dur	d’en	conclure,	comme	Voltaire,	qu’il	prend	envie	de	marcher	à	quatre	pattes	en
lisant	cet	ouvrage,	qui	regorge	aussi	de	très	bons	passages.Enfin,	la	raison	est	partout	invoquée	par	l'auteur,	mais	je	crois	qu’elle	est	d’un	bien	faible	secours	lorsqu’il	s’agit	de	morale	ou	de	politique,	et	que	nos	passions	l’emportent	bien	plus	en	ces	matières	que	la	rigueur	du	calcul.	C’est	bien	au	contraire	par	sa	puissante	sensibilité	que	Rousseau	convainc,	et	il	y	parvient	d’ailleurs	assez	remarquablement.	Il	est	finalement	bien	dans	ce	rôle,	puisqu'il	s'agit	non	pas	tant	de	décrire	la	réalité	que	de	l’imaginer	meilleure.	S'il	est	utile	de	chercher	à	définir	les
relations	de	causes	à	effets,	en	politique,	il	faut	avant	tout	choisir	le	bien	dans	lequel	on	veut	rester	ou	vers	lequel	il	faudrait	aller,	et	le	mal	que	l'on	veut	fuir	ou	dont	on	souhaite	se	protéger.	Et	c'est	là	qu'apparaissent	les	mérites	de	cet	ouvrage:	concision,	hauteur	de	vue,	détermination	virile	et	puissance	de	conviction,	le	lecteur	sortira	édifié	de	sa	lecture.france	lumières	philosophie	February	10,	2022"Човек	се	ражда	свободен,	а	навсякъде	е	в	окови."	Първото	ми	философско	есе	за	подготовка	в	12	клас,беше	върху	този	цитат.Русо	винаги	ми	е
харесвал,	още	от	часовете	по	философия	в	училище.	Страхотен	мислител	за	своето	време,	описал	проницателно	и	аргументирано,	принципите	на	устройство	на	държавите.	Може	да	си	обясним	почти	всички	политически	явления,	стъпквайки	върху	неговите	размисли.	Днес,	тезите	му	за	географския	фактор	относно	разпределението	на	властите	и	вида	държавно	управление,	вероятно	ще	бъдат	заклеймени.	Но	това	не	ми	попречи	да	чета	тези	глави	с	интерес.За	добро	или	за	лошо,	почти	винаги	се	е	оказвал	прав	в	заключенията	си
за	последиците,	които	управлението	може	да	причини.January	8,	2025Giving	this	book	a	single	star	is	in	itself	an	excessively	large	compliment	to	its	author.	Jean	Jacques	Rousseau	somehow	managed	to	write	a	book	in	which	every	chapter	forgot	what	had	been	said	in	the	previous	and	thus	contradictions	run	rampant	and	free.	It	presents	a	dystopian	society	that	allows	no	place	for	religion	and	targets	christians	because	they	do	not	have	any	ties	to	the	state.	(I	here	recommend	Luther’s	Two	Kingdoms	argument).	I	do	not	suggest	that	one	does	not	read	this
book.	Indeed	it	provides	good	and	necessary	insight	into	the	origins	of	the	dumpster	fire	that	is	modern	society,	but	by	far	one	of	the	worst	books	ever	written.	Displaying	1	-	30	of	1,750	reviewsGet	help	and	learn	more	about	the	design.	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau's	philosophy	has	profoundly	influenced	modern	political	thought,	especially	through	his	seminal	work	"The	Social	Contract."	In	this	text,	Rousseau	explores	the	intricacies	of	human	nature,	society,	and	governance,	positing	that	a	legitimate	political	order	must	arise	from	an	agreement	among	individuals
to	form	a	collective	body	politic.	His	ideas	challenge	the	existing	social	structures	of	his	time	and	advocate	for	the	notion	of	the	general	will,	which	prioritizes	the	common	good	over	individual	desires.The	impact	of	Rousseau's	social	contract	is	significant,	as	it	has	not	only	inspired	revolutionary	movements	around	the	world	but	has	also	shaped	contemporary	understandings	of	civic	engagement	and	political	rights.	As	we	delve	into	Rousseau's	philosophy	and	its	implications	for	agreements,	it	is	crucial	to	understand	the	historical	context	of	his	ideas,	the	key
themes	he	addresses,	and	the	enduring	legacy	that	continues	to	influence	modern	political	philosophy.Index	Content	Rousseau's	concept	of	the	social	contract	serves	as	the	foundation	for	his	political	philosophy.	At	its	core,	the	social	contract	is	an	implicit	agreement	among	individuals	to	create	a	society	in	which	they	collectively	yield	certain	freedoms	to	enable	the	protection	of	their	remaining	rights.	Rousseau	argues	that	in	its	original	state,	humanity	was	free,	equal,	and	happy,	but	the	advent	of	social	structures	and	property	rights	distorted	this	natural
condition.In	"The	Social	Contract,"	Rousseau	contends	that	legitimate	political	authority	derives	from	the	general	will	of	the	people,	which	represents	the	collective	interest.	He	emphasizes	that	the	power	of	the	state	should	not	be	concentrated	in	the	hands	of	a	few	but	should	reflect	the	desires	and	needs	of	the	entire	community.	This	framework	sets	a	benchmark	for	what	constitutes	moral	authority	in	governance,	asserting	that	any	government	failing	to	act	in	accordance	with	the	general	will	loses	its	legitimacy.Historical	Context	of	Rousseau's	IdeasThe
backdrop	against	which	Rousseau	developed	his	political	theory	was	marked	by	the	Enlightenment,	a	period	characterized	by	a	surge	in	rational	thought,	individual	rights,	and	challenges	to	traditional	authority.	Rousseau’s	ideas	emerged	during	a	time	when	European	societies	were	grappling	with	issues	of	inequality,	monarchy,	and	the	justice	of	social	systems.	His	philosophy	is	often	regarded	as	a	response	to	the	ideas	of	Hobbes	and	Locke,	who	had	their	interpretations	of	the	social	contract	in	shaping	political	authority.While	Hobbes	posited	that	life	in	a
state	of	nature	was	“solitary,	poor,	nasty,	brutish,	and	short,”	and	suggested	absolute	sovereignty	as	a	solution,	Rousseau	challenged	this	notion	by	advocating	for	a	return	to	the	principles	of	equality	and	freedom	inherent	in	humanity's	natural	state.	This	historical	context	underscores	the	radical	nature	of	Rousseau's	philosophy,	as	he	sought	a	more	just	and	equal	societal	structure	that	would	enable	genuine	freedom,	which	he	deemed	essential	for	human	fulfillment.See	also		Set:	The	Ancient	Egyptian	God	of	Chaos	and	Storms	RevealedKey	Themes	in	"The
Social	Contract"The	Natural	State	of	HumanityRousseau	begins	his	exploration	of	the	social	contract	by	examining	the	natural	state	of	humanity.	He	asserts	that	in	this	state,	individuals	were	free	and	lived	independently,	guided	by	their	instincts.	It	is	only	through	the	establishment	of	societal	structures	and	property	that	the	inequalities	and	conflicts	among	men	emerged.	Rousseau	advocates	a	return	to	recognizing	the	importance	of	community	and	the	collective	well-being,	which	he	believes	can	be	achieved	through	a	social	contract	grounded	in	the	general
will.The	Concept	of	SovereigntyCentral	to	Rousseau's	theory	is	the	idea	of	popular	sovereignty,	a	construct	suggesting	that	the	power	of	the	state	emanates	from	the	people	themselves.	Rousseau	posits	that	true	sovereignty	lies	with	the	collective	body	of	citizens,	rather	than	with	a	ruler	or	governing	elite.	This	theme	emphasizes	the	necessity	of	active	participation	by	citizens	in	the	governance	process,	a	notion	that	reflects	Rousseau's	belief	in	the	moral	and	civic	duty	of	individuals	to	engage	in	the	political	process.The	General	WillThe	general	will	is	perhaps
the	most	pivotal	concept	in	Rousseau's	social	contract	theory.	Rousseau	differentiates	between	the	will	of	all,	which	aggregates	individual	desires,	and	the	general	will,	which	seeks	the	common	good.	He	argues	that	citizens	must	prioritize	the	general	will	over	personal	interests	for	a	functioning	democracy.	Rousseau	contends	that	when	individuals	align	their	interests	with	the	communal	good,	they	foster	a	political	environment	conducive	to	liberty	and	justice.The	Concept	of	the	General	WillUnderstanding	the	general	will	is	crucial	to	grasping	Rousseau's
vision	of	governance.	This	concept	suggests	that	citizens,	when	acting	collectively,	develop	a	will	that	transcends	individual	desires,	aiming	instead	at	the	public	interest.	Rousseau	asserts	that	the	government’s	legitimacy	hinges	on	its	representation	of	this	general	will.	By	prioritizing	the	collective,	Rousseau	envisions	a	political	society	wherein	individuals	are	not	merely	subjects	of	the	law	but	active	participants	fostering	their	community's	welfare.See	also		Michael	Bush:	The	1988	U.S.	Presidential	Election	ExplainedRousseau	acknowledges	that	reaching	a
consensus	on	the	general	will	can	be	challenging,	given	the	diverse	individual	interests	present	in	any	society.	However,	he	argues	that	through	dialogue	and	civic	engagement,	individuals	can	come	closer	to	articulating	a	true	expression	of	the	public	interest.	The	emphasis	on	the	general	will	speaks	to	Rousseau’s	idealization	of	democracy,	where	true	political	liberty	emerges	when	individuals	are	connected	to	the	larger	community.Rousseau	offers	a	stark	critique	of	civil	society,	suggesting	that	the	developments	leading	to	social	structures	have	exacerbated
inequalities	among	individuals.	He	argues	that	the	establishment	of	property	rights	and	wealth	distribution	has	created	hierarchies	that	undermine	the	fundamental	freedoms	of	individuals.	Rousseau	sees	the	inequality	bred	by	civil	society	as	fundamentally	unnatural,	leading	to	a	plethora	of	social	vices	including	greed,	jealousy,	and	oppression.This	critique	echoes	throughout	Rousseau’s	work,	as	he	emphasizes	the	need	for	a	new	contract	that	would	liberate	people	from	the	bonds	of	inequality	created	by	existing	social	frameworks.	He	advocates	for	a
transformation	of	civil	society,	encouraging	a	system	that	promotes	equitable	participation,	where	all	individuals	contribute	to	and	benefit	from	the	common	good.	This	radical	reimagining	underscores	the	importance	of	ensuring	that	the	governing	structure	is	responsive	to	the	people's	needs	rather	than	perpetuating	the	disparities	embedded	within	traditional	social	orders.Impact	on	Political	Liberty	and	Citizen	RightsRousseau's	ideas	laid	the	groundwork	for	modern	concepts	of	political	liberty	and	citizen	rights.	His	belief	that	individuals	should	be	free
participants	in	their	governance	directly	influenced	revolutionary	movements	that	sought	to	challenge	oppressive	systems.	Rousseau	advocated	for	a	form	of	government	that	provided	individuals	with	opportunities	to	engage	meaningfully	in	political	life,	thus	fostering	a	sense	of	ownership	over	their	society.The	implications	of	Rousseau’s	thoughts	resonate	in	contemporary	debates	around	democracy	and	citizenship,	emphasizing	that	true	freedom	is	not	just	the	absence	of	constraints	but	is	achieved	through	active	participation	in	shaping	societal	structures.
His	insistence	on	the	moral	union	between	the	government	and	its	citizens	enriches	discussions	about	accountability,	representation,	and	the	role	of	citizen	engagement	in	safeguarding	their	rights.When	examining	Rousseau’s	social	contract,	it	is	essential	to	contrast	his	ideas	with	those	of	other	prominent	social	contract	theorists	such	as	Thomas	Hobbes	and	John	Locke.	Where	Hobbes	viewed	the	state	of	nature	as	chaotic	and	necessitating	absolute	sovereignty	to	ensure	peace,	Rousseau	envisioned	a	more	optimistic	perspective	of	humanity's	innate	goodness
and	capacity	for	collective	governance.See	also		What	defines	Virginia's	legacy	from	colonial	times	to	Civil	WarIn	contrast,	Locke's	social	contract	emphasized	the	protection	of	individual	rights	and	property,	arguing	that	governments	should	exist	primarily	to	secure	these	rights.	Rousseau	diverges	from	this	individualistic	focus,	arguing	that	the	social	contract	must	prioritize	the	collective	will	and	the	common	good	over	the	protection	of	property,	as	a	means	of	achieving	true	equality	and	freedom.Application	of	Rousseau's	Ideas	in	Modern
AgreementsRousseau's	philosophies	remain	relevant	today,	informing	discussions	about	the	nature	of	governance	and	the	frameworks	that	underpin	modern	agreements.	His	emphasis	on	collective	will	resonates	in	contemporary	democratic	practices,	where	participation	and	civic	engagement	come	to	the	forefront	as	essential	components	of	legitimate	governance.	Many	democratic	nations	have	adopted	elements	of	Rousseau's	thought	in	their	constitutions,	aiming	to	ensure	that	the	political	structures	respect	the	general	will	and	prioritize	public
welfare.Moreover,	the	ongoing	discourse	around	social	contracts	in	international	relations,	human	rights,	and	community	governance	continues	to	echo	Rousseau’s	core	principles,	advocating	for	processes	that	prioritize	equality,	accountability,	and	participation.	His	ideas	inspire	movements	that	push	for	systemic	reforms	to	address	inequalities	and	aim	toward	a	society	where	the	voice	of	the	collective	is	amplified	in	decision-making	processes.Conclusion:	The	Legacy	of	Rousseau's	Social	ContractThe	legacy	of	Rousseau's	social	contract	is	profound,	shaping
not	only	political	philosophy	but	also	practical	frameworks	for	governance	and	societal	organization.	His	vision	of	the	collective	good,	civic	engagement,	and	moral	responsibility	continues	to	resonate	in	contemporary	political	discourses.	As	we	reflect	on	Rousseau's	contributions,	it	becomes	evident	that	a	sincere	understanding	of	the	social	contract	remains	crucial	in	addressing	the	complexities	of	modern	society.Ultimately,	Rousseau	challenges	us	to	consider	the	essence	of	political	liberty,	emphasizing	that	genuine	freedom	can	only	be	achieved	when
individuals	participate	actively	in	shaping	their	societal	structures	through	a	commitment	to	the	general	will.	The	ongoing	relevance	of	his	ideas	in	contemporary	discussions	of	democracy,	rights,	and	equality	reaffirms	his	status	as	a	pivotal	figure	in	the	realm	of	political	philosophy,	prompting	us	to	continually	evaluate	our	political	agreements	and	their	alignment	with	the	principles	of	equity	and	community	welfare.Did	you	find	this	article	helpful?	What	is	Rousseau's	Social	Contract	and	its	impact	on	agreements	See	more	here	Education.	Share	—	copy	and
redistribute	the	material	in	any	medium	or	format	for	any	purpose,	even	commercially.	Adapt	—	remix,	transform,	and	build	upon	the	material	for	any	purpose,	even	commercially.	The	licensor	cannot	revoke	these	freedoms	as	long	as	you	follow	the	license	terms.	Attribution	—	You	must	give	appropriate	credit	,	provide	a	link	to	the	license,	and	indicate	if	changes	were	made	.	You	may	do	so	in	any	reasonable	manner,	but	not	in	any	way	that	suggests	the	licensor	endorses	you	or	your	use.	ShareAlike	—	If	you	remix,	transform,	or	build	upon	the	material,	you
must	distribute	your	contributions	under	the	same	license	as	the	original.	No	additional	restrictions	—	You	may	not	apply	legal	terms	or	technological	measures	that	legally	restrict	others	from	doing	anything	the	license	permits.	You	do	not	have	to	comply	with	the	license	for	elements	of	the	material	in	the	public	domain	or	where	your	use	is	permitted	by	an	applicable	exception	or	limitation	.	No	warranties	are	given.	The	license	may	not	give	you	all	of	the	permissions	necessary	for	your	intended	use.	For	example,	other	rights	such	as	publicity,	privacy,	or
moral	rights	may	limit	how	you	use	the	material.	In	today’s	competitive	academic	environment,	students	face	mounting	pressure	to	excel	across	multiple	subjects	while	balancing	extracurricular	activities,	part-time	jobs,	and	personal	commitments.	At	PaperAp,	we	understand	these	challenges	and	offer	a	premium	essay	writing	service	designed	to	support	students	at	every	educational	level.	When	you	need	someone	to	write	my	paper	or	complete	any	academic	assignment,	our	team	of	expert	writers	is	ready	to	deliver	exceptional	quality	that	meets	your	specific
requirements.	Since	our	founding,	PaperAp	has	established	itself	as	a	leading	academic	assistance	platform,	helping	thousands	of	students	worldwide	achieve	academic	excellence.	Our	commitment	to	quality,	originality,	and	customer	satisfaction	sets	us	apart	from	other	services	in	the	industry.	We’ve	built	our	reputation	on	delivering	well-researched,	properly	formatted,	and	thoughtfully	crafted	papers	that	meet	the	highest	academic	standards.	The	Modern	Student’s	Academic	Challenges	Today’s	educational	landscape	presents	unique	challenges	that
previous	generations	didn’t	face.	With	increasing	tuition	costs,	higher	academic	expectations,	and	a	competitive	job	market	awaiting	graduates,	students	are	under	tremendous	pressure	to	maintain	perfect	academic	records.	Many	find	themselves	wondering,	“Who	can	write	my	essay	that	will	impress	my	professor?”	or	“Where	can	I	find	a	reliable	essay	writing	service	that	understands	my	specific	needs?”	These	concerns	are	valid,	and	at	PaperAp,	we’ve	designed	our	service	specifically	to	address	these	challenges.	Whether	you’re	struggling	with	time
management,	complex	subject	matter,	or	simply	need	guidance	on	how	to	approach	a	difficult	assignment,	our	platform	provides	the	support	you	need	to	succeed.	When	you	choose	PaperAp	as	your	academic	partner,	you’re	not	just	getting	a	paper—you’re	investing	in	your	academic	success.	Our	essay	writing	service	stands	out	for	several	key	reasons:	Expert	Writers	with	Specialized	Knowledge	Every	writer	on	our	team	has	undergone	a	rigorous	selection	process	to	ensure	they	possess	the	academic	credentials	and	practical	experience	necessary	to	deliver
outstanding	papers.	Our	experts	include:	Master’s	and	Ph.D.	holders	from	prestigious	universities	Subject	matter	specialists	across	all	academic	disciplines	Experienced	researchers	with	access	to	extensive	academic	resources	Professionals	with	proven	track	records	in	academic	writing	When	you	request	us	to	write	my	paper,	we	match	your	assignment	with	a	writer	who	specializes	in	your	specific	subject	area.	This	specialized	approach	ensures	that	your	paper	reflects	the	depth	of	knowledge	and	understanding	that	professors	expect.	Commitment	to
Original,	Plagiarism-Free	Content	In	academic	writing,	originality	isn’t	just	preferred—it’s	required.	When	students	come	to	us	asking	to	“write	my	essay,”	they	receive	custom-written	papers	created	from	scratch.	Every	assignment	undergoes:	In-depth	research	using	credible	scholarly	sources	Original	analysis	and	critical	thinking	Careful	structuring	and	thoughtful	argumentation	Proper	citation	using	your	required	formatting	style	Multiple	rounds	of	plagiarism	checking	using	advanced	software	We	understand	that	submitting	plagiarized	work	can	have
serious	consequences	for	students,	which	is	why	we	maintain	a	zero-tolerance	policy	for	any	form	of	academic	dishonesty.	Customized	Approach	to	Every	Assignment	No	two	assignments	are	identical,	and	we	treat	each	request	with	the	individualized	attention	it	deserves.	When	you	ask	us	to	“write	my	paper,”	we	take	into	account:	Your	specific	assignment	requirements	The	academic	level	and	complexity	needed	Your	professor’s	expectations	and	grading	criteria	Your	personal	writing	style	(if	samples	are	provided)	Any	specific	sources	or	perspectives	you
want	included	This	tailored	approach	ensures	that	the	final	product	not	only	meets	academic	standards	but	also	feels	authentic	to	your	unique	voice	and	perspective.	How	Our	Essay	Writing	Service	Process	Works	At	PaperAp,	we’ve	streamlined	our	process	to	make	ordering	your	custom	paper	as	simple	and	efficient	as	possible.	Here’s	how	it	works:	1.	Submit	Your	“Write	My	Essay”	Request	Begin	by	filling	out	our	comprehensive	order	form,	providing	details	about	your	assignment,	including:	Academic	level	(high	school,	undergraduate,	master’s,	Ph.D.)
Subject	area	and	specific	topic	Number	of	pages	or	word	count	required	Citation	style	(MLA,	APA,	Chicago,	Harvard,	etc.)	Deadline	Any	specific	instructions	or	requirements	The	more	details	you	provide,	the	better	we	can	tailor	our	service	to	your	needs.	2.	Writer	Assignment	and	Communication	Once	you’ve	submitted	your	request,	our	system	matches	your	assignment	with	the	most	qualified	writer	from	our	team.	You’ll	be	able	to:	Communicate	directly	with	your	assigned	writer	Provide	additional	materials	or	clarifications	Request	progress	updates	Review
drafts	and	provide	feedback	This	collaborative	approach	ensures	that	the	final	product	meets	your	expectations	and	requirements.	3.	Thorough	Research	and	Writing	Your	writer	then	begins	the	process	of	researching,	outlining,	and	crafting	your	paper.	This	includes:	Gathering	relevant	scholarly	sources	Analyzing	and	synthesizing	information	Developing	a	clear	thesis	and	supporting	arguments	Creating	a	well-structured,	cohesive	paper	Incorporating	proper	citations	and	references	Throughout	this	process,	your	writer	focuses	on	creating	content	that	is	not
only	academically	sound	but	also	engaging	and	thought-provoking.	4.	Quality	Assurance	and	Editing	Before	delivering	your	completed	paper,	it	undergoes	a	comprehensive	quality	assurance	process:	Thorough	proofreading	to	eliminate	grammar	and	spelling	errors	Fact-checking	to	ensure	accuracy	of	information	Citation	verification	to	ensure	proper	formatting	Plagiarism	scanning	using	advanced	detection	software	Final	review	by	our	quality	assurance	team	This	multi-layered	approach	ensures	that	the	paper	you	receive	meets	the	highest	standards	of
academic	excellence.	5.	Delivery	and	Revisions	Once	your	paper	passes	our	quality	checks,	it’s	delivered	to	your	account.	After	reviewing	the	completed	work,	you	can:	Request	revisions	if	necessary	(free	within	our	revision	policy)	Ask	for	clarifications	on	specific	points	Provide	feedback	on	your	experience	We	stand	behind	our	work	and	are	committed	to	ensuring	your	complete	satisfaction	with	the	final	product.	Types	of	Papers	Our	Essay	Writing	Service	Provides	When	students	ask	us	to	“write	my	paper,”	they’re	often	surprised	by	the	wide	range	of
academic	writing	services	we	offer.	Our	expertise	extends	to	virtually	every	type	of	academic	assignment,	including:	Assignment	Type	Description	Best	For	Essays	(All	Types)	Well-structured	arguments	on	specific	topics	Undergraduate	and	graduate	students	needing	clear,	concise	presentations	of	ideas	Research	Papers	In-depth	exploration	of	topics	with	substantial	research	Students	requiring	comprehensive	analysis	backed	by	scholarly	sources	Term	Papers	End-of-semester	comprehensive	assignments	Students	looking	to	demonstrate	mastery	of	course
material	Case	Studies	Detailed	analysis	of	specific	scenarios	or	examples	Business,	psychology,	and	social	science	students	Literature	Reviews	Synthesis	of	existing	research	on	a	topic	Graduate	students	and	researchers	establishing	theoretical	foundations	Dissertations/Thesis	Comprehensive	original	research	projects	Master’s	and	Ph.D.	candidates	completing	their	degrees	Lab	Reports	Documentation	of	scientific	experiments	and	findings	Science	students	needing	precise	technical	writing	Book	Reviews	Critical	analysis	of	literary	works	Literature	and
humanities	students	Presentations	Visually	engaging	slide	decks	with	speaking	notes	Students	preparing	for	in-class	presentations	Admission	Essays	Compelling	personal	statements	Students	applying	to	colleges	or	graduate	programs	No	matter	what	type	of	assignment	you	need,	our	“write	my	essay”	service	can	deliver	exceptional	quality	that	meets	your	specific	requirements.	Academic	Disciplines	We	Cover	Our	essay	writing	service	encompasses	all	major	academic	disciplines,	ensuring	that	no	matter	what	subject	you’re	studying,	we	have	experts	who	can
assist	you.	Some	of	our	most	requested	areas	include:	Humanities	and	Social	Sciences	Literature	and	Language	History	Philosophy	Psychology	Sociology	Political	Science	Anthropology	Religious	Studies	Business	and	Management	Marketing	Finance	Economics	Organizational	Behavior	Business	Ethics	Strategic	Management	International	Business	Entrepreneurship	Sciences	Biology	Chemistry	Physics	Environmental	Science	Astronomy	Earth	Sciences	Medical	Sciences	Computer	Science	Professional	Fields	Nursing	Education	Law	Engineering	Architecture
Public	Health	Social	Work	Criminal	Justice	This	extensive	coverage	allows	us	to	help	students	across	virtually	all	academic	programs	and	specializations.	When	Students	Should	Consider	Our	“Write	My	Paper”	Service	There	are	many	legitimate	reasons	why	students	might	seek	professional	assistance	with	their	academic	assignments.	Our	service	is	particularly	valuable	in	the	following	situations:	Time	Constraints	and	Competing	Priorities	Many	students	juggle	multiple	responsibilities,	including:	Several	challenging	courses	with	conflicting	deadlines	Part-time
or	full-time	employment	Family	obligations	and	caregiving	responsibilities	Athletic	commitments	and	extracurricular	activities	When	deadlines	collide	and	time	is	limited,	our	essay	writing	service	provides	a	valuable	safety	net	that	helps	students	manage	their	academic	workload	effectively.	Complex	or	Challenging	Assignments	Some	assignments	require	specialized	knowledge	or	skills	that	students	may	still	be	developing:	Advanced	research	methodologies	Complex	statistical	analysis	Specialized	theoretical	frameworks	Technical	writing	in	specific	disciplines
In	these	cases,	having	an	expert	write	my	essay	can	provide	a	valuable	learning	opportunity	by	demonstrating	proper	approaches	and	techniques.	English	as	a	Second	Language	International	students	often	face	additional	challenges	when	writing	academic	papers	in	English:	Nuances	of	academic	English	writing	Discipline-specific	terminology	and	conventions	Different	expectations	regarding	structure	and	argumentation	Our	writers	can	help	ESL	students	produce	papers	that	communicate	their	ideas	clearly	and	effectively	in	academic	English.	Learning
Through	Example	Sometimes	the	best	way	to	master	academic	writing	is	to	see	well-executed	examples:	Understanding	proper	formatting	and	citation	styles	Learning	effective	argumentation	strategies	Seeing	how	to	integrate	research	seamlessly	Observing	how	to	structure	different	types	of	assignments	When	students	use	our	papers	as	learning	tools,	they	develop	stronger	writing	skills	that	benefit	them	throughout	their	academic	careers.	Why	“Write	My	Essay”	Requests	Are	Common	Among	Today’s	Students	The	increasing	demand	for	essay	writing
services	reflects	significant	shifts	in	higher	education	and	society	at	large:	Rising	Academic	Pressure	Today’s	academic	environment	is	more	demanding	than	ever:	Grade	inflation	has	raised	the	bar	for	what	constitutes	“excellent”	work	Competition	for	graduate	school	admissions	and	scholarships	is	intense	Employers	increasingly	scrutinize	academic	performance	when	hiring	These	pressures	create	situations	where	students	feel	they	cannot	afford	to	submit	anything	less	than	excellent	work.	Changes	in	Educational	Models	Modern	educational	approaches
often	emphasize	quantity	over	depth:	Increased	course	loads	with	multiple	simultaneous	assignments	Reduced	instructor	availability	for	one-on-one	guidance	Greater	emphasis	on	independent	learning	without	adequate	preparation	These	factors	can	leave	students	feeling	overwhelmed	and	unsupported	in	their	academic	journey.	Economic	Realities	Financial	considerations	play	a	significant	role	in	student	stress:	Many	students	work	while	studying	to	manage	increasing	tuition	costs	Scholarships	often	depend	on	maintaining	high	GPAs	Student	loan	debt
creates	pressure	to	maximize	the	return	on	educational	investment	When	academic	performance	directly	impacts	financial	wellbeing,	the	stakes	of	each	assignment	increase	dramatically.	How	to	Get	the	Most	from	Our	Essay	Writing	Service	To	ensure	you	receive	maximum	value	when	you	ask	us	to	write	my	paper,	consider	the	following	recommendations:	Provide	Comprehensive	Instructions	The	quality	of	your	paper	depends	significantly	on	the	clarity	of	your	instructions:	Include	all	relevant	assignment	details	and	rubrics	Share	any	course	materials	that
might	inform	the	writing	Specify	any	particular	approaches	or	perspectives	you	want	included	Mention	any	sources	that	should	be	incorporated	The	more	information	you	provide,	the	more	accurately	we	can	meet	your	specific	needs.	Plan	Ahead	When	Possible	While	we	excel	at	meeting	tight	deadlines,	allowing	more	time	offers	several	advantages:	More	extensive	research	and	development	of	ideas	Opportunity	for	multiple	revisions	if	needed	Lower	cost	due	to	non-rush	pricing	Reduced	stress	knowing	your	assignment	is	being	handled	with	ample	time
Whenever	possible,	place	your	order	well	before	your	deadline	to	achieve	optimal	results.	Use	the	Paper	as	a	Learning	Tool	To	maximize	the	educational	benefit	of	our	service:	Study	the	structure	and	organization	of	the	paper	Review	the	sources	to	deepen	your	understanding	of	the	topic	Analyze	the	argumentation	and	critical	thinking	demonstrated	Use	the	paper	as	a	model	for	future	assignments	This	approach	ensures	that	our	essay	writing	service	contributes	to	your	long-term	academic	development.	Our	Commitment	to	Academic	Integrity	At	PaperAp,	we
take	academic	integrity	seriously.	When	students	ask	us	to	“write	my	essay,”	we	provide	a	service	that	is	designed	to	support	their	learning,	not	replace	it.	We	encourage	students	to:	Use	Our	Papers	Ethically	Our	papers	should	serve	as:	Research	aids	that	provide	valuable	sources	and	perspectives	Structural	models	demonstrating	proper	organization	and	flow	Examples	of	effective	argumentation	and	analysis	Learning	tools	that	enhance	understanding	of	complex	topics	We	expect	students	to	use	our	work	responsibly	within	their	institution’s	academic
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the	civil	order,	there	can	be	any	sure	and	legitimate	rule	of	administration,	men	being	taken	as	they	are	and	laws	as	they	might	be.	In	this	inquiry	I	shall	endeavour	always	to	unite	what	right	sanctions	with	what	is	prescribed	by	interest,	in	order	that	justice	and	utility	may	in	no	case	be	divided.	I	enter	upon	my	task	without	proving	the	importance	of	the	subject.	I	shall	be	asked	if	I	am	a	prince	or	a	legislator,	to	write	on	politics.	I	answer	that	I	am	neither,	and	that	is	why	I	do	so.	If	I	were	a	prince	or	a	legislator,	I	should	not	waste	time	in	saying	what	wants
doing;	I	should	do	it,	or	hold	my	peace.	As	I	was	born	a	citizen	of	a	free	State,	and	a	member	of	the	Sovereign,	I	feel	that,	however	feeble	the	influence	my	voice	can	have	on	public	affairs,	the	right	of	voting	on	them	makes	it	my	duty	to	study	them:	and	I	am	happy,	when	I	reflect	upon	governments,	to	find	my	inquiries	always	furnish	me	with	new	reasons	for	loving	that	of	my	own	country.	1.	SUBJECT	OF	THE	FIRST	BOOK	MAN	is	born	free;	and	everywhere	he	is	in	chains.	One	thinks	himself	the	master	of	others,	and	still	remains	a	greater	slave	than	they.	How
did	this	change	come	about?	I	do	not	know.	What	can	make	it	legitimate?	That	question	I	think	I	can	answer.	If	I	took	into	account	only	force,	and	the	effects	derived	from	it,	I	should	say:	"As	long	as	a	people	is	compelled	to	obey,	and	obeys,	it	does	well;	as	soon	as	it	can	shake	off	the	yoke,	and	shakes	it	off,	it	does	still	better;	for,	regaining	its	liberty	by	the	same	right	as	took	it	away,	either	it	is	justified	in	resuming	it,	or	there	was	no	justification	for	those	who	took	it	away."	But	the	social	order	is	a	sacred	right	which	is	the	basis	of	all	other	rights.	Nevertheless,
this	right	does	not	come	from	nature,	and	must	therefore	be	founded	on	conventions.	Before	coming	to	that,	I	have	to	prove	what	I	have	just	asserted.	2.	THE	FIRST	SOCIETIES	THE	most	ancient	of	all	societies,	and	the	only	one	that	is	natural,	is	the	family:	and	even	so	the	children	remain	attached	to	the	father	only	so	long	as	they	need	him	for	their	preservation.	As	soon	as	this	need	ceases,	the	natural	bond	is	dissolved.	The	children,	released	from	the	obedience	they	owed	to	the	father,	and	the	father,	released	from	the	care	he	owed	his	children,	return
equally	to	independence.	If	they	remain	united,	they	continue	so	no	longer	naturally,	but	voluntarily;	and	the	family	itself	is	then	maintained	only	by	convention.	This	common	liberty	results	from	the	nature	of	man.	His	first	law	is	to	provide	for	his	own	preservation,	his	first	cares	are	those	which	he	owes	to	himself;	and,	as	soon	as	he	reaches	years	of	discretion,	he	is	the	sole	judge	of	the	proper	means	of	preserving	himself,	and	consequently	becomes	his	own	master.	The	family	then	may	be	called	the	first	model	of	political	societies:	the	ruler	corresponds	to	the
father,	and	the	people	to	the	children;	and	all,	being	born	free	and	equal,	alienate	their	liberty	only	for	their	own	advantage.	The	whole	difference	is	that,	in	the	family,	the	love	of	the	father	for	his	children	repays	him	for	the	care	he	takes	of	them,	while,	in	the	State,	the	pleasure	of	commanding	takes	the	place	of	the	love	which	the	chief	cannot	have	for	the	peoples	under	him.	Grotius	denies	that	all	human	power	is	established	in	favour	of	the	governed,	and	quotes	slavery	as	an	example.	His	usual	method	of	reasoning	is	constantly	to	establish	right	by	fact.1	It
would	be	possible	to	employ	a	more	logical	method,	but	none	could	be	more	favourable	to	tyrants.	It	is	then,	according	to	Grotius,	doubtful	whether	the	human	race	belongs	to	a	hundred	men,	or	that	hundred	men	to	the	human	race:	and,	throughout	his	book,	he	seems	to	incline	to	the	former	alternative,	which	is	also	the	view	of	Hobbes.	On	this	showing,	the	human	species	is	divided	into	so	many	herds	of	cattle,	each	with	its	ruler,	who	keeps	guard	over	them	for	the	purpose	of	devouring	them.	As	a	shepherd	is	of	a	nature	superior	to	that	of	his	flock,	the
shepherds	of	men,	i.e.,	their	rulers,	are	of	a	nature	superior	to	that	of	the	peoples	under	them.	Thus,	Philo	tells	us,	the	Emperor	Caligula	reasoned,	concluding	equally	well	either	that	kings	were	gods,	or	that	men	were	beasts.	The	reasoning	of	Caligula	agrees	with	that	of	Hobbes	and	Grotius.	Aristotle,	before	any	of	them,	had	said	that	men	are	by	no	means	equal	naturally,	but	that	some	are	born	for	slavery,	and	others	for	dominion.	Aristotle	was	right;	but	he	took	the	effect	for	the	cause.	Nothing	can	be	more	certain	than	that	every	man	born	in	slavery	is	born
for	slavery.	Slaves	lose	everything	in	their	chains,	even	the	desire	of	escaping	from	them:	they	love	their	servitude,	as	the	comrades	of	Ulysses	loved	their	brutish	condition.2	If	then	there	are	slaves	by	nature,	it	is	because	there	have	been	slaves	against	nature.	Force	made	the	first	slaves,	and	their	cowardice	perpetuated	the	condition.	I	have	said	nothing	of	King	Adam,	or	Emperor	Noah,	father	of	the	three	great	monarchs	who	shared	out	the	universe,	like	the	children	of	Saturn,	whom	some	scholars	have	recognised	in	them.	I	trust	to	getting	due	thanks	for	my
moderation;	for,	being	a	direct	descendant	of	one	of	these	princes,	perhaps	of	the	eldest	branch,	how	do	I	know	that	a	verification	of	titles	might	not	leave	me	the	legitimate	king	of	the	human	race?	In	any	case,	there	can	be	no	doubt	that	Adam	was	sovereign	of	the	world,	as	Robinson	Crusoe	was	of	his	island,	as	long	as	he	was	its	only	inhabitant;	and	this	empire	had	the	advantage	that	the	monarch,	safe	on	his	throne,	had	no	rebellions,	wars,	or	conspirators	to	fear.	3.	THE	RIGHT	OF	THE	STRONGEST	THE	strongest	is	never	strong	enough	to	be	always	the
master,	unless	he	transforms	strength	into	right,	and	obedience	into	duty.	Hence	the	right	of	the	strongest,	which,	though	to	all	seeming	meant	ironically,	is	really	laid	down	as	a	fundamental	principle.	But	are	we	never	to	have	an	explanation	of	this	phrase?	Force	is	a	physical	power,	and	I	fail	to	see	what	moral	effect	it	can	have.	To	yield	to	force	is	an	act	of	necessity,	not	of	will	—	at	the	most,	an	act	of	prudence.	In	what	sense	can	it	be	a	duty?	Suppose	for	a	moment	that	this	so-called	"right"	exists.	I	maintain	that	the	sole	result	is	a	mass	of	inexplicable
nonsense.	For,	if	force	creates	right,	the	effect	changes	with	the	cause:	every	force	that	is	greater	than	the	first	succeeds	to	its	right.	As	soon	as	it	is	possible	to	disobey	with	impunity,	disobedience	is	legitimate;	and,	the	strongest	being	always	in	the	right,	the	only	thing	that	matters	is	to	act	so	as	to	become	the	strongest.	But	what	kind	of	right	is	that	which	perishes	when	force	fails?	If	we	must	obey	perforce,	there	is	no	need	to	obey	because	we	ought;	and	if	we	are	not	forced	to	obey,	we	are	under	no	obligation	to	do	so.	Clearly,	the	word	"right"	adds	nothing
to	force:	in	this	connection,	it	means	absolutely	nothing.	Obey	the	powers	that	be.	If	this	means	yield	to	force,	it	is	a	good	precept,	but	superfluous:	I	can	answer	for	its	never	being	violated.	All	power	comes	from	God,	I	admit;	but	so	does	all	sickness:	does	that	mean	that	we	are	forbidden	to	call	in	the	doctor?	A	brigand	surprises	me	at	the	edge	of	a	wood:	must	I	not	merely	surrender	my	purse	on	compulsion;	but,	even	if	I	could	withhold	it,	am	I	in	conscience	bound	to	give	it	up?	For	certainly	the	pistol	he	holds	is	also	a	power.	Let	us	then	admit	that	force	does
not	create	right,	and	that	we	are	obliged	to	obey	only	legitimate	powers.	In	that	case,	my	original	question	recurs.	4.	SLAVERY	SINCE	no	man	has	a	natural	authority	over	his	fellow,	and	force	creates	no	right,	we	must	conclude	that	conventions	form	the	basis	of	all	legitimate	authority	among	men.	If	an	individual,	says	Grotius,	can	alienate	his	liberty	and	make	himself	the	slave	of	a	master,	why	could	not	a	whole	people	do	the	same	and	make	itself	subject	to	a	king?	There	are	in	this	passage	plenty	of	ambiguous	words	which	would	need	explaining;	but	let	us
confine	ourselves	to	the	word	alienate.	To	alienate	is	to	give	or	to	sell.	Now,	a	man	who	becomes	the	slave	of	another	does	not	give	himself;	he	sells	himself,	at	the	least	for	his	subsistence:	but	for	what	does	a	people	sell	itself?	A	king	is	so	far	from	furnishing	his	subjects	with	their	subsistence	that	he	gets	his	own	only	from	them;	and,	according	to	Rabelais,	kings	do	not	live	on	nothing.	Do	subjects	then	give	their	persons	on	condition	that	the	king	takes	their	goods	also?	I	fail	to	see	what	they	have	left	to	preserve.	It	will	be	said	that	the	despot	assures	his
subjects	civil	tranquillity.	Granted;	but	what	do	they	gain,	if	the	wars	his	ambition	brings	down	upon	them,	his	insatiable	avidity,	and	the	vexations	conduct	of	his	ministers	press	harder	on	them	than	their	own	dissensions	would	have	done?	What	do	they	gain,	if	the	very	tranquillity	they	enjoy	is	one	of	their	miseries?	Tranquillity	is	found	also	in	dungeons;	but	is	that	enough	to	make	them	desirable	places	to	live	in?	The	Greeks	imprisoned	in	the	cave	of	the	Cyclops	lived	there	very	tranquilly,	while	they	were	awaiting	their	turn	to	be	devoured.	To	say	that	a	man
gives	himself	gratuitously,	is	to	say	what	is	absurd	and	inconceivable;	such	an	act	is	null	and	illegitimate,	from	the	mere	fact	that	he	who	does	it	is	out	of	his	mind.	To	say	the	same	of	a	whole	people	is	to	suppose	a	people	of	madmen;	and	madness	creates	no	right.	Even	if	each	man	could	alienate	himself,	he	could	not	alienate	his	children:	they	are	born	men	and	free;	their	liberty	belongs	to	them,	and	no	one	but	they	has	the	right	to	dispose	of	it.	Before	they	come	to	years	of	discretion,	the	father	can,	in	their	name,	lay	down	conditions	for	their	preservation	and
well-being,	but	he	cannot	give	them	irrevocably	and	without	conditions:	such	a	gift	is	contrary	to	the	ends	of	nature,	and	exceeds	the	rights	of	paternity.	It	would	therefore	be	necessary,	in	order	to	legitimise	an	arbitrary	government,	that	in	every	generation	the	people	should	be	in	a	position	to	accept	or	reject	it;	but,	were	this	so,	the	government	would	be	no	longer	arbitrary.	To	renounce	liberty	is	to	renounce	being	a	man,	to	surrender	the	rights	of	humanity	and	even	its	duties.	For	him	who	renounces	everything	no	indemnity	is	possible.	Such	a	renunciation
is	incompatible	with	man's	nature;	to	remove	all	liberty	from	his	will	is	to	remove	all	morality	from	his	acts.	Finally,	it	is	an	empty	and	contradictory	convention	that	sets	up,	on	the	one	side,	absolute	authority,	and,	on	the	other,	unlimited	obedience.	Is	it	not	clear	that	we	can	be	under	no	obligation	to	a	person	from	whom	we	have	the	right	to	exact	everything?	Does	not	this	condition	alone,	in	the	absence	of	equivalence	or	exchange,	in	itself	involve	the	nullity	of	the	act?	For	what	right	can	my	slave	have	against	me,	when	all	that	he	has	belongs	to	me,	and,	his
right	being	mine,	this	right	of	mine	against	myself	is	a	phrase	devoid	of	meaning?	Grotius	and	the	rest	find	in	war	another	origin	for	the	so-called	right	of	slavery.	The	victor	having,	as	they	hold,	the	right	of	killing	the	vanquished,	the	latter	can	buy	back	his	life	at	the	price	of	his	liberty;	and	this	convention	is	the	more	legitimate	because	it	is	to	the	advantage	of	both	parties.	But	it	is	clear	that	this	supposed	right	to	kill	the	conquered	is	by	no	means	deducible	from	the	state	of	war.	Men,	from	the	mere	fact	that,	while	they	are	living	in	their	primitive
independence,	they	have	no	mutual	relations	stable	enough	to	constitute	either	the	state	of	peace	or	the	state	of	war,	cannot	be	naturally	enemies.	War	is	constituted	by	a	relation	between	things,	and	not	between	persons;	and,	as	the	state	of	war	cannot	arise	out	of	simple	personal	relations,	but	only	out	of	real	relations,	private	war,	or	war	of	man	with	man,	can	exist	neither	in	the	state	of	nature,	where	there	is	no	constant	property,	nor	in	the	social	state,	where	everything	is	under	the	authority	of	the	laws.	Individual	combats,	duels	and	encounters,	are	acts
which	cannot	constitute	a	state;	while	the	private	wars,	authorised	by	the	Establishments	of	Louis	IX,	King	of	France,	and	suspended	by	the	Peace	of	God,	are	abuses	of	feudalism,	in	itself	an	absurd	system	if	ever	there	was	one,	and	contrary	to	the	principles	of	natural	right	and	to	all	good	polity.	War	then	is	a	relation,	not	between	man	and	man,	but	between	State	and	State,	and	individuals	are	enemies	only	accidentally,	not	as	men,	nor	even	as	citizens,3	but	as	soldiers;	not	as	members	of	their	country,	but	as	its	defenders.	Finally,	each	State	can	have	for
enemies	only	other	States,	and	not	men;	for	between	things	disparate	in	nature	there	can	be	no	real	relation.	Furthermore,	this	principle	is	in	conformity	with	the	established	rules	of	all	times	and	the	constant	practice	of	all	civilised	peoples.	Declarations	of	war	are	intimations	less	to	powers	than	to	their	subjects.	The	foreigner,	whether	king,	individual,	or	people,	who	robs,	kills	or	detains	the	subjects,	without	declaring	war	on	the	prince,	is	not	an	enemy,	but	a	brigand.	Even	in	real	war,	a	just	prince,	while	laying	hands,	in	the	enemy's	country,	on	all	that
belongs	to	the	public,	respects	the	lives	and	goods	of	individuals:	he	respects	rights	on	which	his	own	are	founded.	The	object	of	the	war	being	the	destruction	of	the	hostile	State,	the	other	side	has	a	right	to	kill	its	defenders,	while	they	are	bearing	arms;	but	as	soon	as	they	lay	them	down	and	surrender,	they	cease	to	be	enemies	or	instruments	of	the	enemy,	and	become	once	more	merely	men,	whose	life	no	one	has	any	right	to	take.	Sometimes	it	is	possible	to	kill	the	State	without	killing	a	single	one	of	its	members;	and	war	gives	no	right	which	is	not
necessary	to	the	gaining	of	its	object.	These	principles	are	not	those	of	Grotius:	they	are	not	based	on	the	authority	of	poets,	but	derived	from	the	nature	of	reality	and	based	on	reason.	The	right	of	conquest	has	no	foundation	other	than	the	right	of	the	strongest.	If	war	does	not	give	the	conqueror	the	right	to	massacre	the	conquered	peoples,	the	right	to	enslave	them	cannot	be	based	upon	a	right	which	does	not	exist.	No	one	has	a	right	to	kill	an	enemy	except	when	he	cannot	make	him	a	slave,	and	the	right	to	enslave	him	cannot	therefore	be	derived	from	the
right	to	kill	him.	It	is	accordingly	an	unfair	exchange	to	make	him	buy	at	the	price	of	his	liberty	his	life,	over	which	the	victor	holds	no	right.	Is	it	not	clear	that	there	is	a	vicious	circle	in	founding	the	right	of	life	and	death	on	the	right	of	slavery,	and	the	right	of	slavery	on	the	right	of	life	and	death?	Even	if	we	assume	this	terrible	right	to	kill	everybody,	I	maintain	that	a	slave	made	in	war,	or	a	conquered	people,	is	under	no	obligation	to	a	master,	except	to	obey	him	as	far	as	he	is	compelled	to	do	so.	By	taking	an	equivalent	for	his	life,	the	victor	has	not	done
him	a	favour;	instead	of	killing	him	without	profit,	he	has	killed	him	usefully.	So	far	then	is	he	from	acquiring	over	him	any	authority	in	addition	to	that	of	force,	that	the	state	of	war	continues	to	subsist	between	them:	their	mutual	relation	is	the	effect	of	it,	and	the	usage	of	the	right	of	war	does	not	imply	a	treaty	of	peace.	A	convention	has	indeed	been	made;	but	this	convention,	so	far	from	destroying	the	state	of	war,	presupposes	its	continuance.	So,	from	whatever	aspect	we	regard	the	question,	the	right	of	slavery	is	null	and	void,	not	only	as	being
illegitimate,	but	also	because	it	is	absurd	and	meaningless.	The	words	slave	and	right	contradict	each	other,	and	are	mutually	exclusive.	It	will	always	be	equally	foolish	for	a	man	to	say	to	a	man	or	to	a	people:	"I	make	with	you	a	convention	wholly	at	your	expense	and	wholly	to	my	advantage;	I	shall	keep	it	as	long	as	I	like,	and	you	will	keep	it	as	long	as	I	like."	5.	THAT	WE	MUST	ALWAYS	GO	BACK	TO	A	FIRST	CONVENTION	EVEN	if	I	granted	all	that	I	have	been	refuting,	the	friends	of	despotism	would	be	no	better	off.	There	will	always	be	a	great	difference
between	subduing	a	multitude	and	ruling	a	society.	Even	if	scattered	individuals	were	successively	enslaved	by	one	man,	however	numerous	they	might	be,	I	still	see	no	more	than	a	master	and	his	slaves,	and	certainly	not	a	people	and	its	ruler;	I	see	what	may	be	termed	an	aggregation,	but	not	an	association;	there	is	as	yet	neither	public	good	nor	body	politic.	The	man	in	question,	even	if	he	has	enslaved	half	the	world,	is	still	only	an	individual;	his	interest,	apart	from	that	of	others,	is	still	a	purely	private	interest.	If	this	same	man	comes	to	die,	his	empire,
after	him,	remains	scattered	and	without	unity,	as	an	oak	falls	and	dissolves	into	a	heap	of	ashes	when	the	fire	has	consumed	it.	A	people,	says	Grotius,	can	give	itself	to	a	king.	Then,	according	to	Grotius,	a	people	is	a	people	before	it	gives	itself.	The	gift	is	itself	a	civil	act,	and	implies	public	deliberation.	It	would	be	better,	before	examining	the	act	by	which	a	people	gives	itself	to	a	king,	to	examine	that	by	which	it	has	become	a	people;	for	this	act,	being	necessarily	prior	to	the	other,	is	the	true	foundation	of	society.	Indeed,	if	there	were	no	prior	convention,
where,	unless	the	election	were	unanimous,	would	be	the	obligation	on	the	minority	to	submit	to	the	choice	of	the	majority?	How	have	a	hundred	men	who	wish	for	a	master	the	right	to	vote	on	behalf	of	ten	who	do	not?	The	law	of	majority	voting	is	itself	something	established	by	convention,	and	presupposes	unanimity,	on	one	occasion	at	least.	6.	THE	SOCIAL	COMPACT	I	SUPPOSE	men	to	have	reached	the	point	at	which	the	obstacles	in	the	way	of	their	preservation	in	the	state	of	nature	show	their	power	of	resistance	to	be	greater	than	the	resources	at	the
disposal	of	each	individual	for	his	maintenance	in	that	state.	That	primitive	condition	can	then	subsist	no	longer;	and	the	human	race	would	perish	unless	it	changed	its	manner	of	existence.	But,	as	men	cannot	engender	new	forces,	but	only	unite	and	direct	existing	ones,	they	have	no	other	means	of	preserving	themselves	than	the	formation,	by	aggregation,	of	a	sum	of	forces	great	enough	to	overcome	the	resistance.	These	they	have	to	bring	into	play	by	means	of	a	single	motive	power,	and	cause	to	act	in	concert.	This	sum	of	forces	can	arise	only	where
several	persons	come	together:	but,	as	the	force	and	liberty	of	each	man	are	the	chief	instruments	of	his	self-preservation,	how	can	he	pledge	them	without	harming	his	own	interests,	and	neglecting	the	care	he	owes	to	himself?	This	difficulty,	in	its	bearing	on	my	present	subject,	may	be	stated	in	the	following	terms:	The	problem	is	to	find	a	form	of	association	which	will	defend	and	protect	with	the	whole	common	force	the	person	and	goods	of	each	associate,	and	in	which	each,	while	uniting	himself	with	all,	may	still	obey	himself	alone,	and	remain	as	free	as
before."	This	is	the	fundamental	problem	of	which	the	Social	Contract	provides	the	solution.	The	clauses	of	this	contract	are	so	determined	by	the	nature	of	the	act	that	the	slightest	modification	would	make	them	vain	and	ineffective;	so	that,	although	they	have	perhaps	never	been	formally	set	forth,	they	are	everywhere	the	same	and	everywhere	tacitly	admitted	and	recognised,	until,	on	the	violation	of	the	social	compact,	each	regains	his	original	rights	and	resumes	his	natural	liberty,	while	losing	the	conventional	liberty	in	favour	of	which	he	renounced	it.
These	clauses,	properly	understood,	may	be	reduced	to	one	—	the	total	alienation	of	each	associate,	together	with	all	his	rights,	to	the	whole	community;	for,	in	the	first	place,	as	each	gives	himself	absolutely,	the	conditions	are	the	same	for	all;	and,	this	being	so,	no	one	has	any	interest	in	making	them	burdensome	to	others.	Moreover,	the	alienation	being	without	reserve,	the	union	is	as	perfect	as	it	can	be,	and	no	associate	has	anything	more	to	demand:	for,	if	the	individuals	retained	certain	rights,	as	there	would	be	no	common	superior	to	decide	between
them	and	the	public,	each,	being	on	one	point	his	own	judge,	would	ask	to	be	so	on	all;	the	state	of	nature	would	thus	continue,	and	the	association	would	necessarily	become	inoperative	or	tyrannical.	Finally,	each	man,	in	giving	himself	to	all,	gives	himself	to	nobody;	and	as	there	is	no	associate	over	whom	he	does	not	acquire	the	same	right	as	he	yields	others	over	himself,	he	gains	an	equivalent	for	everything	he	loses,	and	an	increase	of	force	for	the	preservation	of	what	he	has.	If	then	we	discard	from	the	social	compact	what	is	not	of	its	essence,	we	shall
find	that	it	reduces	itself	to	the	following	terms:	“Each	of	us	puts	his	person	and	all	his	power	in	common	under	the	supreme	direction	of	the	general	will,	and,	in	our	corporate	capacity,	we	receive	each	member	as	an	indivisible	part	of	the	whole.”	At	once,	in	place	of	the	individual	personality	of	each	contracting	party,	this	act	of	association	creates	a	moral	and	collective	body,	composed	of	as	many	members	as	the	assembly	contains	votes,	and	receiving	from	this	act	its	unity,	its	common	identity,	its	life	and	its	will.	This	public	person,	so	formed	by	the	union	of
all	other	persons	formerly	took	the	name	of	city,4	and	now	takes	that	of	Republic	or	body	politic;	it	is	called	by	its	members	State	when	passive.	Sovereign	when	active,	and	Power	when	compared	with	others	like	itself.	Those	who	are	associated	in	it	take	collectively	the	name	of	people,	and	severally	are	called	citizens,	as	sharing	in	the	sovereign	power,	and	subjects,	as	being	under	the	laws	of	the	State.	But	these	terms	are	often	confused	and	taken	one	for	another:	it	is	enough	to	know	how	to	distinguish	them	when	they	are	being	used	with	precision.	7.	THE
SOVEREIGN	THIS	formula	shows	us	that	the	act	of	association	comprises	a	mutual	undertaking	between	the	public	and	the	individuals,	and	that	each	individual,	in	making	a	contract,	as	we	may	say,	with	himself,	is	bound	in	a	double	capacity;	as	a	member	of	the	Sovereign	he	is	bound	to	the	individuals,	and	as	a	member	of	the	State	to	the	Sovereign.	But	the	maxim	of	civil	right,	that	no	one	is	bound	by	undertakings	made	to	himself,	does	not	apply	in	this	case;	for	there	is	a	great	difference	between	incurring	an	obligation	to	yourself	and	incurring	one	to	a
whole	of	which	you	form	a	part.	Attention	must	further	be	called	to	the	fact	that	public	deliberation,	while	competent	to	bind	all	the	subjects	to	the	Sovereign,	because	of	the	two	different	capacities	in	which	each	of	them	may	be	regarded,	cannot,	for	the	opposite	reason,	bind	the	Sovereign	to	itself;	and	that	it	is	consequently	against	the	nature	of	the	body	politic	for	the	Sovereign	to	impose	on	itself	a	law	which	it	cannot	infringe.	Being	able	to	regard	itself	in	only	one	capacity,	it	is	in	the	position	of	an	individual	who	makes	a	contract	with	himself;	and	this
makes	it	clear	that	there	neither	is	nor	can	be	any	kind	of	fundamental	law	binding	on	the	body	of	the	people	—	not	even	the	social	contract	itself.	This	does	not	mean	that	the	body	politic	cannot	enter	into	undertakings	with	others,	provided	the	contract	is	not	infringed	by	them;	for	in	relation	to	what	is	external	to	it,	it	becomes	a	simple	being,	an	individual.	But	the	body	politic	or	the	Sovereign,	drawing	its	being	wholly	from	the	sanctity	of	the	contract,	can	never	bind	itself,	even	to	an	outsider,	to	do	anything	derogatory	to	the	original	act,	for	instance,	to
alienate	any	part	of	itself,	or	to	submit	to	another	Sovereign.	Violation	of	the	act	by	which	it	exists	would	be	self-annihilation;	and	that	which	is	itself	nothing	can	create	nothing.	As	soon	as	this	multitude	is	so	united	in	one	body,	it	is	impossible	to	offend	against	one	of	the	members	without	attacking	the	body,	and	still	more	to	offend	against	the	body	without	the	members	resenting	it.	Duty	and	interest	therefore	equally	oblige	the	two	contracting	parties	to	give	each	other	help;	and	the	same	men	should	seek	to	combine,	in	their	double	capacity,	all	the
advantages	dependent	upon	that	capacity.	Again,	the	Sovereign,	being	formed	wholly	of	the	individuals	who	compose	it,	neither	has	nor	can	have	any	interest	contrary	to	theirs;	and	consequently	the	sovereign	power	need	give	no	guarantee	to	its	subjects,	because	it	is	impossible	for	the	body	to	wish	to	hurt	all	its	members.	We	shall	also	see	later	on	that	it	cannot	hurt	any	in	particular.	The	Sovereign,	merely	by	virtue	of	what	it	is,	is	always	what	it	should	be.	This,	however,	is	not	the	case	with	the	relation	of	the	subjects	to	the	Sovereign,	which,	despite	the
common	interest,	would	have	no	security	that	they	would	fulfil	their	undertakings,	unless	it	found	means	to	assure	itself	of	their	fidelity.	In	fact,	each	individual,	as	a	man,	may	have	a	particular	will	contrary	or	dissimilar	to	the	general	will	which	he	has	as	a	citizen.	His	particular	interest	may	speak	to	him	quite	differently	from	the	common	interest:	his	absolute	and	naturally	independent	existence	may	make	him	look	upon	what	he	owes	to	the	common	cause	as	a	gratuitous	contribution,	the	loss	of	which	will	do	less	harm	to	others	than	the	payment	of	it	is
burdensome	to	himself;	and,	regarding	the	moral	person	which	constitutes	the	State	as	a	persona	ficta,	because	not	a	man,	he	may	wish	to	enjoy	the	rights	of	citizenship	without	being	ready	to	fulfil	the	duties	of	a	subject.	The	continuance	of	such	an	injustice	could	not	but	prove	the	undoing	of	the	body	politic.	In	order	then	that	the	social	compact	may	not	be	an	empty	formula,	it	tacitly	includes	the	undertaking,	which	alone	can	give	force	to	the	rest,	that	whoever	refuses	to	obey	the	general	will	shall	be	compelled	to	do	so	by	the	whole	body.	This	means
nothing	less	than	that	he	will	be	forced	to	be	free;	for	this	is	the	condition	which,	by	giving	each	citizen	to	his	country,	secures	him	against	all	personal	dependence.	In	this	lies	the	key	to	the	working	of	the	political	machine;	this	alone	legitimises	civil	undertakings,	which,	without	it,	would	be	absurd,	tyrannical,	and	liable	to	the	most	frightful	abuses.	8.	THE	CIVIL	STATE	THE	passage	from	the	state	of	nature	to	the	civil	state	produces	a	very	remarkable	change	in	man,	by	substituting	justice	for	instinct	in	his	conduct,	and	giving	his	actions	the	morality	they
had	formerly	lacked.	Then	only,	when	the	voice	of	duty	takes	the	place	of	physical	impulses	and	right	of	appetite,	does	man,	who	so	far	had	considered	only	himself,	find	that	he	is	forced	to	act	on	different	principles,	and	to	consult	his	reason	before	listening	to	his	inclinations.	Although,	in	this	state,	he	deprives	himself	of	some	advantages	which	he	got	from	nature,	he	gains	in	return	others	so	great,	his	faculties	are	so	stimulated	and	developed,	his	ideas	so	extended,	his	feelings	so	ennobled,	and	his	whole	soul	so	uplifted,	that,	did	not	the	abuses	of	this	new
condition	often	degrade	him	below	that	which	he	left,	he	would	be	bound	to	bless	continually	the	happy	moment	which	took	him	from	it	for	ever,	and,	instead	of	a	stupid	and	unimaginative	animal,	made	him	an	intelligent	being	and	a	man.	Let	us	draw	up	the	whole	account	in	terms	easily	commensurable.	What	man	loses	by	the	social	contract	is	his	natural	liberty	and	an	unlimited	right	to	everything	he	tries	to	get	and	succeeds	in	getting;	what	he	gains	is	civil	liberty	and	the	proprietorship	of	all	he	possesses.	If	we	are	to	avoid	mistake	in	weighing	one	against
the	other,	we	must	clearly	distinguish	natural	liberty,	which	is	bounded	only	by	the	strength	of	the	individual,	from	civil	liberty,	which	is	limited	by	the	general	will;	and	possession,	which	is	merely	the	effect	of	force	or	the	right	of	the	first	occupier,	from	property,	which	can	be	founded	only	on	a	positive	title.	We	might,	over	and	above	all	this,	add,	to	what	man	acquires	in	the	civil	state,	moral	liberty,	which	alone	makes	him	truly	master	of	himself;	for	the	mere	impulse	of	appetite	is	slavery,	while	obedience	to	a	law	which	we	prescribe	to	ourselves	is	liberty.
But	I	have	already	said	too	much	on	this	head,	and	the	philosophical	meaning	of	the	word	liberty	does	not	now	concern	us.	9.	REAL	PROPERTY	EACH	member	of	the	community	gives	himself	to	it,	at	the	moment	of	its	foundation,	just	as	he	is,	with	all	the	resources	at	his	command,	including	the	goods	he	possesses.	This	act	does	not	make	possession,	in	changing	hands,	change	its	nature,	and	become	property	in	the	hands	of	the	Sovereign;	but,	as	the	forces	of	the	city	are	incomparably	greater	than	those	of	an	individual,	public	possession	is	also,	in	fact,
stronger	and	more	irrevocable,	without	being	any	more	legitimate,	at	any	rate	from	the	point	of	view	of	foreigners.	For	the	State,	in	relation	to	its	members,	is	master	of	all	their	goods	by	the	social	contract,	which,	within	the	State,	is	the	basis	of	all	rights;	but,	in	relation	to	other	powers,	it	is	so	only	by	the	right	of	the	first	occupier,	which	it	holds	from	its	members.	The	right	of	the	first	occupier,	though	more	real	than	the	right	of	the	strongest,	becomes	a	real	right	only	when	the	right	of	property	has	already	been	established.	Every	man	has	naturally	a	right	to
everything	he	needs;	but	the	positive	act	which	makes	him	proprietor	of	one	thing	excludes	him	from	everything	else.	Having	his	share,	he	ought	to	keep	to	it,	and	can	have	no	further	right	against	the	community.	This	is	why	the	right	of	the	first	occupier,	which	in	the	state	of	nature	is	so	weak,	claims	the	respect	of	every	man	in	civil	society.	In	this	right	we	are	respecting	not	so	much	what	belongs	to	another	as	what	does	not	belong	to	ourselves.	In	general,	to	establish	the	right	of	the	first	occupier	over	a	plot	of	ground,	the	following	conditions	are	necessary:
first,	the	land	must	not	yet	be	inhabited;	secondly,	a	man	must	occupy	only	the	amount	he	needs	for	his	subsistence;	and,	in	the	third	place,	possession	must	be	taken,	not	by	an	empty	ceremony,	but	by	labour	and	cultivation,	the	only	sign	of	proprietorship	that	should	be	respected	by	others,	in	default	of	a	legal	title.	In	granting	the	right	of	first	occupancy	to	necessity	and	labour,	are	we	not	really	stretching	it	as	far	as	it	can	go?	Is	it	possible	to	leave	such	a	right	unlimited?	Is	it	to	be	enough	to	set	foot	on	a	plot	of	common	ground,	in	order	to	be	able	to	call
yourself	at	once	the	master	of	it?	Is	it	to	be	enough	that	a	man	has	the	strength	to	expel	others	for	a	moment,	in	order	to	establish	his	right	to	prevent	them	from	ever	returning?	How	can	a	man	or	a	people	seize	an	immense	territory	and	keep	it	from	the	rest	of	the	world	except	by	a	punishable	usurpation,	since	all	others	are	being	robbed,	by	such	an	act,	of	the	place	of	habitation	and	the	means	of	subsistence	which	nature	gave	them	in	common?	When	Nunez	Balboa,	standing	on	the	sea-shore,	took	possession	of	the	South	Seas	and	the	whole	of	South	America
in	the	name	of	the	crown	of	Castile,	was	that	enough	to	dispossess	all	their	actual	inhabitants,	and	to	shut	out	from	them	all	the	princes	of	the	world?	On	such	a	showing,	these	ceremonies	are	idly	multiplied,	and	the	Catholic	King	need	only	take	possession	all	at	once,	from	his	apartment,	of	the	whole	universe,	merely	making	a	subsequent	reservation	about	what	was	already	in	the	possession	of	other	princes.	We	can	imagine	how	the	lands	of	individuals,	where	they	were	contiguous	and	came	to	be	united,	became	the	public	territory,	and	how	the	right	of
Sovereignty,	extending	from	the	subjects	over	the	lands	they	held,	became	at	once	real	and	personal.	The	possessors	were	thus	made	more	dependent,	and	the	forces	at	their	command	used	to	guarantee	their	fidelity.	The	advantage	of	this	does	not	seem	to	have	been	felt	by	ancient	monarchs,	who	called	themselves	Kings	of	the	Persians,	Scythians,	or	Macedonians,	and	seemed	to	regard	themselves	more	as	rulers	of	men	than	as	masters	of	a	country.	Those	of	the	present	day	more	cleverly	call	themselves	Kings	of	France,	Spain,	England,	etc.:	thus	holding	the
land,	they	are	quite	confident	of	holding	the	inhabitants.	The	peculiar	fact	about	this	alienation	is	that,	in	taking	over	the	goods	of	individuals,	the	community,	so	far	from	despoiling	them,	only	assures	them	legitimate	possession,	and	changes	usurpation	into	a	true	right	and	enjoyment	into	proprietorship.	Thus	the	possessors,	being	regarded	as	depositaries	of	the	public	good,	and	having	their	rights	respected	by	all	the	members	of	the	State	and	maintained	against	foreign	aggression	by	all	its	forces,	have,	by	a	cession	which	benefits	both	the	public	and	still
more	themselves,	acquired,	so	to	speak,	all	that	they	gave	up.	This	paradox	may	easily	be	explained	by	the	distinction	between	the	rights	which	the	Sovereign	and	the	proprietor	have	over	the	same	estate,	as	we	shall	see	later	on.	It	may	also	happen	that	men	begin	to	unite	one	with	another	before	they	possess	anything,	and	that,	subsequently	occupying	a	tract	of	country	which	is	enough	for	all,	they	enjoy	it	in	common,	or	share	it	out	among	themselves,	either	equally	or	according	to	a	scale	fixed	by	the	Sovereign.	However	the	acquisition	be	made,	the	right
which	each	individual	has	to	his	own	estate	is	always	subordinate	to	the	right	which	the	community	has	over	all:	without	this,	there	would	be	neither	stability	in	the	social	tie,	nor	real	force	in	the	exercise	of	Sovereignty.	I	shall	end	this	chapter	and	this	book	by	remarking	on	a	fact	on	which	the	whole	social	system	should	rest:	i.e.,	that,	instead	of	destroying	natural	inequality,	the	fundamental	compact	substitutes,	for	such	physical	inequality	as	nature	may	have	set	up	between	men,	an	equality	that	is	moral	and	legitimate,	and	that	men,	who	may	be	unequal	in
strength	or	intelligence,	become	every	one	equal	by	convention	and	legal	right.5	1.	"Learned	inquiries	into	public	right	are	often	only	the	history	of	past	abuses;	and	troubling	to	study	them	too	deeply	is	a	profitless	infatuation"	(Essay	on	the	Interests	of	France	in	Relation	to	its	Neighbours,	by	the	Marquis	d'Argenson).	This	is	exactly	what	Grotius	has	done.	2.	See	a	short	treatise	of	Plutarch's	entitled	That	Animals	Reason.	3.	The	Romans,	who	understood	and	respected	the	right	of	war	more	than	any	other	nation	on	earth,	carried	their	scruples	on	this	head	so
far	that	a	citizen	was	not	allowed	to	serve	as	a	volunteer	without	engaging	himself	expressly	against	the	enemy,	and	against	such	and	such	an	enemy	by	name.	A	legion	in	which	the	younger	Cato	was	seeing	his	first	service	under	Popilius	having	been	reconstructed,	the	elder	Cato	wrote	to	Popilius	that,	if	he	wished	his	son	to	continue	serving	under	him,	he	must	administer	to	him	a	new	military	oath,	because,	the	first	having	been	annulled,	he	was	no	longer	able	to	bear	arms	against	the	enemy.	The	same	Cato	wrote	to	his	son	telling	him	to	take	great	care	not
to	go	into	battle	before	taking	this	new	oath.	I	know	that	the	siege	of	Clusium	and	other	isolated	events	can	be	quoted	against	me;	but	I	am	citing	laws	and	customs.	The	Romans	are	the	people	that	least	often	transgressed	its	laws;	and	no	other	people	has	had	such	good	ones.	4.	The	real	meaning	of	this	word	has	been	almost	wholly	lost	in	modern	times;	most	people	mistake	a	town	for	a	city,	and	a	townsman	for	a	citizen.	They	do	not	know	that	houses	make	a	town,	but	citizens	a	city.	The	same	mistake	long	ago	cost	the	Carthaginians	dear.	I	have	never	read	of
the	title	of	citizens	being	given	to	the	subjects	of	any	prince,	not	even	the	ancient	Macedonians	or	the	English	of	to-day,	though	they	are	nearer	liberty	than	any	one	else.	The	French	alone	everywhere	familiarly	adopt	the	name	of	citizens,	because,	as	can	be	seen	from	their	dictionaries,	they	have	no	idea	of	its	meaning;	otherwise	they	would	be	guilty	in	usurping	it,	of	the	crime	of	lèse-majesté:	among	them,	the	name	expresses	a	virtue,	and	not	a	right.	When	Bodin	spoke	of	our	citizens	and	townsmen,	he	fell	into	a	bad	blunder	in	taking	the	one	class	for	the
other.	M.	d'Alembert	has	avoided	the	error,	and,	in	his	article	on	Geneva,	has	clearly	distinguished	the	four	orders	of	men	(or	even	five,	counting	mere	foreigners)	who	dwell	in	our	town,	of	which	two	only	compose	the	Republic.	No	other	French	writer,	to	my	knowledge,	has	understood	the	real	meaning	of	the	word	citizen.	5.	Under	bad	governments,	this	equality	is	only	apparent	and	illusory:	it	serves	only	to-keep	the	pauper	in	his	poverty	and	the	rich	man	in	the	position	he	has	usurped.	In	fact,	laws	are	always	of	use	to	those	who	possess	and	harmful	to	those
who	have	nothing:	from	which	it	follows	that	the	social	state	is	advantageous	to	men	only	when	all	have	something	and	none	too	much.	First	published:Du	contrat	social:	Ou,	Principes	du	droit	politique,	1762	(English	translation,	1764)Type	of	work:	PhilosophyThe	Work:The	Social	Contract	stands	as	one	of	the	great	classics	of	political	philosophy.	In	three	earlier	works,	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau’s	basic	theme	had	gradually	emerged.	Rousseau	attacked	the	basic	principles	of	Enlightenment	thought,	a	philosophy	that	was	dominant	in	eighteenth	century	Europe.
Enlightenment	thinkers	sought	to	free	philosophy	and	religion	from	the	superstitions	of	the	past.	They	supported	the	use	of	reason	and	science	as	the	foundation	for	all	belief	and	conduct.	In	contrast,	Rousseau	maintained	that	human	understanding	is	not	the	sole	domain	of	reason,	but	is,	as	he	stated,	“greatly	indebted	to	passions.”	Therefore,	to	understand	one’s	relationship	to	society,	it	is	necessary	to	return	to	a	state	of	nature	to	search	for	a	better	political	order.Political	philosophers	before	Rousseau,	most	notably	the	English	philosopher	Thomas	Hobbes
(1588-1679),	believed	that	before	people	formed	society,	life	was	a	perpetual	state	of	war—“every	man	against	every	man.”	The	only	way	for	people	to	live	together	in	peace,	then,	was	to	form	a	social	contract	in	which	the	citizens	establish	a	mutually	agreed-upon	form	of	social	organization.Rousseau’s	thinking	about	the	social	contract	was	the	exact	opposite	of	what	was	commonly	accepted	at	the	time.	He	argued	that	people	are	not	evil	and	selfish	in	the	state	of	nature	as	Hobbes	claimed.	In	Rousseau’s	view,	society	breeds	inequality	and	selfishness	because
society	involves	the	acquisition	of	power	and	private	property.	Thus	was	born	his	famous	concept	of	the	noble	savage,	who	existed	in	a	time	in	which	all	people	lived	together	in	peace	and	harmony,	free	from	the	constraints	of	society.The	Social	Contract	revolves	around	the	issue	of	political	obligation.	The	issue	is	to	find	a	form	of	association	that	will	defend	and	protect	a	person	with	the	united	force	of	society	but	will	allow	each	person	the	greatest	possible	measure	of	individual	freedom.	Unlike	Rousseau’s	earlier	works,	The	Social	Contract	recognizes	the
need	for	civil	society,	despite	its	depriving	citizens	of	some	of	their	freedoms.	In	the	state	of	nature,	people	pursue	their	self-interest	until	they	discover	that	the	power	to	preserve	themselves	against	the	threats	of	others	is	not	strong	enough.	In	justifying	the	transition	from	the	state	of	nature	to	civil	society,	Rousseau	argues	for	a	system	of	government	that	retains	the	best	“instincts”	that	people	had	in	the	state	of	nature	while	incorporating	the	added	values,	such	as	stability	and	security,	that	a	political	organization	can	give.	This	is	a	radical	departure	from
Rousseau’s	earlier	writings,	in	which	he	was	extremely	suspicious	of	all	forms	of	central	authority.	The	task	of	The	Social	Contract	is	to	find	the	basis	for	a	legitimate	compact	between	people	and	authority	and	then	describe	a	legitimate	form	of	government	that	will	represent	all	people.To	begin,	Rousseau	first	discounts	some	traditional	forms	of	government	that,	he	argues,	can	never	be	the	basis	of	a	just	political	order:	the	rule	of	the	strongest,	any	government	allowing	slavery,	and	monarchy	that	claims	the	sanction	of	divine	right.	As	for	the	first,	the	idea
that	might	makes	right	has	no	place	in	Rousseau’s	political	system.	People	yield	to	force	out	of	necessity	and	fear	not	because	they	want	to;	there	is	no	contract	worthy	of	the	name	in	such	a	society.	Those	who	rule	by	force	are	not	bound	by	any	sense	of	morality,	so	Rousseau	concludes	that	force	does	not	create	right.	As	for	slavery,	Rousseau	acknowledges	that	the	Greeks	and	Romans	had	slaves,	and	they	believed	that	slavery	was	natural	for	some	people,	but	he	argues	that	for	people	to	surrender	their	rights	to	a	master	is	incompatible	with	human	nature,
because	people	do	not	voluntarily	enter	into	a	condition	of	servitude.	As	for	rule	by	divine	right,	Rousseau	cannot	see	how	one	person	could	possibly	preserve	the	rights	of	all	of	his	(or	her)	subjects	and	at	the	same	time	protect	his	private	interests.	When	the	ruler	dies,	what	most	often	happens	is	that	his	empire	collapses	as	a	result	of	the	sudden	lack	of	central	authority	and	power.	Such	a	collapse	creates	disorder	and	insecurity;	the	terms	of	the	social	contract	are	not,	therefore,	honored.After	rejecting	each	of	these	illegitimate	forms	of	government,
Rousseau	turns	to	the	idea	of	the	social	contract,	and	he	uses	it	in	a	very	different	way	than	other	seventeenth	and	eighteenth	century	political	thinkers.	Hobbes	believed	that	after	the	contract	is	established,	the	people	must	surrender	all	of	their	authority	to	a	sovereign,	who	alone	would	have	the	power	to	enforce	it.	The	English	philosopher	John	Locke	(1632-1704)	rejected	Hobbes’s	conception	and	argued	instead	for	a	limited	government	in	which	the	contract	is	formed	to	establish	a	market	economy,	set	up	a	monetary	system,	and	protect	property	rights.	In
Locke’s	government,	power	is	exercised	only	to	ensure	safety	and	settle	disputes.	Rousseau	takes	the	thinking	of	Hobbes	and	Locke	a	step	further.	Hobbes	argued	for	a	sovereign	power,	and	Locke	believed	that	the	people	should	transfer	their	collective	power	to	the	agencies	of	government.	Rousseau	believed	that	sovereignty	must	always	reside	in	the	people.	He	states	that	a	government	needs	executive	and	judicial	functions	but	argues	that	their	power	must	be	completely	subordinated	to	the	power	of	the	people.The	general	will	is	the	key	concept	in
Rousseau’s	political	philosophy.	It	sets	him	apart	from	Hobbes	and	Locke,	who	believed	that	the	state	was	an	artificial	creation,	made	necessary	by	the	fear	and	inequality	present	in	the	state	of	nature.	In	contrast,	in	book	2	Rousseau	argues	that	government,	established	upon	the	idea	of	the	general	will,	is	a	natural	occurrence,	and	the	state	of	nature	teaches	that	the	legitimacy	of	government	must	always	rest	on	the	consent	of	the	governed.	He	further	defines	the	general	will	by	stating	that	it	is	determined	by	two	elements:	First,	it	always	aims	at	the	general
good,	and	second,	it	applies	to	all.	In	saying	this,	Rousseau	recognizes	that	unanimous	consent	in	any	government	is	impossible—the	vote	of	the	majority	also	binds	the	minority,	but	he	does	not	see	majority	rule	becoming	a	“tyranny	of	the	majority.”	Those	in	the	minority,	he	asserts,	do	not	lose	their	freedom	because	they	are	bound	to	go	along	with	the	majority	against	their	will.	Instead,	he	claims	that	the	minority	merely	does	not	recognize	the	general	will;	once	the	minority	sees	what	their	interests	are,	they	will	readily	assent.The	problem	of	political
representation	lies	at	the	heart	of	Rousseau’s	political	philosophy,	because	if	true	sovereignty	depends	upon	the	power	of	the	general	will,	then	no	elected	legislative	body	could	possibly	serve	the	interests	of	every	individual	citizen.	Thus,	it	becomes	impossible	to	achieve	a	balance	of	liberty	and	authority.	Rousseau	believes	that	representative	democracy	is	not	truly	democratic,	because	unless	voters	always	have	a	direct	voice	in	the	laws	enacted	by	the	legislature,	democracy	is	an	illusion.	However,	Rousseau	does	not	adequately	solve	the	practical	problem	of
ruling	a	large	state.	His	idea	of	direct	democracy	may	be	workable	in	a	small	town,	but	it	would	not	be	practical	in	a	country	with	millions	of	people.	Some	states	may	be	too	large	for	Rousseau’s	ideal	government	to	be	possible.The	second	problem	addressed	in	book	2	concerns	itself	with	the	role	of	law	in	a	society.	For	Rousseau,	the	making	of	laws	is	simply	another	manifestation	of	the	general	will.	Laws	should	be	made	for	the	benefit	of	all	and	not	merely	to	protect	private	interests.	Laws	should	never	interfere	with	the	individual	liberty	of	citizens,	because
the	laws	reflect	the	citizens’	wills.In	book	3,	Rousseau	gives	the	reader	an	idea	of	what	his	ideal	government	might	look	like.	He	understands	that	government	is	a	balance	between	the	general	will	of	the	people	and	sovereignty	or	power.	In	his	system,	government	is	merely	the	agent	of	the	people	and	possesses	no	real	power.	The	government	administers	and	enforces	the	law,	but	it	always	remains	accountable	to	the	general	will.	This	idea	is	radically	different	from	the	writings	of	previous	political	theorists.	Classical	political	thinkers	such	as	Plato	and
Aristotle	believed	that	self-government	must	surrender	itself	to	good	government.	Rousseau	was	the	first	political	writer	to	attempt	to	combine	good	government	and	self-government	through	the	concept	of	the	general	will.	Many	critics	of	Rousseau	have	argued	that	he	does	not	clearly	show	how	this	is	possible.	For	example,	Rousseau	would	claim	that	the	separation	of	powers	found	in	both	the	American	and	British	political	systems	is	a	denial	of	democracy	and	the	will	of	the	people.	He	might,	in	what	for	him	would	be	an	extreme	conciliation	to	practical
reality,	place	all	political	power	in	a	supreme	legislature	that	had	little	or	no	executive	power.	In	addition,	he	believes	that	an	ideal	state	should	consist	of	no	more	than	ten	thousand	citizens;	anything	larger	would	be	too	difficult	to	govern.In	surveying	the	various	forms	of	government	that	have	existed	throughout	history,	Rousseau	concludes	that	no	one	form	of	government	is	best.	In	looking	at	each	form	of	government	in	turn,	he	sees	strengths	and	weaknesses	in	each.	To	the	practical	question	of	what	constitutes	good	government,	Rousseau	answers	that	the
preservation	and	prosperity	of	the	citizens	is	the	ultimate	aim,	and	any	form	of	government	that	keeps	this	goal	will,	in	general,	be	a	good	government.In	the	fourth	and	final	book,	Rousseau	talks	about	how	a	system	of	voting	and	elections	should	be	established.	He	endorses	the	principle	of	majority	rule,	and	argues,	oddly	enough,	that	in	the	small	state	mentioned	earlier	as	his	ideal,	most	votes	would	be	close	to	unanimous.	Critics	have	pointed	out,	however,	that	Rousseau	does	not	consider	that	a	majority	could	consist	of	as	little	as	51	percent,	whose	will
would	then	prevail	over	the	other	49	percent.	In	a	time	of	extreme	crisis,	Rousseau	says,	a	dictatorship	and	temporary	suspension	of	civil	liberties	may	even	be	necessary	to	ensure	the	survival	of	the	general	will.	Rousseau	does	not	say	precisely	how	the	likelihood	for	the	invocation	of	the	general	will	to	become	the	basis	for	a	totalitarian	state	can	be	avoided.Rousseau	also	discusses	the	role	of	religion	in	society.	Some	religion,	he	thought,	is	indispensable	to	morality.	He	severely	attacks	Christianity,	believing	the	Roman	Catholic	Church	to	be	a	disruptive	force
because	it	claimed	to	be	above	the	political	authority	of	the	state.	Thus,	in	times	of	war,	Christians	may	find	their	loyalty	divided	between	defending	the	state	and	defending	their	religious	convictions.	With	this	discussion	Rousseau	concludes	The	Social	Contract.Rousseau	realized	that	within	his	discussion	about	the	ideal	political	system	he	had	omitted	many	important	topics,	such	as	foreign	relations,	treaties,	and	laws	between	nations.	He	hoped	to	return	to	such	topics	in	the	future,	but	did	not.	Still,	the	impact	of	Rousseau’s	thinking	upon	the	French	and
American	revolutions	was	enormous.BibliographyCullen,	Daniel	E.	Freedom	in	Rousseau’s	Political	Philosophy.	DeKalb:	Northern	Illinois	University	Press,	1993.	An	assessment	of	Rousseau’s	philosophy	of	freedom	and	its	impact	on	his	broader	moral	and	political	views.Damrosch,	Leo.	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau:	Restless	Genius.	Boston:	Houghton	Mifflin,	2005.	This	one-volume	biography	is	a	useful	addition	to	Rousseau	scholarship,	providing	an	incisive,	accessible	account	of	Rousseau’s	life	and	contributions	to	philosophy	and	literature.	Includes	illustrations,	a
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Analyzes	Rousseau’s	political	theory	and	its	historical	context,	showing	how	his	thought	introduced	notes	of	ambiguity	that	remain	in	contemporary	political	life.Wokler,	Robert.	Rousseau.	New	York:	Oxford	University	Press,	1995.	A	concise	and	lucid	introduction	to	Rousseau’s	life	and	thought.	By	Dr	Oliver	Tearle	(Loughborough	University)	The	Social	Contract,	which	was	originally	published	under	the	longer	title	On	the	Social	Contract;	or,	Principles	of	Political	Right,	is	a	much-misunderstood	book.	Like	many	books,	its	‘ideas’	are	more	familiar	than	the
specific	contents	of	the	book	itself.	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau’s	1762	book	is	often	regarded	as	a	rousing	call	for	liberty	and	revolution,	but	in	many	ways,	The	Social	Contract	is	quite	different	from	this,	and	even	opposed	to	it.	So	what	arguments	does	Rousseau	actually	make	in	The	Social	Contract?	And	why	is	the	book	so	often	misinterpreted?	Let’s	take	a	closer	look	at	what	he	actually	says.	The	Social	Contract:	summary	The	Social	Contract	begins	with	the	most	famous	words	in	the	whole	book:	‘man	is	born	free,	yet	everywhere	he	is	in	chains’.	Rousseau	is
interested	in	how	modern	society	takes	us	away	from	this	freedom	we’re	born	with.	He	asserts	that	there	exists	a	‘social	contract’	between	the	individual	and	the	state,	and	this	cuts	both	ways:	just	as	the	state	must	respect	the	individual’s	freedom	(where	possible),	the	individual	must	subordinate	their	own	wants	in	the	name	of	the	collective	good	of	society.	For	Rousseau,	society	as	a	whole	is	the	‘sovereign’:	more	important	than	any	actual	sovereign,	such	as	a	king.	The	needs	of	this	‘sovereign’	collective	are	the	primary	goal	of	civilised	society.	Individuals
may	have	their	own	will	and	their	own	wants,	but	these	are	trumped	by	what	Rousseau	calls	the	‘general	will’	of	the	rest	of	society.	In	other	words,	what	the	‘sovereign’	wants	is	more	important	than	what	an	individual	member	of	the	sovereign	might	want.	I	may	want	to	opt	out	of	paying	my	taxes	and	keep	that	money	for	myself,	because	that’s	in	my	best	interests	as	an	individual,	but	it’s	not	what’s	best	for	the	general	will	of	society.	Rousseau	outlines	what	the	government	of	such	a	society	should	look	like.	The	sovereign	collective	should	have	power	over
what	laws	are	implemented,	but	it	is	still	necessary	to	have	a	government	to	administer	them.	Despite	arguing	against	the	absolute	power	of	the	monarchy,	Rousseau	nevertheless	professes	a	monarch	to	be	the	best	leader	of	a	society,	with	aristocracy	providing	stability.	It	is	important	that	people	have	their	say	in	the	running	of	society	by	meeting	regularly	to	vote	on	important	issues.	Although	dictatorships	should	be	avoided,	in	emergencies	they	may	be	required,	with	temporary	powers	given	to	them	to	uphold	the	common	good.	Rousseau	concludes	The
Social	Contract	by	considering	the	place	of	religion	in	this	society.	All	citizens	should	be	required	to	observe	a	single,	public	religion	(on	pain	of	death)	because	this	brings	individuals	together	as	a	collective	and	is	therefore	for	the	common	good.	The	Social	Contract:	analysis	The	Social	Contract	is	best-known	to	people	who	have	never	read	or	closely	analysed	Rousseau’s	book	for	its	famous	line,	‘Man	is	born	free,	yet	everywhere	he	is	in	chains.’	This	makes	The	Social	Contract	sound	as	though	it’s	going	to	be	a	rallying	cry	for	liberty	and	revolution	(it’s	perhaps
inevitable	that	this	quotation	is	often	misattributed	to	Karl	Marx),	but	in	reality	such	a	view	couldn’t	be	further	from	the	truth.	This	is	because	The	Social	Contract,	whilst	taking	freedom	as	one	of	its	primary	subjects,	is	more	a	blueprint	for	totalitarianism	than	it	is	for	individual	liberty.	Rousseau	is	often	thought	of	as	a	proto-Romantic	figure,	whose	thinking	paves	for	the	way	for	later	champions	of	liberty	like	Percy	Bysshe	Shelley,	but	it	makes	as	much	sense	to	see	him	as	a	forerunner	to	twentieth-century	communist	leaders	(and,	on	the	other	end	of	the
spectrum,	fascist	politicians)	who	believe	in	some	nebulous	‘greater	good’	before	whose	altar	every	individual	citizen	must	be	brought	to	worship.	The	Social	Contract	could	just	as	easily	be	cited	in	support	of	the	status	quo	as	it	could	be	to	light	the	touchpaper	of	revolution.	For	instance,	Rousseau	argues	that	social	decisions	should	not	be	made	democratically,	and	that	it	isn’t	even	necessary	to	consult	the	rest	of	society	before	leaders	make	those	decisions.	Indeed,	public	discussion	–	because	not	all	members	of	the	public	can	be	relied	upon	to	be	in	full
possession	of	the	facts	about	a	particular	issue	–	can	be	a	threat	to	society.	At	several	points	in	The	Social	Contract,	Rousseau	appears	to	advocate	for	what	might	be	called	state	propaganda	so	that	the	ignorant	masses	might	be	‘guided’	into	forming	the	‘correct’	opinions.	That	sounds	less	like	informing	people	and	more	like	manipulating	them	for	one’s	own	ends,	what	we’d	now	call	‘nudging’,	for	all	that	Rousseau	publicly	professes	a	dislike	for	coercion.	At	the	same	time,	Rousseau	does	outline	some	of	the	limitations	that	the	General	Will,	and	the	community,
should	have	when	exercising	their	power	over	the	individual.	The	problem	with	his	limits,	or	conditions,	on	the	General	Will	is	that	they	are	open	to	the	charge	of	being	overly	idealistic	and	utopian.	For	instance,	in	order	for	something	to	qualify	as	part	of	the	General	Will,	it	needs	to	benefit	every	member	of	society	equally.	Some	examples	which	we	might	propose	off	the	back	of	Rousseau’s	essay,	such	as	(proportionate)	taxation	or	universal	healthcare,	seem	uncontroversial	and	straightforward.	But	are	they?	Do	they	benefit	every	member	of	the	community
equally,	and	what	further	checks	and	balances	might	be	necessary	to	ensure	that	the	individual	is	not	crushed	under	the	wheels	of	the	General	Will?	What	if	certain	ideas	are	deemed	‘dangerous’	to	society	at	large	and	are	then	silenced?	Who	decides	what	these	are,	and	who	decides	on	what	qualifies	them	as	dangerous?	It	is	not	difficult	to	trace	a	line	from	Rousseau’s	argument	in	The	Social	Contract	to	the	idea	(expressed	by	the	Emperor	in	Ray	Bradbury’s	short	story	‘The	Flying	Machine’)	that	it	is	better	for	one	innocent	man	to	die	if	it	potentially	saves	a
million	lives.	After	all,	that’s	what	putting	the	community	ahead	of	the	individual	looks	like.	It’s	also	what	totalitarianism	looks	like:	even	the	right	of	the	individual	to	live	cannot	be	guaranteed	if	his	death	would	(potentially)	benefit	the	general	will.	It’s	worth	bearing	in	mind	that,	in	replacing	an	actual	sovereign,	such	as	a	king	or	emperor,	with	the	‘sovereign’	collective	that	is	society,	Rousseau	simply	replaces	one	tyrannical	figure	with	another.	He	also	believes	that	the	will	of	this	‘sovereign’	is	absolute,	and	that	anyone	who	fails	to	adhere	to	its	demands
should	be	put	to	death.	It’s	little	surprise	that	Robespierre,	who	presided	over	the	Reign	of	Terror,	should	have	taken	his	inspiration	from	Rousseau’s	ideas.	In	the	last	analysis,	despite	Rousseau’s	reputation	as	a	thinker	who	embodied	much	of	the	Enlightenment	spirit	and	paved	the	way	for	Romanticism,	The	Social	Contract	has	little	that	is	original	in	terms	of	ideas,	is	often	muddled	in	its	thinking,	and	fails	to	make	much	of	an	advance	on	the	central	precepts	(which	are	also	totalitarian	in	nature)	outlined	by	Thomas	Hobbes	in	his	Leviathan	over	a	century
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Examination.	In	The	Social	Contract,	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau	asks	where	human	society	comes	from	and	whether	it	can	be	founded	on	“any	legitimate	and	sure	principle.”	Like	his	famous	predecessors	Thomas	Hobbes	and	John	Locke,	Rousseau	concludes	that	people	form	society	by	making	an	agreement—or	social	contract—in	which	they	sacrifice	some	of	their	own	freedom	in	exchange	for	certain	rights.	Hobbes	believed	that	people	renounce	their	freedom	to	society,	whereas	Locke	saw	society	as	a	means	of	preserving	God-given	natural	rights.	Rousseau,
however,	argues	that	a	well-founded	and	well-run	society	is	actually	the	source	of	true	human	freedom.	For	Rousseau,	the	social	contract	helps	people	convert	their	“natural	freedom”	into	a	higher	“civil	freedom”	that	truly	enables	them	to	realize	their	potential.	Rousseau	first	aims	to	show	that	it	is	theoretically	possible	for	humans	to	live	under	a	state	without	sacrificing	their	freedom.	He	believes	that	freedom	and	self-preservation	are	essential	to	humans’	“very	nature,”	so	nobody	can	coherently	“renounce	[their]	freedom,”	which	would	also	mean
“renounc[ing	their]	humanity.”	By	extension,	nobody	can	legitimately	consent	to	the	authority	of	any	state	that	takes	away	their	freedom—they	can	only	be	forced	to	live	under	such	a	state.	If	a	state	is	to	be	legitimate,	it	must	be	based	on	people’s	free	consent	to	be	governed.	But	other	prominent	philosophers’	theories	of	society	make	no	room	for	this:	for	instance,	Hobbes	thinks	that	the	strong	create	society	to	benefit	themselves	by	oppressing	the	weak,	and	Aristotle	argued	that	some	people	are	naturally	“born	for	slavery.”	Rousseau,	however,	believes	that
no	truly	legitimate	society	can	be	based	on	oppression:	a	well-functioning	society	must	be	a	source	of	freedom,	rather	than	placing	limitations	on	it.	Having	explained	what	a	free	society	requires,	Rousseau	next	shows	how	people	can	actually	form	one:	by	making	a	social	contract,	they	organize	themselves	into	a	political	community	to	both	realize	their	freedom	as	a	collective	through	politics	and	guarantee	themselves	the	rights	they	need	to	realize	their	freedom	as	individuals.	For	Rousseau,	in	the	state	of	nature	before	society	forms,	people	have	the	“natural
freedom”	to	do	anything	of	which	they	are	physically	capable.	But	under	this	way	of	life,	people	inevitably	struggle	to	survive:	stronger	people	can	take	weaker	people’s	possessions,	territory,	or	even	lives.	Eventually,	people	decide	to	“unit[e]	their	separate	powers”	to	fight	this	state	of	nature	by	making	a	social	contract:	they	agree	to	“defend	the	person	and	goods	of	each	member	with	the	collective	force	of	all.”	But	because	freedom	and	self-preservation	are	the	fundamental	principles	of	human	decision-making,	nobody	would	agree	to	the	social	contract
unless	everyone	“remains	as	free	as	before”	under	it.	Specifically,	through	the	social	contract,	people	trade	their	“natural	freedom”	for	“civil	freedom,”	or	a	set	of	common	rights	that	guarantee	freedom	from	unjust	harm.	Individuals	agree	to	this	trade	because	everyone	else	does,	too,	and	so	it	is	in	everyone’s	self-interest	to	respect	everyone	else’s	rights	and	treat	all	people	equally.	Accordingly,	whereas	under	“natural	freedom”	a	select	few	people	(the	strong	and	intelligent)	are	free	to	trample	on	everyone	else,	“civil	freedom”	extends	“moral	and	lawful
equality”	to	everyone.	Not	only	does	the	social	contract	make	more	people	secure	and	increase	the	community’s	freedom	as	a	whole,	but	it	also	institutes	a	better	form	of	freedom:	“civil	freedom”	is	better	than	“natural	freedom”	because	it	is	based	on	rational	cooperation,	which	is	the	source	of	morality.	With	“natural	freedom,”	people	have	no	guarantee	of	their	own	safety,	so	they	must	dedicate	their	energy	to	their	own	security.	But	with	“civil	freedom,”	people	can	focus	on	more	complex	and	ambitious	expressions	of	their	humanity,	such	as	building	houses,
forming	relationships,	or	writing	books.	Rousseau	goes	even	further	by	suggesting	that	a	well-founded	state	cannot	possibly	trample	on	its	citizens’	freedom,	although	it	can	“force	[them]	to	be	free.”	Most	people	would	say	that	even	an	ideal	state	can	take	away	people’s	rights—for	instance,	by	putting	them	in	jail	if	they	commit	a	crime.	But	Rousseau	actually	thinks	such	punishment	furthers	people’s	freedom.	When	people	agree	to	receive	civil	freedom	through	the	social	contract,	they	agree	to	follow	the	law—in	other	words,	they	agree	to	accept	punishment	if
they	violate	others’	freedom.	Therefore,	a	criminal	does	not	lose	their	freedom	by	going	to	jail:	rather,	they	are	fulfilling	the	agreement	that	gave	them	freedom	in	the	first	place,	and	therefore	they	are	affirming	their	own	freedom	as	a	member	of	society.	Similarly,	a	legitimate	state	can	send	its	citizens	to	war	without	violating	their	freedom:	the	state	protects	their	freedom,	so	it	is	asking	people	“to	risk	[their]	own	[lives]	in	order	to	preserve	[them].”	Similarly,	in	an	ideal	state,	when	a	majority	outvotes	a	minority,	the	majority’s	decision	would	just	reflect	the
general	will,	or	the	common	interest	of	all	citizens,	and	the	minority	would	simply	be	wrong	about	what	is	best	for	them.	However,	this	does	not	mean	that	majorities	and	states	never	trample	on	people’s	freedom	in	the	real	world:	Rousseau	emphasizes	that	he	is	talking	about	an	ideal	state.	Indeed,	while	Rousseau	sees	society	as	the	best	path	to	true	freedom,	he	was	under	no	illusion	that	a	free	society	existed	or	would	be	easy	to	create.	He	saw	people	being	enslaved	by	society	all	around	him,	which	explains	his	famous	first	line:	“Man	was	born	free,	and	he	is
everywhere	in	chains.”	The	Social	Contract	is	Rousseau’s	attempt	to	correct	existing	societies	by	showing	them	how	they	should	organize	themselves,	rather	than	simply	describing	how	actual	societies	work,	as	he	did	in	the	Discourse	on	Inequality.	The	Discourse	gave	a	historical	account	of	society’s	formation,	but	The	Social	Contract	complemented	it	by	showing	what	needed	to	be	done	for	humans	to	live	freely	and	fully	express	their	capacities	through	a	well-organized	society.	The	world	listened:	this	book,	perhaps	more	than	any	other,	inspired	the	French
Revolution	that	established	Europe’s	first	major	republic	since	Rome.	Philosophy	often	serves	as	a	guide	for	those	seeking	to	live	a	more	meaningful	life,	yet	many	learners	may	not	fully	grasp	the	significance	of	social	contract	theory	within	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau's	philosophy.	Understanding	this	concept	is	crucial,	as	it	profoundly	influences	how	we	can	apply	philosophical	ideas	to	enrich	our	lives.	This	article	examines	the	philosophy	of	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau,	the	principles	of	social	contract	theory,	and	how	these	ideas	contribute	to	the	broader	pursuit	of	a
more	meaningful	existence.Key	features	of	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau's	philosophyJean-Jacques	Rousseau	was	a	prominent	philosopher	whose	ideas	centered	around	the	concepts	of	individual	freedom,	the	natural	state	of	humans,	and	the	structure	of	society.	One	of	his	notable	contributions	to	philosophy	was	the	idea	that	humans	are	inherently	good	but	become	corrupted	by	society	and	its	institutions.	He	argued	that	in	the	“state	of	nature,”	people	lived	peaceful	and	simple	lives,	but	as	societies	formed,	inequality	and	competition	emerged,	leading	to
unhappiness	and	conflict.Rousseau	is	best	known	for	his	concept	of	the	"social	contract,"	which	explores	how	individuals	can	join	together	to	form	a	collective	society	while	maintaining	their	personal	freedoms.	He	believed	that	legitimate	political	authority	comes	from	a	collective	agreement	among	the	people,	where	they	sacrifice	some	freedom	for	the	greater	good.	According	to	Rousseau,	the	"general	will"	—	the	shared	interests	of	all	—	should	guide	the	laws	and	decisions	of	a	society	to	ensure	fairness	and	equality.Education	was	another	focus	of	Rousseau's
philosophy.	He	believed	in	nurturing	a	child’s	natural	curiosity	and	development,	rather	than	imposing	strict	rules	and	rote	learning.	His	work,	Émile,	outlines	how	education	can	help	individuals	grow	into	free-thinking	and	moral	citizens.	Overall,	Rousseau’s	ideas	have	had	a	profound	impact	on	political	thought,	education,	and	the	way	we	understand	human	nature	and	society.What	is	social	contract	theory?Jean-Jacques	Rousseau's	view	of	social	contract	theory	focused	on	the	idea	of	collective	agreement	and	living	together	in	a	community	with	shared	rules.
He	believed	that	people	are	naturally	free	but	choose	to	join	societies	for	mutual	benefit	and	protection.	According	to	Rousseau,	the	social	contract	is	an	agreement	among	individuals	to	create	a	system	of	laws	and	governance	that	reflects	the	general	will,	which	is	the	common	interest	of	all	members	of	the	society.He	emphasized	that	true	freedom	comes	from	following	these	agreed-upon	rules,	as	they	represent	the	collective	will	rather	than	individual	desires.	For	Rousseau,	the	social	contract	does	not	mean	surrendering	freedom	but	instead	transforming	it
into	a	form	of	moral	freedom	where	individuals	act	in	accordance	with	shared	values	and	principles.	He	argued	that	legitimate	authority	in	a	society	comes	from	this	agreement	and	that	governments	should	serve	the	general	will	to	be	just.This	example	helps	to	demonstrate	this	philosophical	perspective.	Imagine	a	small	community	where	all	individuals	agree	to	work	together	to	ensure	fairness	and	equality.	Each	person	consents	to	contribute	to	the	community,	not	because	they	are	forced	to,	but	because	they	realize	it	benefits	everyone	collectively.	For
instance,	individuals	agree	to	follow	certain	rules,	like	respecting	one	another’s	property	and	sharing	resources	equally,	to	maintain	harmony.	This	agreement	is	not	imposed	by	a	single	ruler	or	an	outside	authority	but	comes	from	the	shared	decision	of	the	community	members	themselves.	By	prioritizing	the	common	good	over	individual	selfishness,	they	create	a	balanced	and	cooperative	society	where	everyone	has	a	stake	and	say	in	the	system.	This	commitment	highlights	a	social	contract	that	values	mutual	respect,	shared	responsibilities,	and	equality,
echoing	Rousseau’s	ideals	in	an	easily	understood	and	relatable	real-life	scenario.Challenges	to	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau's	view	about	social	contract	theorySome	philosophers	have	expressed	objections	to	or	rejected	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau's	ideas	on	social	contract	theory	for	various	reasons,	often	citing	concerns	over	practicality,	individual	rights,	and	societal	implications.	One	major	criticism	is	related	to	Rousseau's	emphasis	on	the	"general	will"	as	the	guiding	principle	of	a	society.	Critics	argue	that	prioritizing	the	general	will	could	suppress	minority	voices
or	individual	freedoms,	as	the	collective	decisions	of	society	might	override	personal	rights.	This	raises	concerns	about	potential	tyranny	of	the	majority,	where	the	will	of	the	larger	group	could	lead	to	oppression	of	smaller,	dissenting	groups	within	the	community.Another	objection	comes	from	those	who	question	the	realistic	application	of	Rousseau’s	ideas.	Philosophers	like	David	Hume	have	criticized	aspects	of	social	contract	theories,	including	Rousseau’s,	by	suggesting	that	they	are	based	more	on	hypothetical	constructs	rather	than	historical	realities.
Hume	argued	that	societies	are	not	usually	formed	through	explicit	agreements	or	contracts	but	rather	through	gradual	evolution	based	on	human	needs	and	relationships	over	time.	This	makes	the	concept	of	a	"contract"	somewhat	abstract,	prompting	critics	to	dismiss	it	as	unrealistic	or	overly	idealistic.Furthermore,	some	philosophers	have	taken	issue	with	Rousseau's	assumption	about	human	nature	and	how	individuals	would	behave	in	a	state	of	nature.	Critics	argue	that	Rousseau’s	reliance	on	this	notion	oversimplifies	the	complexity	of	human	behavior
and	relationships.	By	making	assumptions	about	human	equality	and	cooperation	in	such	a	state,	Rousseau’s	ideas	might	not	fully	account	for	conflicting	desires,	greed,	or	power	struggles,	which	have	historically	played	significant	roles	in	shaping	societies.Finally,	philosophers	who	prioritize	individualism	over	collectivism	object	to	Rousseau’s	suggestion	that	individuals	should	subsume	their	personal	interests	to	the	general	will.	Thinkers	like	John	Locke,	who	emphasized	natural	rights	to	life,	liberty,	and	property,	argue	that	Rousseau’s	views	risk
undermining	individual	autonomy	for	the	sake	of	societal	harmony.	They	contend	that	the	balance	between	collective	good	and	personal	freedom	is	a	delicate	one,	and	Rousseau’s	framework	may	tip	the	scales	in	favour	of	the	collective	at	the	expense	of	individual	rights.These	critiques	highlight	the	ongoing	debate	about	social	contract	theories,	showing	that	while	Rousseau’s	ideas	are	influential,	they	are	far	from	universally	accepted.	Critics	challenge	both	their	philosophical	foundations	and	their	implications	for	individual	and	societal	dynamics.Why	social
contract	theory	is	important	to	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau's	philosophyThese	are	some	of	the	main	reasons	why	grasping	the	concept	of	social	contract	theory	is	essential	to	comprehending	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau's	philosophy.Establishes	the	Foundations	of	SocietySocial	contract	theory	is	important	because	it	explains	the	idea	that	society	is	built	through	an	agreement	among	individuals	to	cooperate	and	form	communities.	This	concept	helps	us	understand	the	philosophical	basis	for	why	society	exists.	It	introduces	the	belief	that	without	this	agreement,	people
would	live	in	a	"state	of	nature,"	where	there	are	no	rules,	laws,	or	shared	responsibilities.	The	theory	provides	a	framework	for	understanding	how	individuals	give	up	some	personal	freedoms	in	exchange	for	the	protection	and	order	offered	by	living	in	a	society.	This	foundation	is	crucial	for	understanding	many	other	ideas	related	to	governance,	law,	and	social	responsibility.Explores	the	Balance	Between	Individual	Freedom	and	Collective	GoodAnother	reason	social	contract	theory	is	significant	is	because	it	dives	into	the	relationship	between	personal
freedom	and	the	needs	of	the	group.	It	sheds	light	on	how	people	must	sometimes	compromise	their	selfish	desires	to	achieve	a	more	harmonious	and	productive	society.	This	balance	is	important	for	exploring	themes	like	equality,	fairness,	and	justice.	The	theory	reflects	the	challenges	of	keeping	individuals	happy	while	maintaining	order	and	ensuring	that	everyone	has	an	equal	say.	This	balance	remains	a	key	topic	for	philosophers,	political	thinkers,	and	anyone	interested	in	how	to	create	societies	that	respect	individual	rights	while	functioning	effectively
as	a	whole.Influences	Modern	Ideas	About	Government	and	AuthoritySocial	contract	theory	also	plays	a	critical	role	in	shaping	modern	political	philosophy,	especially	when	it	comes	to	understanding	the	legitimacy	of	governments.	It	emphasizes	the	idea	that	governments	are	formed	through	the	consent	of	the	people,	rather	than	through	force	or	tradition.	This	means	that	individuals	agree	to	abide	by	the	laws	and	policies	of	a	government	because	it	serves	the	collective	interest.	The	theory	has	influenced	important	concepts	such	as	democracy,	human	rights,
and	the	idea	that	leaders	are	accountable	to	the	people	they	govern.	Exploring	this	idea	helps	make	sense	of	how	political	systems	are	structured	and	why	they	function	the	way	they	do	in	society	today.Contrasting	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau's	philosophy	with	Thomas	Hobbes's	philosophyJean-Jacques	Rousseau	and	Thomas	Hobbes	both	explored	the	concept	of	the	social	contract,	but	their	views	about	human	nature	and	the	role	of	the	state	greatly	differ.	Hobbes	believed	that	without	society	or	a	governing	authority,	life	would	be	chaotic	and	violent,	famously
describing	it	as	"nasty,	brutish,	and	short."	To	avoid	this,	he	argued	that	individuals	must	surrender	their	freedoms	to	an	absolute	ruler	or	government	in	exchange	for	safety	and	order.	For	Hobbes,	the	social	contract	was	necessary	to	escape	this	natural	state	of	conflict	and	prevent	the	collapse	of	society.Rousseau,	on	the	other	hand,	held	a	more	optimistic	view	of	human	nature.	He	believed	that	people	were	naturally	good	and	capable	of	living	peacefully	without	conflict	in	a	state	of	nature.	According	to	Rousseau,	it	was	the	development	of	private	property
and	societal	inequality	that	corrupted	humans	and	led	to	problems.	His	vision	of	the	social	contract	was	to	create	a	society	where	individuals	could	come	together	as	equals	and	work	collectively	for	the	common	good,	rather	than	submitting	to	an	absolute	ruler.The	key	difference	lies	in	their	perspectives	on	authority	and	individual	freedom.	Hobbes	prioritized	authority	and	security	over	personal	freedom,	while	Rousseau	emphasized	equality	and	collective	will,	aiming	for	a	balance	between	individual	liberty	and	the	needs	of	the	community.	This	distinction
highlights	the	contrasting	foundations	of	their	political	philosophies.Social	Contract	Theory,	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau's	philosophy	and	the	meaning	of	lifeReflecting	on	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau's	ideas	about	society	and	human	nature	can	provide	valuable	insights	as	we	strive	to	live	more	meaningful	and	fulfilling	lives.	Even	if	one	does	not	fully	agree	with	his	perspective,	pondering	his	thought	can	inspire	us	to	examine	the	deeper	connections	we	share	with	our	communities	and	the	responsibilities	we	hold	as	individuals.	Rousseau	challenges	us	to	think	critically
about	the	balance	between	personal	freedom	and	the	collective	good,	encouraging	us	to	consider	how	our	actions	contribute	to	or	detract	from	the	well-being	of	others.Engaging	with	these	ideas	is	significant	because	they	push	us	to	question	the	systems,	values,	and	relationships	that	shape	our	lives.	By	reflecting	on	such	philosophies,	we	can	evaluate	whether	our	choices	align	with	the	ideals	we	cherish	and	the	impact	we	want	to	have	on	the	world.	Rousseau’s	work	prompts	us	to	see	that	meaningful	living	is	not	just	about	self-interest	or	personal	gain	but
about	fostering	connections	and	understanding	our	role	in	the	larger,	shared	human	experience.Additionally,	thinking	about	his	philosophy	can	inspire	gratitude	for	the	privileges	and	opportunities	we	have,	while	also	urging	us	to	recognize	and	address	inequalities	that	might	be	present	in	the	systems	we	participate	in.	It	helps	us	realize	that	living	meaningfully	is	a	continuous	process	of	growth,	where	we	strive	to	cultivate	empathy,	fairness,	and	a	sense	of	purpose	that	uplifts	not	only	ourselves	but	also	those	around	us.Ultimately,	reflecting	on	Rousseau’s
ideas	encourages	us	to	develop	a	greater	sense	of	awareness	about	our	decisions	and	their	consequences.	It	serves	as	a	reminder	that	pursuing	a	meaningful	life	involves	thoughtful	consideration	of	how	we	relate	to	society,	how	we	balance	the	needs	of	the	individual	and	the	community,	and	how	we	contribute	to	creating	a	world	that	reflects	the	values	we	hold	dear.Further	readingGourevitch,	V.	(Ed.	&	Trans.).	(1997).	The	social	contract	and	other	later	political	writings.	Cambridge	University	Press.Masters,	R.	D.	(1968).	The	political	philosophy	of	Rousseau.
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Contract,	originally	published	as	On	the	Social	Contract;	or,	Principles	of	Political	Right	(French:	Du	contrat	social;	ou,	Principes	du	droit	politique),	is	a	1762	French-language	book	by	the	Genevan	philosopher	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau.	The	book	theorizes	about	how	to	establish	legitimate	authority	in	a	political	community,	that	is,	one	compatible	with	individual	freedom,	in	the	face	of	the	problems	of	commercial	society,	which	Rousseau	had	already	identified	in	his	Discourse	on	Inequality	(1755).	The	Social	Contract	helped	inspire	political	reforms	or	revolutions
in	Europe,	especially	in	France.	The	Social	Contract	argued	against	the	idea	that	monarchs	were	divinely	empowered	to	legislate.	Rousseau	asserts	that	only	the	general	will	of	the	people	has	the	right	to	legislate,	for	only	under	the	general	will	can	the	people	be	said	to	obey	only	themselves	and	hence	be	free.	Although	Rousseau's	notion	of	the	general	will	is	subject	to	much	interpretive	controversy,	it	seems	to	involve	a	legislature	consisting	of	all	adult	members	of	the	political	community	who	are	restricted	to	legislating	general	laws	for	the	common	good.
Title	page	of	a	pirated	edition	of	the	Social	Contract,	probably	printed	in	Germany[1]	The	epigraph	of	the	work	is	"foederis	aequas	/	dicamus	leges"	("Let	us	set	equal	terms	for	the	truce")	(Virgil,	Aeneid	XI.321–22).	The	stated	aim	of	The	Social	Contract	is	to	determine	whether	there	can	be	a	legitimate	political	authority,	since	people's	interactions	he	saw	at	his	time	seemed	to	put	them	in	a	state	far	worse	than	the	good	one	they	were	at	in	the	state	of	nature,	even	though	living	in	isolation.	He	concludes	book	one,	chapter	three	with,	"Let	us	then	admit	that
force	does	not	create	right,	and	that	we	are	obliged	to	obey	only	legitimate	powers",	which	is	to	say,	the	ability	to	coerce	is	not	a	legitimate	power―might	does	not	make	right,	and	the	people	have	no	duty	to	submit	to	it.	A	state	has	no	right	to	enslave	a	conquered	people.	Rousseau	argues	that	legitimate	authority	must	be	compatible	with	individual	freedom.	Such	authority	can	only	be	compatible	with	individual	freedom	if	it	is	consented	to,	and	hence	there	must	be	a	social	contract.	However,	Rousseau's	conception	of	this	social	contract	was	different	to	that	of
thinkers	before	him,	such	as	Grotius,	Hobbes,	and	Pufendorf.[2]: 75 	For	Rousseau,	since	one's	right	to	freedom	is	inalienable,	the	people	cannot	obligate	themselves	to	obey	someone	other	than	themselves.	Transferring	rights	to	an	authority	involved	renunciation	of	freedom	and	transformed	the	natural	equality	of	men	into	subjection.[2]: 77 	Hence,	the	only	legitimate	social	contract	is	one	that	establishes	the	people	themselves	as	the	rulers.	Rousseau	refers	to	the	united	will	of	the	people	as	the	general	will.[2]: 85 	The	general	will,	to	be	truly	general,	must	only
legislate	laws	with	general	form,	i.e.,	laws	that	apply	equally	to	all.	For	Rousseau,	collective	self-rule	would	increase	freedom	if	the	people	to	whom	laws	applied	were	also	the	ones	prescribing	them.[2]: 79 	Rousseau,	who	objected	to	extreme	wealth	inequality,	also	argued	that	equality	is	essential	for	the	attainment	of	liberty,	and	concluded	that	legislation	ought	to	preserve	equality.	[3][2]: 80 	Rousseau	argues	that	the	sovereign	power	must	be	separate	from	the	government,	which	in	Rousseau's	terminology	refers	to	the	executive	power.	The	division	of
sovereign	from	government	is	necessary	because	the	sovereign	cannot	deal	with	particular	matters	like	applications	of	the	law.[2]: 89 	Doing	so	would	undermine	its	generality,	and	therefore	damage	its	legitimacy.	Thus,	the	government	must	remain	a	separate	institution	from	the	sovereign	body.	When	the	government	exceeds	the	boundaries	set	in	place	by	the	people,	it	is	the	mission	of	the	people	to	abolish	such	government	and	begin	anew.	Rousseau	claims	that	the	size	of	the	territory	to	be	governed	often	decides	the	nature	of	the	government.	Since	a
government	is	only	as	strong	as	the	people,	and	this	strength	is	absolute,	the	larger	the	territory,	the	more	strength	the	government	must	be	able	to	exert	over	the	populace	(cf.	also	Turner's	frontier	thesis	for	the	case	of	America).	In	his	view,	a	monarchical	government	is	able	to	wield	the	most	power	over	the	people	since	it	has	to	devote	less	power	to	itself,	while	a	democracy	the	least.	In	general,	the	larger	the	bureaucracy,	the	more	power	required	for	government	discipline.	Normally,	this	relationship	requires	the	state	to	be	an	aristocracy	or	monarchy.
When	Rousseau	uses	the	word	democracy,	he	refers	to	an	executive	composed	of	all	or	most	of	the	people	(Bk.	3,	Ch.	3,	Para.	2)	rather	than	to	a	representative	democracy.	Rousseau	argues	that	it	is	the	people	themselves,	not	their	representatives,	who	have	supreme	power,	and	that	everyone	taking	part	in	legislation	is	a	check	against	abuse	of	power.[2]: 83 	In	light	of	the	relation	between	population	size	and	governmental	structure,	Rousseau	argues	that	like	his	native	Geneva,	small	city-states	are	the	form	of	the	nation	in	which	freedom	can	best	flourish.[2]: 
82 	For	states	of	this	size,	an	elected	aristocracy	is	preferable,	and	in	very	large	states	a	benevolent	monarch;	but	even	monarchical	rule,	to	be	legitimate,	must	be	subordinate	to	the	sovereign	rule	of	law.	Upon	publication,	the	distribution	of	The	Social	Contract	in	France	was	prohibited,	and	Rousseau	fled	the	country	to	avoid	imprisonment.[2]: 99 	However,	it	was	primarily	Rousseau's	chapter	on	civil	religion,	rather	than	his	ideas	on	liberty	and	sovereignty,	that	caused	the	controversy.	In	America,	Noah	Webster	borrowed	heavily	from	The	Social	Contract	to
write	Sketches	of	American	Policy	(1785),	one	of	the	earliest	widely-published	arguments	for	a	strong	central	government	in	America.[4]	Immanuel	Kant,	one	of	the	most	influential	moral	philosophers	in	Western	philosophy,	acknowledged	his	debt	to	Rousseau's	work	in	political	philosophy,	of	which	The	Social	Contract	is	perhaps	the	closest	to	a	complete	statement.	Kant	wrote,	"I	myself	am	a	researcher	by	inclination.	I	feel	the	entire	thirst	for	cognition	and	the	eager	restlessness	to	proceed	further	in	it,	as	well	as	the	satisfaction	at	every	acquisition.	There
was	a	time	when	I	believed	this	alone	could	constitute	the	honour	of	humankind,	and	I	despised	the	rabble	who	knows	nothing.	Rousseau	has	set	me	right.	This	blinding	prejudice	vanishes,	I	learn	to	honour	human	beings,	and	I	would	feel	by	far	less	useful	than	the	common	labourer	if	I	did	not	believe	that	this	consideration	could	impart	a	value	to	all	others	in	order	to	establish	the	rights	of	humanity."	(Refl.	20:44)	The	French	philosopher	Voltaire	used	his	publications	to	criticise	and	mock	Rousseau,	but	also	to	defend	free	expression.	In	his	Idées	républicaines
(1765),	he	reacted	to	the	news	that	The	Social	Contract	had	been	burned	in	Geneva,	saying	"The	operation	of	burning	it	was	perhaps	as	odious	as	that	of	writing	it.	[…]	To	burn	a	book	of	argument	is	to	say:	'We	do	not	have	enough	wit	to	reply	to	it.'"[5][6]	The	work	was	also	banned	in	Paris[7]	and	was	forbidden	by	the	Church	being	listed	on	the	Index	Librorum	Prohibitorum.[a]	The	work	received	a	refutation	called	The	Confusion	of	the	Social	Contract	by	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau	by	the	Jesuit	Alfonso	Muzzarelli	in	Italy	in	1794.[8]	The	influence	of	Rousseau	on



Maximilien	Robespierre	from	his	diary	during	the	Estates	General	of	1789:	Divine	man!	It	was	you	who	taught	me	to	know	myself.	When	I	was	young	you	brought	me	to	appreciate	the	true	dignity	of	my	nature	and	to	reflect	on	the	great	principles	which	govern	the	social	order	.	.	.	.	I	saw	you	in	your	last	days	and	for	me	the	recollection	of	the	time	will	always	be	a	source	of	proud	joy.	I	contemplated	your	august	features	and	saw	there	the	imprint	of	those	dark	griefs	which	the	injustice	of	man	inflicted	on	you.[9]Thomas	Carlyle	assessed	its	impact:and	now	has
not	Jean	Jacques	promulgated	his	new	Evangel	of	a	Contrat	Social;	explaining	the	whole	mystery	of	Government,	and	how	it	is	contracted	and	bargained	for,—to	universal	satisfaction?	Theories	of	Government!	Such	have	been,	and	will	be;	in	ages	of	decadence.	Acknowledge	them	in	their	degree;	as	processes	of	Nature,	who	does	nothing	in	vain;	as	steps	in	her	great	process.	Meanwhile,	what	theory	is	so	certain	as	this,	That	all	theories,	were	they	never	so	earnest,	painfully	elaborated,	are,	and,	by	the	very	conditions	of	them,	must	be	incomplete,	questionable,
and	even	false?	Thou	shalt	know	that	this	Universe	is,	what	it	professes	to	be,	an	infinite	one.	Attempt	not	to	swallow	it,	for	thy	logical	digestion;	be	thankful,	if	skilfully	planting	down	this	and	the	other	fixed	pillar	in	the	chaos,	thou	prevent	its	swallowing	thee.	That	a	new	young	generation	has	exchanged	the	Sceptic	Creed,	What	shall	I	believe?	for	passionate	Faith	in	this	Gospel	according	to	Jean	Jacques	is	a	further	step	in	the	business;	and	betokens	much.He	advised:	"In	such	prophesied	Lubberland,	of	Happiness,	Benevolence,	and	Vice	cured	of	its
deformity,	trust	not,	my	friends!	.	.	.	Is	not	Sentimentalism	twin-sister	to	Cant,	if	not	one	and	the	same	with	it?	Is	not	Cant	the	materia	prima	of	the	Devil;	from	which	all	falsehoods,	imbecilities,	abominations	body	themselves;	from	which	no	true	thing	can	come?	For	Cant	is	itself	properly	a	double-distilled	Lie;	the	second-power	of	a	Lie."[3]	George	Mason	Memorial,	Washington,	D.C.,	includes	Du	Contract	Social	as	an	element	of	the	statue	of	a	seated	Mason.	Totalitarian	democracy	^	Beacon	for	Freedom	of	Expression	search	for	Rousseau	^	R.A.	Leigh,
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contract	theory	examines	the	connection	between	individuals	and	society.	According	to	this	theory,	if	people	want	freedom	and	equality,	they	must	come	together	to	create	a	fair	government	through	a	collective	agreement—or	what	he	calls	a	social	contract.	Rousseau	considers	concepts	such	as	individual	rights	alongside	the	needs	of	everyone	in	society.	By	looking	at	both	citizens’	duties	and	responsibilities	and	those	who	govern	them,	Rousseau	prompts	us	to	question	traditional	ideas	about	power	and	authority.	Let’s	take	an	in-depth	look	at	his	thoughts.
Introduction	to	Rousseau’s	Social	Contract	Theory	Liberty	Leading	the	People,	Eugène	Delacroix,	1831.	Source:	Wikimedia	Commons	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau,	a	key	figure	of	the	18th-century	European	Enlightenment,	was	born	in	Geneva	in	1712.	His	life	was	as	eventful	as	his	ideas	were	influential—he	frequently	found	himself	at	odds	with	those	around	him	and	spent	long	periods	living	in	exile.	Although	Rousseau	wrote	on	diverse	subjects—from	opera	to	education—his	work	in	political	theory	is	best	remembered	today.	Above	all,	historians	single	out	one
book	when	trying	to	understand	what	this	man	thought	about	how	human	beings	should	organize	themselves:	The	Social	Contract	(1762).	It	was	nothing	less	than	revolutionary.	Some	even	said	its	publication	would	have	consequences	equal	to	those	great	events	and	then	shake	Europe	like	an	earthquake	(such	as	revolutions).	At	the	heart	of	social	contract	theory	lies	the	idea	that	legitimate	authority	derives	solely	from	consent	governed	(democracy).	Further	still,	any	governmental	system	ought	to	reflect	general	wishes	or	Volonté	générale	(”general	will”)
populace	comprising	it.	While	Thomas	Hobbes	believed	that	the	goal	of	a	social	contract	was	to	avoid	living	a	life	that	is	“solitary,	poor,	nasty,	brutish	and	short,”	Rousseau	saw	it	differently.	He	thought	that	such	an	agreement	could	help	people	obtain	freedom,	equality,	and	justice	within	their	society—in	other	words,	turn	what	they	naturally	have	into	civil	liberty	and	justice.	Rousseau	wrote	The	Social	Contract	at	a	time	of	great	social	and	political	change.	Absolute	rule	had	caused	difficulties	throughout	Europe,	and	Enlightenment	thinkers	were	starting	to
question	whether	there	might	be	better	ways	for	people	to	be	in	charge	than	traditional	systems.	It	was	radical:	He	wanted	democracy,	but	one	where	everyone	participated	equally.	These	ideas	were	important	not	just	for	what	happened	later	in	the	French	Revolution	but	also	for	how	we	think	about	politics	today.	The	Foundation	of	the	Social	Contract	The	Oath	of	the	Horatii,	Jacques-Louis	David,	1784.	Source:	Wikimedia	Commons	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau	introduced	the	idea	of	a	“state	of	nature”	as	part	of	his	social	contract	theory,	which	sets	him	apart	from
thinkers	such	as	Thomas	Hobbes.	Rousseau	imagined	the	state	of	nature	as	peaceful	and	solitary:	people	living	simple	lives	satisfied	their	own	wants	directly	from	the	environment	around	them.	As	mentioned,	while	Hobbes	believed	life	in	the	state	of	nature	was	solitary,	poor,	nasty,	brutish,	and	short,	Rousseau	argued	that	society	itself	brought	about	inequality,	competition,	and	corruption.	For	Rousseau,	humanity’s	move	from	this	blissful	state	of	nature	to	civil	society	came	about	because	there	was	private	property	(which	caused	differences	between	people
once	they	started	accumulating	things)!	With	this	shift,	there	had	to	be	a	social	contract:	an	agreement	between	group	members	for	self-preservation.	One	way	they	do	this	is	by	forming	states.	Here,	individuals	surrender	some	aspects	of	their	personal	freedom	over	others,	so	everyone	protects	everybody	else—including	individual	possessions!	He	called	this	collective	decision-making	process	“the	general	will.”	The	principles	of	liberty,	equality,	and	the	common	good	are	the	foundation	of	Rousseau’s	civil	society,	and	political	authority	is	legitimized	through
the	social	contract.	At	the	heart	of	Rousseau’s	theory	is	the	idea	of	the	“general	will,”	which	states	that	citizens’	collective	will	should	aim	at	what	is	best	for	everyone.	Unlike	individual	desires	or	the	will	of	all,	which	may	serve	particular	interests,	the	general	will	only	consider	shared	interests.	Rousseau	argues	that	by	following	this	general	will,	people	can	be	free	and	equal	within	civil	society.	The	social	contract	creates	justice	and	civil	liberty	by	transforming	natural	liberty,	and	this	happens	when	people	agree	on	what	is	best	for	everyone	(the	general	will).
Key	Principles	of	the	Social	Contract	Theory	The	Third	of	May,	Francisco	de	Goya,	1814.	Source:	Artsy.net	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau’s	social	contract	theory	is	based	on	the	idea	that	the	state’s	authority	must	come	from	a	social	contract	agreed	upon	by	its	citizens,	ensuring	that	power	rests	with	the	people,	as	opposed	to	divine	right	or	hereditary	rule.	According	to	Rousseau,	sovereignty	doesn’t	reside	in	rulers	themselves	but	rather	in	the	general	body	of	citizens.	This	sovereignty	cannot	be	alienated	or	divided.	It	cannot	be	handed	over	to	a	monarch	or	small
group.	It	must	be	exercised	by	the	community	as	a	whole.	At	the	core	of	Rousseau’s	theory	are	notions	of	“liberty”	and	“equality.”	For	Rousseau,	liberty	isn’t	about	pursuing	individual	interests.	Freedom	comes	when	one	aligns	themselves	with	the	general	will	–	which	represents	what’s	collectively	best	for	everyone	(and	leads	to	the	common	good).	Equality	does	not	just	mean	having	the	same	legal	rights	and	status	as	others.	It	also	means	having	an	equal	say	in	making	the	laws	everyone	must	obey.	In	a	social	contract,	everyone	gives	up	some	freedom	in
exchange	for	protection—so	no	one	is	rich	enough	to	buy	their	way	out	of	trouble,	but	nor	is	anyone	so	poor	they	are	left	unprotected.	To	understand	Rousseau’s	idea,	we	need	to	know	what	he	meant	by	“general	will”	versus	“will	of	all.”	The	general	will	does	not	just	mean	what	most	people	want.	It	means	things	that	are	good	for	everyone,	even	if	individuals	disagree	sometimes.	In	contrast,	will	of	all	simply	adds	up	to	what	everybody	wants,	even	if	this	is	bad	for	society	overall!	Rousseau	thought	it	important	to	follow	our	general	will	when	making	laws
through	social	contracts—only	then	can	we	remain	free	and	equal	under	the	law.	Criticisms	of	the	Social	Contract	Theory	A	Burial	at	Ornans,	Gustave	Courbet,	1849-50.	Source:	Wikimedia	Commons	Rousseau’s	social	contract	theory	has	been	criticized	throughout	its	history	and	continues	to	be	debated	today.	One	major	objection	is	that	the	idea	of	the	general	will	is	too	vague	and	idealistic.	Skeptics	ask	how	practical	it	is	to	think	that	people	can	ever	identify	their	common	interest,	properly	understand	it,	or	act	on	it	selflessly.	Thomas	Hobbes	had	a	very
different—much	bleaker—view	of	human	nature	than	Rousseau’s	in	the	state	of	nature.	He	thought	life	without	government	would	be	“solitary,	poor,	nasty,	brutish	and	short.”	Hobbes	believed	that	for	order	to	exist,	an	absolute	sovereign	(a	king	or	queen)	must	have	all	power.	John	Locke	agreed	with	Rousseau	about	natural	rights	and	the	consent	of	democracy	but	had	a	more	down-to-earth	theory	of	the	social	contract.	He	wanted	the	government	to	protect	individual	rights	and	property.	His	idea	was	limited	government	(such	as	we	find	in	the	United	Kingdom
and	the	United	States	today).	This	contrasts	sharply	with	Rousseau,	who	cared	deeply	about	both	collective	sovereignty	and	what	he	called	“the	general	will.”	Critics	also	raise	concerns	about	how	to	define	and	determine	the	general	will	exactly,	especially	in	diverse	and	intricate	societies.	They	suggest	that	autocratic	governments	can	adopt	this	term	to	validate	their	oppressive	actions	since	they	allege	to	represent	everybody.	Moreover,	there	is	a	risk	that	the	opinions	of	minority	groups	may	be	silenced.	If	a	society	focuses	too	much	on	shared	interests,	this
might	mean	overriding	personal	freedoms—resulting	in	what	has	been	called	“the	tyranny	of	the	majority.”	These	arguments	highlight	the	tension	between	individual	freedom	and	collective	decision-making,	how	difficult	it	can	be	to	implement	Rousseau’s	ideas,	and	the	ongoing	discussion	within	political	philosophy	about	finding	the	right	balance	between	authority	and	liberty.	The	Social	Contract	and	Modern	Society	Coronation	of	Emperor	Napoleon	I	and	Coronation	of	the	Empress	Josephine	in	Notre-Dame	de	Paris,	December	2,	1804,	Jacques-Louis	David,
1805-07.	Source:	Wikimedia	Commons	This	theory	has	had	a	lasting	influence	on	contemporary	political	thought	and	systems,	including	the	development	of	both	democratic	and	republican	ideologies.	His	ideas	about	popular	sovereignty	and	the	general	will	as	the	basis	for	political	legitimacy	were	highly	influential	during	the	Enlightenment	and	later	revolutionary	periods.	For	example,	one	can	see	echoes	of	Rousseau’s	thoughts	on	freedom,	equality,	and	collective	sovereignty	in	the	principles	of	liberté,	égalité,	and	fraternité.	One	can,	therefore,	say	that	he
helped	shape	modern	democratic	values.	In	terms	of	democracy	and	republicanism	specifically,	Rousseau’s	ideas	stress	the	importance	of	an	active	citizenry,	government	limited	by	law,	and	governments	reflecting	the	general	will.	This	can	be	seen	today	in	things	like	referendums	(where	they	exist)	and	an	emphasis	on	participation—ensuring	that	elected	officials	or	laws	made	by	them	are	in	line	with	what	people	actually	want.	However,	applying	Rousseau’s	theory	in	today’s	world	presents	several	challenges.	It	is	hard	to	determine	a	single	general	will	when
states	are	complex	and	diverse,	with	many	different	interests	at	play.	Furthermore,	it	is	difficult	to	implement	Rousseau’s	ideas	practically	because	we	live	in	an	age	of	digital	communication	and	global	interconnection.	There	is	so	much	participation	possible	at	once,	and	incorrect	information	circulating	online	exerts	so	much	influence.	For	instance,	the	Brexit	referendum	raised	questions	about	how	far	complex	policy	decisions	can	be	said	to	align	with	the	general	will.	After	the	vote,	it	became	clear	that	British	society	was	deeply	divided	on	several	fronts.	And
it	wasn’t	at	all	obvious	how	to	translate	a	simple	majority	voting	for	something	into	a	workable	political	or	economic	strategy.	These	examples	show	that	Rousseau’s	political	philosophy	continues	to	influence	society	even	now	and	that	putting	his	ideas	into	practice	isn’t	easy,	given	the	multifaceted	nature	of	modern	governance	realities.	So,	What	Does	Rousseau’s	Social	Contract	Theory	Say?	The	Meeting,	or	Bonjour	Monsieur	Courbet,	Gustave	Courbet,	1854.	Source:	Artchive.com	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau’s	social	contract	theory	asserts	that	a	government	can
only	be	considered	legitimate	if	it	has	been	formed	with	the	consent	of	those	being	governed.	Furthermore,	Rousseau	believed	that	any	such	state’s	authority	ought	to	come	directly	from	a	social	contract	that	its	citizens	have	agreed	upon.	At	the	heart	of	his	theory	lies	the	idea	of	“general	will,”	the	collective	agreement	for	the	good	of	all—which	Rousseau	argued	provides	true	sovereignty,	liberty,	and	equality.	While	Hobbes	saw	people’s	natural	state	leading	inevitably	toward	conflict,	Rousseau	thought	humanity	could	live	freely	and	equally	under	a
government	that	reflects	this	general	will.	His	ideas	challenge	conventional	thinking	about	power	but	also	raise	difficult	questions	when	considering	how	to	implement	them:	Is	it	possible	to	achieve	unanimous	support	for	general	will?	And	how	does	one	balance	individual	rights	against	collective	decision-making	in	complex	modern	societies?


