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Preface

ol

Although Jean-Jacques Rousseau is a significant figure in the Western
tradition, there is no standard edition of his major writings available
in English. Moreover, unlike those of other thinkers of comparable stat-
ure, many of Rousseau’s important works have never been translated or
have become unavailable. The present edition of the Collected Writings of
Roussean is intended to meet this need.

Our goal is to produce a series that can provide a standard reference for
scholarship that is accessible to all those wishing to read broadly in the
corpus of Rousseau’s work. To this end, the translations seek to combine
care and faithfulness to the original French text with readability in Eng-
lish. Although, as every translator knows, there are often passages where
it is impossible to meet this criterion, readers of a thinker and writer of
Rousseau’s stature deserve texts that have not been deformed by the inter-
pretive bias of the translators or editors.

Wherever possible, existing translations of high quality have been used,
although in some cases the editors have felt that minor revisions were nec-
essary to maintain the accuracy and consistency of the English versions.
Where there was no English translation (or none of sufficient quality), a
new translation has been prepared.

Each text is supplemented by editorial notes that clarify Rousseau’s ref-
erences and citations or passages otherwise not intelligible. Although these
notes do not provide as much detail as is found in the critical apparatus of
the Pléiade edition of the Oeuvres completes, the English-speaking reader
should nevertheless have in hand the basis for a more careful and compre-
hensive understanding of Rousseau than has hitherto been possible.

Volume 9 focuses on the last of Rousseau’s writings intended for publi-
cation in his lifetime, supplemented by his “History of the Government of
Geneva,” which provides the groundwork for his analysis in the Letters
Written fiom the Mountain. These works are united both chronologically
and thematically. They were written in response to the uproar that broke
out throughout Europe in response to the publication of Emile and the
Social Contract. Rousseau’s answers to his critics provide important clarifi-
cations of the understanding of religion and politics presented in these
major theoretical works. In addition they present his most developed

vii



Vit Preface

accounts of his understanding of the public responsibility of authors and
of the proper limits of freedom of speech.

Of the works contained in this volume, “The History of the Govern-
ment of Geneva,” The Vision of Pierre of the Mountain, Called the Seer, the
fragments to the Letter to Beaumont, and the Pastoral Letter of His Grace the
Awchbishop of Paris are being presented in English translation for the first
time. The Letter to Beauwmont and the Letters Written from the Mountain
appeared in imperfect translations in The Miscellaneous Works of Mr. J. J.
Roussean, published in 1767. We would like to thank M. Robert Thierry,
Conservateur of the Musée Jean-Jacques Rousseau at Montmorency,
France for supplying us with the image of Rousseau used as the frontis-
piece of this volume, and Stephen Lange for his help in preparing the
manuscript. We would like to thank Alison Lawlor and Glen Feder for
their work on the index.



Chironology of Works in Volume 9

ol

1712
June 28: Jean-Jacques Rousseau born in Geneva.

1749

October: The Academy of Dijon proposes the topic, “Has the restoration of the

sciences and arts tended to purify morals?” for its prize competition. Rousseau

reads the announcement in the Mercury of France while walking to Vincennes to

visit Diderot, who has been imprisoned there. His response to the question be-
comes the First Discourse.

1755
Publication of the Discourse on the Origins of Inequality and “Political Economy?”

1761
January: Publication and immediate success of Julie, or the New Heloise.

1762

April: Publication of the Social Contract.

May: Publication of Emile.

Night of June 8—9: Rousseau learns of the certainty of legal action against him
resulting from the condemnation of Emile by the Parlement of Paris. He flees
France on the same day that the warrant is issued for his arrest.

June 19: Emile and the Social Contract are burned at Geneva and a warrant is
issued for Rousseau’s arrest.

July: Rousseau arrives at Motiers and requests permission from Frederick the
Great to reside there.

August 28: Publication of Archbishop de Beaumont’s Pastoral Letter condemn-
ing Emile.

November 18: Rousseau dates his Letzer to Christophe de Beaumont.

1763
March: Publication of the Letter to Beaumont.
May 12: Rousseau renounces his Genevan citizenship.
September—-October: Publication in Geneva of the Letters Written from the
Country by Procurator General Tronchin. These letters condemn the Social Con-
tract and Emile.

1764
December: Publication of the Letters Written from the Mountain.



X Chronology of Works in Volume ¢

December 27: Publication in Geneva of the Sentiment des citoyens (almost cer-
tainly written by Voltaire). This work attacks Rousseau and reveals his abandon-
ment of his children.

1765

Letters Written from the Mountain burned in numerous European cities.

Summer: Populace stirred up against Rousseau by Pierre Boy de la Tour among
others.

August 31: Rousseau sends the manuscript of the Vision of Pierre of the Mountain
to Du Peyrou.

September 6: Rousseau’s house stoned following sermons directed against him
by the Pastor Montmollin.

September 15: Du Peyrou sends Rousseau the first printed copies of the Vision.

1766
January 13: Rousseau arrives in London accompanied by David Hume.

1767
May 21: Rousseau leaves England to return to France.

1778
July 2: Rousseau dies at Ermenonville.



Note on the Text

ol

The Pléiade edition of Rousseau’s Oeuvres completes was used as the
basic text for the translations of the Letters Written from the Mountain,
Letter to Beaumont, “Fragments from the Letter to Beaumont,” and “History
of the Government of Geneva” These works can be found in Volumes II1,
IV, and V respectively. The “Fragments” represent the major fragments
from drafts of the Letter. Other fragments, along with manuscript variants
of the Letters Written from the Mountain, can be found in Pléiade. The
Vision of Pierve of the Mountain can be found in Volume II of Pléiade,
but we have relied on the more recent version to be found in “Des Pierves
dans mon jardin®: Les années neuchitelois de J.-]. Rousseaun et la crise de 1765
by Frédéric Eigeldinger (Paris-Geneva: Champion-Slatkine, 1992). Beau-
mont’s “Pastoral Letter” can be found in Rousseau, Oeuvres completes, Vol-
ume 3 (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1971), which is cited as “Launay.”

xi






Introduction

ol

In a sense the works contained in this volume, all of which were written
between the end of 1762 and the middle of 1765, represent the conclusion
of Rousseau’s career as an author. Although he went on to write his three
great autobiographical works (the Confessions, Dialogues, and Reveries) as
well as the important Considerations on the Government of Poland, none of
these was, or was intended to be, published during his lifetime. The only
work Rousseau published through his own initiative after 1765 was his
Dictionary of Music (1767), which he had substantially completed five years
carlier.!

In fact, in the Confessions, Rousseau says that by 1759 he “had been
forming the plan of leaving literature altogether and above all the trade of
Author”? He had just published the Letter to d’Alembert, and Julie was in
press. Moreover, he was nearly finished writing Emile, his “last and best
work.”? and had decided to extract the Social Contract from an unfinished
larger work, the Political Institutions. The money he expected from these
last books was to finance his life of retirement. Thus, when they finally ap-
peared in 1762, Rousseau “had given up literature completely” and “no
longer thought of anything but leading a tranquil and sweet life as far as it
depended on me”* As it happened, this possibility no longer depended on
him. The storm that broke out after the publication of Emile and the Social
Contract deprived Rousseau of tranquillity and ultimately caused him to
resume “the trade of author” for several more years. Each of the works
written during this period was a response to a specific attack on either his
character or his recent publications.

Rousseau had fled France in June of 1762 to avoid arrest after the con-
demnation of Emile by the Parlement of Paris. Shortly thereafter both
Emile and the Social Contract were burned in his native Geneva, and a war-
rant was issued for his arrest. As a result, he settled at Motiers, near Neu-
chatel, which was under the control of Frederick the Great of Prussia. In
August Emile was attacked in a pastoral letter by the Archbishop of Paris,
Christophe de Beaumont. Believing that he owed it to himself to reply,
Rousseau responded with the Letter to Beaumont, dated November 18,
1762, and published the following March. Two months later he renounced
his Genevan citizenship because of the failure of the government to

Xiii
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reverse the warrant it had issued against him. This dramatic gesture led to
a wave of controversy in Geneva, including a pamphlet war in which the
partisans of the government were represented by the Procurator General
Tronchin’s anonymously published Letters Written from the Country, a
work that Rousseau undertook to retute with his Letters Written from the
Mountain, composed in secrecy during 1764. It was published at the end
of the year and quickly burned in numerous cities, although in Geneva
itself it was declared to be “unworthy of being burned by the Hangman?®
In addition to the furor it caused throughout Europe, the work had
consequences for Rousseau’s effort to live his tranquil and sweet life at
Motiers. The local minister, Montmollin, who had been praised in the
Letters, began proceedings to excommunicate Rousseau and stirred up
the populace against him with sermons comparing him to the Antichrist.
This culminated with the stoning of Rousseau’s house in September of
1765. In the midst of these events, which forced him to leave Mobtiers,
Rousseau wrote the Vision of Pierre of the Mountain, Called the Seer to poke
fun at one of his local enemies, Pierre Boy de la Tour, a relative of his land-
lady who apparently had urged her to evict Rousseau on the basis of a rev-
clation he said he had received from God.¢

The circumstances of the composition of these works give a clear indi-
cation of their themes. They are defenses of both Rousseau’s character and
the substance of Emile and the Social Contract. They use the occasion of
very specific attacks to present his thoughts on the general issues of cen-
sorship, religion, and politics, issues that had always been at the center of
his concern. Although Rousseau’s focus on these issues was continuous
from the beginning of his literary career, it is important to keep in mind
the polemical context of his treatment of them here. Evaluating the rela-
tion between the positions he takes in these works and those he takes
in earlier ones is complicated by this polemical context. He is addressing
the general public, but also has specific interlocutors ranging from the
Catholic Archbishop of Paris who was also a peer of France, to a Protes-
tant official of the Genevan republic, to a local drunkard of no repute.

Even the participation in polemical controversy over his works is some-
thing of a reversal for Rousseau. After the publication of the work that
made him famous, the Discourse on the Sciences and the Arts, he had taken it
upon himself to respond to several of the innumerable attacks made on
this work.” This period of controversy took up two years. Throughout
the series of exchanges, first for comic effect and then more seriously,
Rousseau remarked on his distaste for such polemics.® At its conclusion he
resolved to engage in such controversies no longer. Subsequently, he did
write replies to several criticisms of the Second Discourse, but he did not
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publish these replies. In sum, he sustained his policy of public silence to-
ward critics for ten years of active publication until he decided to respond
to Beaumont’s pastoral letter.

Both the Letter to Beaumont and the Letters Written from the Mountain
begin with expressions of distaste for the polemical genre.’ The reasons
Rousseau gives for departing from his resolution to avoid such disputes
point in two different directions. First, he emphasizes, as he had in his
polemics of 1751-1752, the personal nature of the attacks against him. While
the arguments of his books can stand without further support from him,
he is required to defend his character against claims that he is impious,
reckless, and seditious. Moreover, as he insists in his later autobiographical
writings, these attacks threaten to prejudice readers against him, thereby
keeping the arguments of his books from receiving a fair hearing. Second,
he argues that even more is at stake in the disputes over Emile and the
Social Contract than his reputation or the fate of his books. In the Letters
Written from the Mountain, he argues that his renunciation of citizenship
has eliminated his personal stake in the situation in Geneva, but that the
constitutional crisis caused by a governmental usurpation of power re-
mains. Even more emphatically, in both this work and the Letter to Beau-
mont, he argues that his presentation of the relation between religion and
politics represents the only satisfactory alternative to an unceasing battle
between dogmatic intolerance and equally dogmatic disbelief.

The essence of Rousseau’s project of resolving the theological-political
problem is shown by his description of the “religious condition of Eu-
rope” at the time of the publication of Emile. In the Letters Written from the
Mountain he describes this condition: “Religion, discredited everywhere
by philosophy, had lost its ascendancy even over the people. The Clergy,
obstinate about propping it up on its weak side, had let all the rest be
undermined, and, being out of plumb, the entire edifice was ready to col-
lapse. Controversies had stopped because they no longer interested any-
one, and peace reigned among the different parties, because none cared
about his own anymore. In order to remove the bad branches, they had
cut down the tree; in order to replant it, it was necessary to leave nothing
but the trunk”!° The disputes between Rousseau and the religious author-
ities who attacked him concern the nature of the “trunk” or heart of reli-
gion and whether this heart is compatible with “philosophic liberty.”

Letter to Beaumont

The boldness of Rousseau’s exchange with the Archbishop of Paris is
underscored by the power of his interlocutor and the continued threat of
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persecution. The Archbishop’s Pastoral Letter banned Rousseau’s Emile as
an “erroneous, impious, blasphemous, and heretical” work containing “an
abominable doctrine, suited to overturning natural Law and to destroying
the foundations of the Christian Religion”!! The Archbishop accused
Rousseau of being an agitator for atheism who takes “pleasure in poison-
ing the sources of public felicity”!? Rousseau countered that not he but
the dominant orthodoxies have “cruelly wounded humanity” by propping
up with their authority the truly “abominable doctrines” that, unlike the
“simple and pure” religion of the Savoyard Vicar, “inundate French fields”
with “rivers of blood”!* The issues between them involve nothing less
than the foundation and consequences of traditional natural law doctrines
and of Christianity itself.

Rousseau pointedly suggests that the “interest of Beaumont’s belief™”
can be seen at work in the Pastoral Letter—if only because the partisan pas-
sions unleashed in response to the publication of Emile make it necessary
for the Catholic prelate to “howl with the wolves”!* Against accusations
that he himself'is a hypocrite and an atheist, Rousseau defends not only his
teaching but also his character by asserting the sincerity with which he
writes. He argues that he has always written with the same principles, that
it is not easy to understand why he would have disguised himself, and that
he has never been heard to say or do anything that contradicts his writings.
He repeatedly points out that, in fact, he would have fared better had he
“openly declared himself in favor of atheism,” in part because he would
have been aided by the party of the philosophers. What conviction does
Rousseau champion alone against the two parties, the Christians and the
philosophers, arrayed against him? His “sentiment in matters of religion,”
which he states with “his usual frankness,” is that “the essential truths
of Christianity . . . serve as the foundation of all good morality” and that
Jesus Christ “ordered belief only in what was necessary to be good”'* All
the diseased branches from this fundamentally healthy trunk have to be
cut off in order to save the tree. This position offends the philosophers
because it favors religion too much, and the Christians because it is not
pious enough.'®

The philosophical novel Emule, the target of the Archbishop’s Pastoral
Letter, investigates nature and the possibility of an education according
to nature that would produce a human being who would be not only
“good for others” but “good for himself.”!” The centerpiece of Rousseau’s
attempt to reconcile human being and society is the Profession of Faith of
the Savoyard Vicar, which he thought “may one day make a revolution
among men.”'® In the Profession, the character called the “Savoyard Vicar”
preaches a faith according to nature or reason grounded in the inner “rev-
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elation” of sentiment. The Profession is “an example of the way one can rea-
son with one’s pupil” so that he might find his “true interest in being
good, in doing good far from the sight of men and without being forced
by the laws . . . in fulfilling his duty, even at the expense of his life, and in
carrying virtue in his heart”!?

In the Letter to Beaumont, Rousseau argues that we must examine the
possible differences between religion considered from the point of view
of its temporal or moral effects, and considered as truth. He insists that
doing so is not a lapse in piety. He immediately concedes, however, that to
suggest the possibility of a disparity between these two considerations
raises doubts about the goodness of God, for since He made man for soci-
ety, then “the truest Religion is also the most social, for God does not con-
tradict himself”?° Yet countless hecatombs have been the principal harvest
the human race has reaped from the religions that have insisted on being
considered true. In the context of this examination, Rousseau tells us that
we must read his later works in light of the former, the Letter to Beaumont
in light of the Second Discourse. He thus reminds us that whether social
religion and the true religion coincide in his view depends upon whether
Emile and the Second Discourse, works in which Rousseau reveals his prin-
ciples “boldly;” teach that it is the finger of God upon the axis of the world,
rather than accident, that impelled man out of the prehuman state of
nature and into society, and that society and morality fulfill, rather than
corrupt, nature.?’ The issue turns on the question of how Rousseau’s
“great discovery” regarding the natural goodness of man is understood by
him to provide decisive guidance for human life.

The “human and social religion” begins from the principle that the reli-
gion that is useful for the human race, that conduces to peace and prosper-
ity, is the one that should be considered true. For “it can be presumed that
what is most useful to his creatures is what is most pleasing to the Cre-
ator” We, however, can know nothing else of what is “pleasing to God”*?
The fallibility of reason and the equivocation of language, Rousscau ar-
gues, make it impossible for human beings ever to agree on what is the
true revelation or what it might demand of us. Thus societies must take
their bearings not from revelation but from what all men might hypothet-
ically agree upon, that is, from the handful of essential tenets historically
accepted by all the different religious parties or major faiths. These should
be considered the essential religion and the “fundamental laws” of each
society. The civil core of this faith is that “he who disobeys the Laws dis-
obeys God”** Moreover, any part of each particular religious doctrine that
extends further than these essential tenets should be understood by its
adherents as being only the content of their own “national religion” In
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any society, anyone who dogmatizes against the simplified or universal
religion can be justifiably banished, because the conduct of men “in this
life is dependent on their ideas about the life to come.”?* All shall believe
that any decent man who sincerely follows his own religion shall be saved,
and that it is impious to subject anyone to an accusation of insincerity on
account of “opinions that are not connected to morality”?* Rousseau
argues for “theological tolerance” as the only means of finally obtaining
peace. Because he conceives there to be an essential relation between the
health of societies and a common civil religion, however, he also argues for
“civil intolerance™: while any legitimate, established religion within a
country shall be left alone for the sake of public tranquillity, the sovereign
should protect the established national forms of religion and can justly
prevent the introduction of a new cult as being against the laws.?¢ Further,
it is the sovereign that regulates the forms of worship in each society.
Theological tolerance and civil intolerance mean public indifference on all
points of doctrine save the core of the “essential religion” that is required
for the maintenance of public morality, and public authority over the prac-
tice of the national religion. The “social and human religion” aims at pro-
ducing peace and both political and individual freedom by bringing hu-
man beings closer to their duties, removing the weapons from intolerance
and fanaticism, and eliminating the authority of priests and theologians.
The Archbishop judges that Rousseau’s universal or essential religion
based on utility “sets all the facts aside”?” Rousseau must therefore show
that his reduction of the Christian revelation to these essentials is in per-
fect accord with that revelation and leaves out nothing essential to it.
Rousseau’s point of departure is the Archbishop’s own statement that rea-
son and revelation necessarily coincide: “if reason and revelation were
opposed it is certain God would be in contradiction with Himself”” Rous-
seau notes that this “is an important admission you make there, for it is
certain that God does not contradict Himself”?® The Archbishop insists
that any individual’s reason, if it is not deficient and if his heart is open to
the truth, is always able to come to knowledge of God by attending to “the
impressions of nature”? Rousseau argues that perhaps not one in a mil-
lion human beings outside of Christian society can come to know the exis-
tence of the Christian God through their own unaided reason, and thus
are in a position of “invincible ignorance,” which differs from perversity of
will. The difficulties of attaining a true or rational religion are such that,
whatever may be the case of the pagan philosophers to whom the Arch-
bishop points, the people are no more capable of theology or of under-
standing “the order of the universe” as proof of the divine existence than
are children. Indeed, even with assistance, most Christians only succeed in



Introduction XI5

attaining an anthropomorphic conception of God. Most human beings,
then, are in a condition of “invincible ignorance” when left to the devices
of their own reason. Now, we must think that a God who has made it so
difficult for us to obtain knowledge of him, and so also to judge among
the various revelations, would be unreasonably cruel to condemn human
beings who err. Rousseau raises with increasing persistence the question
whether we can be punished for the conclusions of our reason, whatever
they might be, for God cannot blame us for the failings of the reason he
gave us. One is in good faith when one reasons as sincerely as possible; one
cannot help but will what one’s judgment leads us to conclude is good.*
Thus sincerity is all that God can demand of us. We see that among those
of good faith there is a great variety of opinions regarding God and what
he demands of us. Many then would seem to be sincere if belief is a
hostage to a limited reason: the Christian as much as the Turk.

The human limits of reason affect not only our capacity to come to
knowledge of the divine unaided, but also our capacity to submit to reve-
lation. For the authority of revelation, in Rousseau’s view, necessarily
depends upon the authority of those who attest to the event. One would
thus be obliged “on pain of damnation” to believe the word of human
beings whom we know are all too often limited, credulous, and even liars.
Thus, Rousseau’s famous question: is it “simple, is it natural, that God
should have sought out Moses in order to speak to Jean-Jacques Rous-
seau?”?! We therefore “need reasons to submit our reason”; the authority
of revelation as transmitted to us must ultimately be established on the
basis of “moral proofs,” that is, on the basis of our own experience and
judgment of what is credible.?* Nor do miracles constitute convincing
proof of the authority of doctrine, because, since they can be counter-
teited, they must in turn be authenticated by doctrine. Thus “proof™ from
miracles is nothing but a vicious circle, and we are constrained to abandon
them and “[r]eturn to reasoning”* While Rousseau agrees with the Arch-
bishop that it is not easy for materialists to prove that “the Dogmas we
consider to be revealed combat the eternal truths,” it is also impossible for
reason to testify for mysteries such as that of transubstantiation.®* Rous-
seaw’s character, the Savoyard Vicar in Emule, thus adopts an attitude of
“respectful doubt” toward revelation, because while the Gospel bears cer-
tain “hallmarks of truth,” it is also “full of unbelievable things, of things
which are repugnant to reason and impossible for any sensible man to
conceive or to accept.”®® To insist that belief in them is essential for salva-
tion is to do nothing but incite men to parrot words and even to be willing
to kill their neighbor simply because he does not mouth them as they do.

Yet Rousseau insists that to see “insoluble difficulties” in a doctrine is
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not to reject it, so there is a category of things “beyond reason” essentially
different from the category of things that are clearly “contrary to reason.”
The Archbishop condemns Rousseau for holding, through “the character
who serves him as mouthpiece”™—that is, the Savoyard Vicar—that the
question of “the creation and unity of God” is an “idle question” and
“beyond his reason”*¢ According to Rousseau, though the human mind
cannot decisively comprehend the “origin of things,” we have two funda-
mental ways of conceiving of it. The principle of “the eternal and necessary
existence of matter” has a great number of difficulties; but, of all the ideas
we can have of the origin of beings, the idea of creation ex nihilo is the
“least comprehensible” to reason. Thus the philosophers “have all unani-
mously rejected the possibility of creation” except for a small number the
sincerity of whose motives can be doubted.?” Rousseau insists that rea-
son’s preference is not incompatible with revelation on this point, since
the eternity of matter was an idea accepted by the Church fathers, and the
word “created” in the Bible has an ambiguous meaning.*® Reason tends to
the view that the “coexistence of two principles,” matter and will, “seems
to explain the constitution of the universe better” and that it “remove][s]
difficulties which are hard to resolve without it, such as among others the
origin of evil”%*

Nevertheless, Rousseau agrees with the Archbishop that the question
of the unity of the creator God is not an “idle question,” and even claims in
the Profession that unity is “established and sustained by reasoning”*’ The
Vicar, however, “[s]topped on both sides by these difficulties . . . does not
torture himself with a purely speculative doubt that does not influence in
any manner his duties in this world” What does the origin of beings mat-
ter, as long as we know “how they subsist, what place [we] have to fill
among them, and in virtue of what this obligation [to perform duties
toward others] is imposed on [us]?”#! The Vicar’s “involuntary skepti-
cism” does not extend to the doctrine of the Gospel regarding those things
“every reasonable Christian of good faith . . . wants to know about Heaven,”
namely, “those that are of importance to his conduct.” A “superior proot™
of the “true certitude of Christian revelation is the “purity and sanctity” of
its moral teaching and the “wholly divine sublimity” of Jesus Christ, or of
“the person who was its author”*> About conduct the Gospel is clear—but
apparently no clearer than reason alone. For, as Rousseau indicates, phi-
losophy is sufficient to teach us how to control the passions, how to
prevent vice from arising, or even why the necessity of moral conduct
leads to that of belief in divine sanction.

The Archbishop belittles the Vicar’s position that, despite his ignorance
regarding our origins, reason allows him to determine God’s attributes as
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“necessary consequences” of his being. One of God’s central attributes ac-
cording to the Vicar is that “his will constitutes his power,” and from this
power flows God’s goodness and his justice: “goodness is the necessary
effect of a power without limit and of the self-love essential to every being
aware of itself;” while God’s justice “is a consequence of his goodness”*?
But God’s justice is an attribute ultimately no more comprehensible to the
Vicar than creation through will: he admits that “T aftirm them without
understanding them, and at bottom that is to affirm nothing”** The ques-
tion persists, therefore, whether to live in the light of what is beyond rea-
son is contrary to reason, because the Vicar is “forced” to reason about the
nature of God in the light of “the sentiment of his relations with me”: so,
tor example, he is compelled to argue that “the triumph of the wicked and
the oppression of the just in this world” alone prevents him from doubt-
ing the existence of providence, because God cannot justly disappoint the
hope implanted in us that, if we are just, we will be happy.*® The only final
defense of revelation, in the Vicar’s account, lies in our moral sentiment.
Metaphysics no longer supports morality but is supported by it, or rather,
at most, they prop up one another.* Rousseau’s “unanswerable” reply to
the Archbishop is the Vicar’s statement that the “worthiest use of my rea-
son is for it to annihilate itself before [God] . . . it is the charm of my
weakness to feel myself overwhelmed by [God’s] greatness”*” This reply
would seem to leave intact the question in dispute: whether a fundamen-
tally moral as opposed to a metaphysical conception of religion is “reason-
able” and sufficient.

Beaumont is vehement that the principal fruit of the Vicar’s teaching on
sincerity is that it is “sufficient to persuade oneself that one possesses the
truth,” even if one “[adopts] the very errors of Atheism”*® This assessment
would seem to follow from the view that the Profession teaches that the
truth, as opposed to any sincerely held opinion, about God has become
irrelevant for salvation, since God is just and cannot blame us for sincerely
choosing the moral opinions we deem to be true. Since God cannot pun-
ish us for error, and therefore even for atheism, the believer need only con-
cern himself with whether the “consolations” furnished by his reason are
in the end only “chimeras”*’ That is, he need now fear only a mistaken
belief in God altogether. Rousseau dismisses this characterization of the
Vicar’s teaching. Rousseau could finally resolve the believer’s concern if
he showed that following one’s conscience is the fulfillment of self-love on
this earth, that an Emile could find the true reason for doing his duties “far
from the sight of men” without being taught a version of the Profession.

In his other writings as well as elsewhere in Emile, Rousseau gives a
different account of human nature than that which informs the Proféssion
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of Faith and the Letter. Rousseau sets down as “an incontestable maxim
that the first movements of nature are always right. There is no original
perversity in the human heart”*® He shows how “[a]ny man who only
wanted to live would live happily”® The Archbishop views human nature
as a violent torrent that constantly overflows the “powerful dikes” we
must build in order to direct it toward salvation.5? Since Rousseau’s edu-
cational philosophy entails a denial of original sin, it corrupts the young
because it does not teach them to steel themselves against the “fatal incli-
nation” of their corrupt natures. The Archbishop therefore rejects it as
“not even suited to making Citizens or Men”** He insists that Rousseau
does not account, as Christianity does, for “the “striking mixture” of no-
bility and baseness, virtue and vice that is to be found within human
beings, nor does it provide a sufficient account of human evil.** Rousseau
asserts that this is what the Vicar himself has “explained best.”*® The Vicar
attempts to explain evil by embracing a dualistic account of the soul in
which an active will, guided by a love of order, engages in a battle against
self-love. This battle is the necessary price of the exercise of the freedom of
will granted to us so that we may possess the “morality that ennobles”
human life. The Vicar’s moral profession of faith stresses self-reliance and
the free exercise of each individual’s will, and thus scems to reduce our
dependency upon God’s intervention: God made us so that we can be
good should we choose to be; and God made moral goodness akin to
happiness such that it is almost, but not quite, its own reward. Thus we do
not need to pray for God’s grace to escape from evil in ourselves, but can
in principle prevent it from arising in us by our own efforts. This consol-
ing teaching can be understood as a dualistic version of Rousseau’s own
more radical account of natural goodness. Whether moral goodness has a
foundation in nature in Rousseau’s thought depends upon a final under-
standing of what he means by the “active principle” and “conscience,” and
how he responds to the Archbishop’s—and the Vicar’s—challenging claim
that the development of moral goodness from a single source in self-love
cannot be accounted for.

In the Letter, as in the Profession, Rousseau analyzes “difficulties about
a sentiment” as geometers might determine that certain consequences are
falsely derived from fundamental premises.* At the same time, he clarifies
the moral premises of religious thought, and attempts to build a human
religion fully consequent to these, while seeking to persuade human be-
ings to adopt a theology founded upon morality as a doctrine salutary to
public felicity. Rather than destroying religion and virtue in his works,
as the Archbishop alleges, Rousseau paints them in more natural forms
while exposing their foundation in the human heart
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Letters Written from the Mountain

While the Letter to Beaumont addresses Christianity as represented by a
Roman Catholic Bishop, the Letters Written from the Mountain addresses
Christianity as represented by the Protestant Reformation. In the former
work Rousseau emphasizes his disagreements with Beaumont. In the lat-
ter he takes as a given the legitimacy of the Reformation as the established
religion of Geneva. Because in this work he treats religion in the context of
the political question of his citizenship, Rousseau confronts it somewhat
less radically than he does in the Letter to Beaumont. Moreover, since his
treatment of Protestantism stresses liberty of interpretation of Biblical
texts, he avoids the issue of religious authority posed so strongly in the
dispute with Beaumont.

In order to defend himself against the claim that his books undermine
the established religion, Rousseau presents an interpretation of the Refor-
mation. He insists that the Reformation is based on two fundamental
principles: first, “to acknowledge the Bible as the rule of one’s belief and,
second, “not to admit any other interpreter of the meaning of the Bible
than oneself®” Protestantism shares the first of these principles with
Catholicism and has the second as its distinctive position.

To begin with, Rousseau focuses on this second principle, arguing that
the essence of the Reformation consisted of a dispute over authoritative
interpretation of the Bible. Disagreeing with the established interpreta-
tion on a variety of issues and unable to perform miracles to establish
themselves as prophets, the reformers could appeal to nothing but the
authority of their own reason. To the extent that a reformed church then
presents a new interpretation as authoritative (as opposed to merely “prob-
able” or the sign of a consensus) over the individual reason of its members,
it undermines the basis of the Reformation itself. As Rousseau says, “Let
someone prove to me today that in matters of faith I am obliged to submit
to someone else’s decisions, beginning tomorrow I will become Catholic,
and every consistent and true man will act as I do®8

Having shown the implications of the second principle of the Reforma-
tion, Rousseau turns to the first. Does he accept the Bible as the rule of
his belief? In other words, does he accept the revealed character of the
Bible? This issue turns on the status of miracles, which Rousseau concedes
that he has called into question. In fact, in the Vision of Pierre of the Moun-
tain, Rousseau very boldly attributes to himself simple disbelief in mira-
cles.® Within the Letters Written from the Mountain, however, he does not
go that far; rather, he insists only on the impossibility of knowing whether
a particular fact is a miracle. “Since a miracle is an exception to the Law of
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nature, to judge one it is necessary to know these Laws, and to judge one
reliably, it is necessary to know them all”® Even the wisest of humans,
however, lacks such comprehensive knowledge. As Rousseau makes per-
fectly clear, this argument establishes, at most, the unknowability of mira-
cles. It is no refutation of their possibility. He concludes, “That cannot be,
is a phrase that rarely comes from the lips of wise men. They more often
say, I do not know?°! The question remains whether belief in these uncer-
tain miracles is demanded by the Bible.

Rousseau answers this question in the negative. Considered as proof of
the doctrine taught in the Bible, miracles are superfluous for those, like
Rousseau, who accept that doctrine based on their understanding of “its
utility, its beauty, its sanctity, its truth, its depth”¢> He argues further that
many passages of the Gospel deny that miracles should be considered as
inseparable from the teaching.®® In short, he argues that, acknowledging
the Bible as the rule of one’s belief means accepting a non-miraculous
moral doctrine taught by the Bible. This doctrine, severed from miracles
and not imposed by the government or any other authority, is the “trunk”
of Christianity, which Rousseau intends to preserve against the attacks of
the Enlightenment.

Rousseau attempts to establish this understanding of Christianity
through argument based on scripture, but he knows that argument has
an effect on few people. In his discussion of the basis of belief he suggests
that “good and upright people” (as distinguished from both the wise and
those who are simply “incapable of coherent reason”) base their belief on
the character of those who announce a doctrine rather than on the charac-
ter of the doctrine itself.** Later, in the Fifth Letter, Rousseau tacitly ap-
plies this account to himself. Contrasting himself to Voltaire and other
authors who published anonymously in order to avoid persecution, Rous-
seau insists that his own frankness in publicly acknowledging his books is
evidence in favor of the content of his books. In other words, his evident
good faith is evidence for the truth of his position, and the evident bad
faith of writers like Voltaire is evidence of the falseness of theirs.

The transition from the first to the second part of the Letters Written
from the Mountain is made in the Sixth Letter, in which Rousseau turns
his attention from religion to politics. In this letter he defends the Social
Contract against the charge that it tends to destroy all governments. By
presenting an analytic summary of the argument of the Social Contract he
lays the foundation for the second part of the Letters, in which he gives an
account of the present state of the Genevan republic. In short, he summa-
rizes the principles that he then applies to the Genevan situation.

The analytic summary of the Social Contract does, indeed, show that
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Rousseau does not reject any form of government. While he expresses a
preference for elective aristocracy in principle, he also argues that each of
the other forms might be best in particular circumstances. Thus, far from
arguing for the destruction of governments, Rousseau can present himself
as a defender of all of them. To defend all forms of government, however,
is not to defend all existing governments. The dynamite hidden in Rous-
seaw’s willingness to defend all forms of government can be seen from his
novel account of the difference between sovereignty and government and
the novel account of chronic political problems that follows from it.

Sovereignty, which is identical to the legislative power, can legitimately
reside only in the community as a whole. Government (except in a direct
democracy) is a smaller body that executes the laws. Although the sover-
eign is the supreme power, it “always tends toward relaxation,” while the
government (which must always be active in its execution of the laws)
“tends to become stronger®® Rousseau has little confidence in the ability
of institutions to check this tendency in the government. Moreover, he
insists that admirable qualities such as loyalty and a sense of responsibility
are likely to foster a corporate spirit in the government. In the end, in
every community that has an effective government, the government will
usurp the sovereign’s power and become oppressive. In sum, while every
form of government is potentially legitimate, every existing government is
a present or future oppressor.

The two sides of Rousseau’s position show themselves clearly when
he turns to the Genevan situation.% Confronting the controversy over
whether the city is free or enslaved, he says, “Nothing is more free than
your legitimate state; nothing is more servile than your actual state”®”
Genevans are particularly confused between the legitimate and actual state
for two reasons. First, as a democracy, Geneva is the sort of state that is
least well understood. “The democratic Constitution is certainly the Mas-
terpiece of the political art: but the more admirable its contrivance is,
the less it belongs to all eyes to penetrate it”% Second, because of the tur-
bulence of Genevan history, the precise location of sovereignty has been
constantly contested.

One might think that the obscurity is removed once and for all, not
only for Genevans and democracy but also for all communities, by Rous-
seaw’s insistence that the only legitimate locus for sovereignty is in the
people as a whole. The logical consequence of this insistence would be
the right of the sovereign to dismiss the government whenever the latter
begins to usurp power. In short, Rousseau’s account of sovereignty seems
to lead to a demand for radically new beginnings when inevitable cor-
ruption occurs. Rousseau, however, presents his doctrine as requiring the
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attempt to resist, rather than to initiate, innovation. This presentation, in
turn, leads him to attempt to demonstrate the “original” state of the gov-
ernment that is to be preserved.

This demonstration is undertaken in the Letters Written from the Moun-
tain and the unfinished “History of the Government of Geneva,” which
was written as preparation for the larger work. In the “History” Rousseau
argues that confusion about the underlying principles of politics is the
hallmark of all modern governments, which were “built up successively
out of pieces related less in accordance with the public needs than in
accordance with private aims”® The search for the historical origins of
political authority in a community that has no reliable history of its begin-
nings can only be fruitless. Instead Rousseau looks for a hypothesis that
can explain the genesis of the existing government. He finds this hypoth-
esis in the claim that, after the dissolution of the Roman Empire, sov-
ereignty was in the hands of the Bishops of Geneva. Far from looking for
evidence of a time when the Genevans themselves exercised legitimate
sovereignty, Rousseau is content to focus on actual sovereignty.

One of the distinctive parts of Rousseau’s account is the positive role
played by the Bishops, who were normally cast as the archenemies of
Geneva. Rousseau reverses the view that political freedom came as a con-
sequence of the Protestant Reformation. Rather than making religious
reform the basis of political reform, he argues that the reformation could
not have happened without the prior establishment of political freedom,
and that the reformation only affirmed the liberty that had been essentially
acquired beforehand. He argues that the entire history of the government
of Geneva can be shown to flow from the facts that its sovereignty was
held by an ecclesiastical power and that its size made it vulnerable to its
neighbors. Because the spiritual authority of the Bishops limited their
temporal power, they were obliged to make concessions alternately to the
Counts of the Genevese or to the Genevan people. Later the neighboring
Dukes of Savoy took on the pretensions of the Counts. It was the efforts
of the Bishops to resist this usurpation of their own authority that led
them to strengthen the city enough to assert its independence. Having
thwarted the pretensions of Savoy, the Genevans unwittingly found them-
selves with the fundamentals of a republican government, which came to
completion with the expulsion of the Bishops during the Reformation.

These fundamentals consisted of a democratic general Council that
ruled largely by delegating power to four Syndics who further delegated
functions to advisors who came to make up the small Council. The history
of the Genevan republic, traced in the second part of the Letters Written
from the Mountain, is the history of the usurpation of sovereign authority
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by the small Council. This history frequently led Geneva to the point of
civil war and ultimately to intervention of neighboring powers who im-
posed on the Genevan parties the Edict of Settlement. Rousseau both
defends the Settlement as the salvation of the republic and attacks it as un-
wittingly providing cover for further usurpation. First, because the medi-
ating powers misunderstood the democratic nature of sovereignty, they
did not explicitly identify the general Council as sovereign.” Second, they
enumerated, and thereby limited, the powers of the general Council, leav-
ing the impression that all other conceivable powers belonged to the small
Council.

These misunderstandings have opened the door to the continuation of
attempts at “innovation” by the small Council.”! The practical question
facing the Genevans is how to prevent these innovations. In the Social
Contract Rousseau had argued that the fundamental way to prevent usur-
pations by the government is to provide for periodic assemblies of the sov-
ereign.” In Geneva, however, these assemblies were suspended except for
the purpose of electing new Syndics, who are nominated by the usurping
small Council. The question, then, is how to draw the abuses of the gov-
ernment to the attention of the unassembled sovereign.

The answer to this question is found in the right of remonstrance, or
complaint against the government. Rousseau argues that, while the sover-
eign can issue new laws only in the general Council, “outside the general
Council it is not annihilated; its members are scattered, but they are not
dead; they cannot speak by means of Laws, but they can always keep watch
over the administration of the Laws””® A remonstrance against the gov-
ernment, then, is not a vote against the government, it is a statement of an
opinion by a member of the sovereign that the government is usurping,.
The government can respond by satistying the complaint, although it is
more likely to answer the charge by branding as troublemakers those who
raise it. This situation requires a judge to decide between the remonstra-
tors and the government. One might think that an appeal is being made to
the sovereign, but this cannot be the case because the sovereign can make
pronouncements only in the form of general laws, it cannot judge individ-
ual cases. Consequently, Rousseau argues that the situation requires an
assembly “that by a very important distinction will not have the authority
of the Sovereign but of the supreme Magistrate””* In effect, a provisional
government must be formed.

In Geneva, however, the existing government has refused to act in any
way upon the remonstrances that have been made on behalf of Rousseau
and his writings. Rousseau concludes the Letzers by stopping just short of
urging a revolution or an appeal to the intervention of foreign mediators.
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He says, “After having shown you the condition in which you are, I will
not undertake to trace out for you the route that you must follow in order
to leave it. If there is one, being on the very spot, you and your Fellow Cit-
izens should be able to see it better than I can; when one knows where one
is and where one should go, one can direct oneself without effort””® This
caution is the result of the hope that the unity of the remonstrators may
yet influence the government, but it is also the result of Rousseau’s view
that—whatever might happen in the short run—either the present or a
new government will continue to tend to usurpation.

Conclusion

The fact that the works contained in this volume were written in
polemical contexts means that Rousseau’s expression in them is influenced
by his need to defend himself and his books. The fact that he is responding
to specific charges means that these works are sometimes narrowly fo-
cused on those charges. Nevertheless, the essential charges against
Rousseau—that his works undermine religion and government—are fun-
damental enough to draw responses that enter very deeply into his
thought. Moreover, the fact that the context in which these writings occur
involves warrants issued against him, burnings of his books, and civil
unrest compels Rousseau to address in a quite comprehensive manner the
significance of his project as a writer.

Christopher Kelly and Eve Grace
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Pastoral Letter
of his Grace the Archbishop of Paris

Declaring the Condemnation of a Book That
Has as its Title Emile, or On Education by
Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Citizen of Geneva

ol

Christophe de Beaumont, by Divine Mercy and by the grace of the
Holy Apostolic See, Archbishop of Paris, Duke of Saint-Cloud, Peer of
France, Commander of the Order of the Holy Spirit, Patron of the Sor-
bonne, etc; to all the Faithful of our Diocese, salutation and blessing,.

I. Saint Paul predicted, My Very Dear Brethren, that perilous days would
come when theve would be people, lovers of themselves, proud, haughty, blasphe-
mous, impious, slanderers, bloated with pride, lovers of sensual pleasurves vather
than God; men of corrupt spivit and perverted Faith.! And in what unfortu-
nate times has this prediction come to pass more literally than in ours! Dis-
belief, emboldened by all the passions, presents itself in every form, so as
to adapt itself in some manner to all ages, to all characters, to all stations.
Sometimes, in order to insinuate itself into minds that it finds already e-
witched by trifles,? it assumes a light, pleasant, and frivolous style: from this
so many Novels, equally obscene and impious, whose goal is to amuse
the imagination in order to seduce the mind and corrupt the heart. Some-
times, feigning an air of profundity and sublimity in its intentions, it pre-
tends to go back to the first principles of our knowledge and claims to
found its authority on them in order to shake oft a yoke that, according
to it, dishonors humanity, even the Divinity. Sometimes it declaims like
someone enraged against Religion’s zeal, and heatedly preaches universal
tolerance. Sometimes, finally, uniting all these diverse languages, it mixes
the serious with playfulness, pure maxims with obscenities, great truths
with great errors, Faith with blasphemy; it undertakes, in a word, to har-
monize light with shadows, Jesus Christ with Belial. And such is espe-
cially, My Very Dear Brethren, the object that appears to have been pro-
posed in a recent Work, which has as its title Emile, or on Education. From
the bosom of error, there arose a man full of the language of Philosophy
without being a genuine Philosopher; a mind endowed with a multitude
of knowledge that did not enlighten him, and that spread darkness in
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other minds; a character given to paradoxes of opinions and conduct,
alloying simplicity of morals with ostentation of thoughts, zeal for ancient
maxims with the rage for establishing novelties, the obscurity of retreat
with the desire to be known by everyone. He has been seen to rail at the
sciences he was cultivating, extol the excellence of the Gospel whose dog-
mas he was destroying, depict the beauty of virtues he was extinguishing
in the soul of his Readers.* He made himself the Preceptor of the human
race in order to deceive it, the public Monitor in order to lead everyone
astray, the oracle of the century in order to complete its destruction. In a
Work on the inequality of conditions, he lowered man to the level of the
beasts;* in another, more recent production, he had introduced the poison
of sensual pleasure while appearing to proscribe it.* In this work, he seizes
upon man’s first moments in order to establish the domain of irreligion.

II. What an enterprise, My Very Dear Brethren! The education of
youth is one of the most important objects of the solicitude and zeal of
Pastors. We know that, in order to reform the world, as much as the weak-
ness and corruption of our nature permits, it would be enough to observe,
under the direction and impression of grace, the first gleams of human
reason, to grasp them carefully, and to direct them toward the path that
leads to the truth. In that way those minds, still exempt from prejudices,
would always be on guard against error; those hearts, still exempt from
the great passions, would acquire impressions of all the virtues. But to
whom is it better suited than to us, and to those who Cooperate with us in
the holy Ministry, to keep watch in this way over the first moments of
Christian youth; to dispense to it the spiritual milk of Religion, so that
it might grow for salvation®; to prepare in good time, by salutary lessons,
sincere Adorers of the true God, faithful Subjects of the Sovereign, Men
worthy of being the support and ornament of the Fatherland?

III. Now, My Very Dear Brethren, the author of Emile proposes a plan
of education that, far from agreeing with Christianity, is not even suited
to making Citizens or Men. Under the vain pretext of restoring man to
himself and of making his student into nature’s student, he sets up as a
principle an Assertion denied, not only by Religion, but also by the expe-
rience of all Peoples and of all ages. Let us set down, he says, as an incon-
testable maxim that the first movements of nature ave abways right. There is no
original perversity in the human heart.” From this language one does not at
all recognize the doctrine of the Holy Scriptures and of the Church touch-
ing the revolution that has happened in our nature: one loses sight of the
ray of light that lets us know the mystery of our own heart. Yes, My Very
Dear Brethren, there is to be found within us a striking mixture of great-
ness and baseness, of zeal for truth and taste for error, of inclination to



Launwy, 330-331 s

virtue and penchant to vice. Astonishing contrast, which, disconcerting
Pagan Philosophy, leaves it to wander in vain speculations! a contrast
whose source revelation uncovers for us in the deplorable fall of our first
Father! Man feels himself drawn by a fatal inclination, and how would
he resist it if his childhood were not directed by Teachers full of virtue,
wisdom, vigilance, and if—during the entire course of his life —he himself,
under the protection and with the grace of his God, did not make power-
ful and continual efforts? Alas, My Very Dear Brethren, despite the health-
iest and most virtuous principles of education, despite the most magnifi-
cent promises of Religion and the most terrible threats, the follies of youth
are still only too frequent, too manifold. Left to itself, into what errors,
what excesses would youth not throw itself? It is a torrent that overflows
despite the powerful dikes built to contain it. What would happen, then, if
no obstacle stopped its flow and broke its force?

IV. The author of Emile, who recognizes no Religion, nevertheless in-
dicates, without thinking about it, the way that leads infallibly to the true
Religion: “We,” he says, “who want to grant nothing to authority, we who
want to teach nothing to our Emile which he could not learn by himself
in every country, in what Religion shall we raise him? To what Sect shall
we join the Student of nature? We shall join him to neither this one nor
that one, but we shall put him in a position to choose the one to which the
best use of his reason ought to lead him* I wish to God, My very Dear
Brethren, that this object had been well accomplished! If the author had
really put his Student in a position to choose among all the Religions the one
where the best use of veason ought to lead, he would infallibly have prepared
him for the lessons of Christianity. For, My Very Dear Brethren, the natu-
ral light leads to the evangelical light; and the Christian worship is essen-
tially & reasonable worship.® In fact, if the best use of our rveason did not lead
us to Christian revelation, our Faith would be vain, our hopes would be
chimerical. But how does this &est use of reason lead us to the inestimable
good of Faith, and from that to the precious end of salvation? It is to
reason itself that we appeal. As soon as one acknowledges one God, it is
no longer a question of anything but knowing whether he has deigned
to speak to men other than by the impressions of nature. Thus one must
examine whether the facts that verify revelation are not superior to all
the efforts of the most cunning quibbling. A hundred times disbelief has
attempted to destroy these facts, or at least to weaken their proofs, and
a hundred times its criticism has been convicted of impotence. By means
of revelation God has testified for himself and this testimony is evidently
very worthy of faith.'® What is left then for the man who makes the est
use of his reason, but to acquiesce to this testimony? It is thy grace, oh my
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God! that consummates this work of light; it is what determines the will,
which forms the Christian soul: but the development of the proofs and
the force of the motives have previously occupied and purified reason; and
it is in this labor, as noble as it is indispensable, that this best use of reason
consists, about which the author of Emile undertakes to speak without
having a settled and genuine notion of it.

V. In order to find young people more docile for the lessons he pre-
pares for them, this Author wants them to be devoid of any principle of
Religion. And that is why, according to him, 1o know good and bad, to sense
the veason for man’s duties, is not a child’s affair. . . . I would like as little, he
adds, to insist that a ten-year-old be five feet tall as that he possess judgment.

VI. Doubtless, My Very Dear Brethren, human judgment has its pro-
gression, and forms itself only by degrees: but does it follow from this that
at age ten a child does not know the difference between good and evil at
all, that he confuses wisdom with folly, goodness with barbarity, virtue
with vice? What! at that age he will not feel that obeying his father is a
good, and that disobeying him is an evil! To claim that, My Very Dear
Brethren, is to slander human nature, by ascribing to it stupidity it does
not have.

VII. “Every child who believes in God,” says this author again, “is an
idolater or an anthropomorphite”!! But, if he is an Idolater, he believes
then in several Gods; he attributes, then, divine nature to insensate simu-
lacra? If he is only an Anthropomorphite, while acknowledging the true
God he gives him a body. Now, neither one nor the other can be assumed
in a child who has received a Christian education. If the education has
been faulty in that regard, it is supremely unjust to impute to Religion
what is only the fault of those who teach it badly. Moreover, the age of
ten is not at all the age of a Philosopher. A child, although well instructed,
can express himself badly; but by inculcating in him that the Divinity is
nothing perceived or that can be perceived by the senses, that it is an infi-
nite intelligence that, endowed with a supreme Power, performs all that
pleases it, one gives him a notion of God suited to the reach of his judg-
ment. It is not doubtful that an Atheist, by means of his Sophisms, will
easily succeed in troubling the ideas of this young believer; but all the skill
of the Sophist will certainly not make this child, when he believes in God,
be an Idolater or Anthropomorphite, that is to say, believe only in the exis-
tence of a chimera.

VIII. The Author goes farther, My Very Dear Brethren, he does not even
grant that a young man of fifteen has the capacity to believe in God. Man will
not know, then, even at that age, whether there is a God or whether there
is not one; no matter how much all of nature announces the glory of its
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Creator, he will understand nothing of its language! He will exist without
knowing to what he owes his existence! And it will be healthy reason itself
that will plunge him into this darkness! This is how, My Very Dear
Brethren, blind impiety would like to be able to obscure with its black
haze the flame that Religion presents to all the ages of human life. Saint
Augustine reasoned well based on different principles when he said, in
speaking about the first years of his youth: “I fell, from that time onwards,
Lord, into the hands of some of those who are careful to invoke you; and
I understood from what they told me about you, and in accordance with
the ideas that I was able to form about it at that age, that you were some-
thing great, and that although you might be invisible and beyond the
grasp of our senses, you could hear our prayers and help us. Therefore 1
began from my childhood to pray to you and regard you as my refuge and
my support; and to the extent that my tongue became loosened, I used its
first movements to invoke you.”!?

IX. Let us continue, My Very Dear Brethren, to call attention to the
strange paradoxes of the author of Emule. After having reduced young
people to such a profound ignorance relative to the attributes and the
rights of the Divinity, will he at least grant them the advantage of becom-
ing acquainted with themselves? Will they know whether their soul is a
substance absolutely distinguished from matter? or will they regard them-
selves as purely material beings, and submitted only to the laws of Mecha-
nism! The author of Emile doubts that at eighteen it is yet time for his stu-
dent to learn whether he has a soul: he thinks that if be learns it sooner, he
runs the risk of never knowing it.** Doesn’t he at least want young people to
be susceptible to the knowledge of their duties? No: to take his word for
it, only physical objects can intevest childven, especially those whose vanity has not
been awakened, and who have not been corvupted abead of time by the poison of
opindon'*: consequently he wants all the cares of the first education to be
applied to what is material and earthly in man: Exercise, he says, his body, his
organs, his senses, his strength, but keep bis soul idle for as long as possible.*> This
is because this leisure appeared necessary to him to dispose the soul to the
errors that he proposed to inculcate into it. But, isn’t wanting to teach
man wisdom only at the time when he is dominated by the fire of the nas-
cent passions to present it to him with the design that he will reject it?

X. How much is such an education, My Very Dear Brethren, opposed
to the one prescribed together by the true Religion and sound reason!
Both of them want a wise and vigilant Teacher to spy out in some way in
his Student the first gleams of intelligence in order to occupy it with the
attractions of the truth, the first movements of the heart, in order to arrest
it by the charms of virtue. In fact, how much more advantageous is it to
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avoid obstacles than to have to surmount them? How much is it not to
be feared that if the impressions of vice precede the lessons of virtue, man,
having reached a certain age, will lack the courage or the will to resist vice?
Doesn’t happy experience prove every day that after the disorderliness of
an imprudent and quick-tempered youth, one finally returns to the good
principles that one received during childhood?

XI. Moreover, My Very Dear Brethren, let us not be surprised that the
Author of Emile postpones the knowledge of God’s existence to such a
distant time. He does not believe it is necessary for salvation. “It is clear;”
he says through the organ of a chimerical character, “it is clear that a man
who has come to old age without believing in God, will not for that be
deprived of his presence in the other, if his blindness was not voluntary,
and I say that it is not always voluntary’!¢ Note, My Very Dear Brethren,
that the issue here is not a man who would be deprived of the use of
his reason, but solely of someone whose reason would not be aided by
instruction. Such a claim is supremely absurd, especially within the system
of an Author who maintains that reason is absolutely sound. Saint Paul
guarantees that, among the pagan Philosophers, several arrived at knowl-
edge of the true God through the strength of reason alone. “What may be
known of God,” says that Apostle, “has been manifested to them; for God
having made it known to them. For the consideration of things that have
been made since the creation of the world having made visible what is
invisible in God, even his eternal power and his divinity; so that they are
without excuse. Because, having known God, they have not glorified him
as God and have not given him thanks, but are lost in the vanity of their
reasoning, and their foolish mind has become darkened. Calling them-
selves wise, they have become mad?!”

XII. Now, if'such has been the crime of these men, who, although sub-
jected by the prejudices of their education to the worship of Idols, did not
fail to attain knowledge of God, how would those who have not had sim-
ilar obstacles to overcome be innocent and just to the point of deserving
to enjoy the presence of God in the other life? How would they be excus-
able (with a sound reason such as the Author assumes) for having enjoyed
during this life the great spectacle of nature, and for having nevertheless
refused to recognize the one who created it, who preserves and governs it?

XIII. Thesame Writer, My Very Dear Brethren, openly embraces Skep-
ticism relative to the creation and the unity of God. “T know;” he makes the
assumed character who serves him as mouthpiece say, “I know that the
world is governed by a powerful and wise will. I see it, or rather, I sense it;
and that is something important for me to know. But is this same world
eternal or created? Is there a single principle of things? Or, are there two,
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or many of them, and what is their nature? I know nothing about all this,
and what does it matter to me. I renounce idle questions which may agi-
tate my amour-propre but are useless for my conduct and are beyond my
reason.”'® What does this reckless Author want to say then? He believes
that the world is governed by a powerful and wise will; he admits that that
is something important for him to know and nevertheless ke does not know,
he says, whether therve is a single principle of things or if there are many, and
he claims that it doesn’t matter to him very much to know. If there is a
powerful and wise will that governs the world, is it conceivable that it not
be the only principle of things? and can it be more important to know the
one than the other? What contradictory language! He does not know what
the nature of God is, and shortly thereafter he acknowledges that this
supreme Being is endowed with intelligence, power, will, and goodness.
Isn’t that having an idea of the divine nature? The unity of God appears
to him an idle question and beyond his reason, as though the multiplicity
of Gods were not the greatest of absurdities. The plurality of Gods, Tertul-
lian states forcefully, s & nullifying of God'; to acknowledge a God is to
acknowledge a supreme and independent Being, to which all other Beings
are subordinate. He implies then that there are several Gods.

XIV. Itis not surprising, My Very Dear Brethren, that a man who has
a taste for such errors touching the Divinity protests against the Religion
It has revealed to us. To hear him speak, all revelations in general have only
the effect of degrading God by giving Him human passions. 1 see that particular
dogmas, far from clavifying the notions of the great Being, he continues, con-
fuse them; that far from ennobling them, they debase them; that to the incon-
ceivable mystevies survounding them they add absurd contvadictions.®® This
author is very much more the one, My Very Dear Brethren, who can be
reproached with inconsistency and absurdity. It is he, mind you, who
degrades God, who confuses and debases the notions of the great Being,
since he attacks its essence directly by calling into question its Unity.

XV. He has felt that the truth of Christian Revelation was proven by
the facts; but since miracles form one of the principal proofs of this reve-
lation, and since these miracles have been transmitted to us by means of
testimony, he cries out: What! Always human testimony? Alhvays men who
report to me what other men have veported! So many men between God and
me!*' For this complaint to make sense, My Very Dear Brethren, it would
be necessary to be able to conclude that Revelation is false as long as it
has not been made to each man individually. It would be necessary to be
able to say: God cannot require me to believe what I am assured he said,
unless he has addressed his word directly to me. But aren’t there an in-
finite number of facts, even prior to that of Christian Revelation, that it
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would be absurd to doubt? By what means other than human testimony,
then, has the Author himself come to know this Sparta, this Athens, this
Rome whose laws, morals, and heroes he praises so often and with so
much certainty? How many men there are between him and the events
that concern the origins and fortune of these ancient Republics! How
many men between him and the Historians who have preserved the mem-
ory of these events! His skepticism is based here, then, only on the interest
of his unbelief.

XVI. “Let a man,” he adds later, “come and use this language with us:
‘Mortals, I announce the will of the Most High to you. Recognize in my
voice Him who sends me. I order the Sun to change its course, the Stars to
form another arrangement, the Mountains to become level, the Waters
to rise up, the Earth to change its aspect. At these marvels who will not
instantly recognize the Master of nature?”** Who would not believe, My
Very Dear Brethren, that someone who expresses himself like that wants
only to see miracles to become Christian? Listen, however, to what he
adds. He says, “the most important examination of the proclaimed Doc-
trine remains. . . . After the Doctrine has been proved by the miracle, the
miracle has to be proved by the doctrine. What can be done in such a case?
One thing only. Return to reasoning and leave aside the miracles. It would
have been better not to have had recourse to them?? That is to say: show
me miracles and I will believe. Show me miracles, and I will still refuse to
believe. What inconsistency, what absurdity! But learn then once and for
all, My Very Dear Brethren, that in the question of Miracles the Sophism
reproached by the author of the book On Education is not allowed at all.
When a Doctrine is recognized to be true, divine, and based on sure Rev-
elation, it is used to judge miracles, that is to say to reject the alleged mar-
vels with which Impostors would want to oppose this Doctrine. When it
is a matter of'a new Doctrine announced as emanating from God’s bosom,
miracles are produced as proofs. That is, the person who takes on the role
of Envoy of the Most High confirms his mission and his preaching by
miracles, which are the very testimony of the Divinity. Thus doctrine and
miracles are arguments used respectively according to the differing points
of view adopted in the study and teaching of Religion. There is in this nei-
ther abuse of reason, nor ridiculous sophism, nor vicious circle. This has
been demonstrated a hundred times; and it is probable that the author of
Emile is not at all unaware of these demonstrations: but, in the plan he
has made for himself of enveloping every revealed Religion, every super-
natural operation, in clouds, he cunningly imputes to us dealings that dis-
honor reason; he represents us as Enthusiasts, whom a false zeal blinds to
the point of proving each of two principles by the other without diversity
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of objects or of methods. Where then, My Very Dear Brethren, is the
philosophic good faith this Writer parades?

XVII. One would believe that after the greatest efforts to discredit the
human testimony attesting to Christian Revelation, the same Author none-
theless defers to it in the most positive, most solemn manner. To convince
you of this, My Very Dear Brethren, and at the same time to edify you, this
part of his Work must be put before your eyes. “I admit that the majesty of
the Holy Scripture amazes me, and the holiness of the Holy Scripture
speaks to my heart. Look at the books of the Philosophers with all their
pomp. How petty they are next to this one! Can it be that a book at the
same time so sublime and so simple is the work of men? Can it be that
he whose history it presents is only a man himself? Is his the tone of an
enthusiast or an ambitious Sectarian? What gentleness, what purity in his
morals! What touching grace in his teachings! What elevation in his max-
ims! What profound wisdom in his speeches! What presence of mind,
what finesse, and what exactness in his responses! What a dominion over
his passions! Where is the man, where is the sage who knows how to act,
to suffer, and to die without weakness and without ostentation. . . . Yes
if the life and death of Socrates are those of a wise man, the life and death
of Jesus are those of a God. Shall we say that the story of the Gospel was
wantonly contrived? . . . It is not thus that one contrives; the facts about
Socrates, which no one doubts, are less well attested than those about
Jesus Christ. . . . It would be more inconceivable that many men in agree-
ment had fabricated this Book than that a single one provided its subject.
Never would Jewish Authors have found either this tone or this morality;
and the Gospel has characteristics of truth that are so great, so striking,
so perfectly inimitable that its contriver would be more amazing than its
Hero”?* It would be difficult, My Very Dear Brethren, to pay a more
beautiful homage to the authenticity of the Gospel. However, the Author
believes this only as a result of human testimonies. It is always men who
report to him what other men have reported. How many men are there
between God and himself! Behold him, then, manifestly contradicting
himself. Behold him, confounded by his own admissions. What strange
blindness, then, enabled him to add, “With all that, this same Gospel is full
of unbelievable things, of things repugnant to reason and impossible for
any sensible man to conceive or to accept. What is to be done amidst all
these contradictions? One ought always to be modest and circumspect . . .
to respect in silence what one can neither reject nor understand, and to
humble oneself before the great Being who alone knows the truth. This is
the involuntary Skepticism in which I have remained”?® But can Skepti-
cism, My Very Dear Brethren, be involuntary then, when one refuses to
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submit to the Doctrine of a Book that cannot have been invented by men?
When this Book bears such large, striking, perfectly inimitable hallmarks
of truth that the book’s inventor would be more astounding than its
Hero? Surely here we may say that iniquity has given itself the lie.?¢

XVIIIL. It seems, My Very Dear Brethren, that this author has rejected
Revelation only in order to limit himself to natural religion: “What God
wants a man to do,” he says, “He does not have told to him by another
man. He tells it to him Himself, He writes it in the depths of his heart??”
What! Hasn’t God written in the depth of our hearts the obligation to
submit to him as soon as we are sure that it is he who has spoken? Now,
what certainty do we not have about his divine word? The facts about
Socrates about which no one doubts are, by the very admission of the
author of Emule, less attested than those about Jesus Christ. Natural Reli-
gion thus leads itself to revealed Religion. But is it very certain that he
acknowledges even natural Religion, or that at least he recognizes its
necessity? No, My Very Dear Brethren: “If I am mistaken, it is in good
faith. That is enough for my error not to be imputed to a crime. If you
were to be similarly mistaken, there would be little evil in that?® Which is
to say that according to him it is sufficient to be persuaded that one pos-
sesses the truth; that this persuasion, even if it were accompanied by the
most enormous errors, can never be a subject of reproach. That one must
always consider as a wise and religious man a person who, adopting the
very errors of Atheism, will say he is of good faith. Now, isn’t that opening
the door to all superstitions, to all fanatical systems, to all the delirtums of
the human mind? Doesn’t that allow there to be as many religions, forms
of divine worship, in the world as there are Inhabitants? Ah! My Very
Dear Brethren, do not be led astray on this point. Good faith is worthy of
esteem only when it is enlightened and docile. We are ordered to study our
Religion, and to believe with simplicity. We have the authority of the
Church as guarantee for promises. Let us learn to know it well, and after-
ward to cast ourselves into its bosom. Then we will be able to count on
our good faith, to live in peace, and to reach without perturbation the
moment of eternal light.

XIX. What glaring bad faith does not burst forth again in the manner
in which the Disbeliever, whom we are refuting, makes the Christian and
the Catholic reason! What speeches full of absurdities does he not give to
both to make them despicable! He imagines a Dialogue between a Christ-
ian, whom he calls tie Inspived man, and the Disbeliever, whom he quali-
fies as Reasoner; and this is how he makes the first talk: “Reason teaches
you that the whole is greater than its part, but I teach you on behalf
of God that it is the part which is greater than the whole” To which the
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Disbeliever answers: “And who are you to dare tell me that God con-
tradicts Himself, and whom would I prefer to believe —Him who teaches
me eternal truths by reason, or you who proclaim an absurdity on His
behalf?”

XX. But with what effrontery, My Very Dear Brethren, does one dare
to make the Christian speak such language? The God of Reason, we say,
is also the God of Revelation. Reason and Revelation are the two organs
by which it pleased Him to make Himself understood by men, cither to
teach them about the truth, or to intimate His orders to them. If one of
these two organs were opposed to the other it is certain that God would
be in contradiction with himself. But does God contradict himself because
he commands belief in incomprehensible truths? You say, oh Impious
people, that the Dogmas we consider to be revealed combat the eternal
truths; but saying that is not sufficient. If it were possible for you to prove
it, you would have done so long ago, and you would have uttered shouts
of victory.

XXI. The bad faith of the Author of Emule is no less revolting in the
language he puts into the mouth of a supposed Catholic: “Our Catholics,”
he has him say, “make a great to-do about the authority of the Church;
but what do they gain by that, if they need as great an apparatus of proofs
to establish this authority as other Sects need to establish their doctrine
directly? The Church decides that the Church has the right to decide. Is
that not an authority based on good proofs:”3° Hearing this Imposter,
who would not believe, My Very Dear Brethren, that the authority of the
church is proved only by its own decisions, and that it goes about it in this
way: “I decide that I am infallible; therefore I am.” A slanderous imputa-
tion, My Very Dear Brethren. The constitution of Christianity, the Spirit
of the Gospel, even the errors and the weakness of the human mind lead
to the demonstration that the Church established by Jesus Christ is an
infallible Church. We affirm that since this divine Legislator has always
taught the truth, his Church also teaches it always. Thus we prove the
authority of the Church, not by the authority of the Church, but by that
of Jesus Christ; a method no less precise than the one for which we are
reproached is ridiculous and senseless.

XXII. My Very Dear Brethren, the spirit of irreligion did not begin
today to be a spirit of independence and of revolt. And how in effect could
these audacious men, who refuse to submit to the authority of God him-
self, respect that of Kings who are the images of God, or that of the Mag-
istrates, who are the images of Kings? “Be aware,” says the author of Emule
to his student, “that it (the human species) is composed essentially of a
collection of peoples; that if all the Kings . . . were taken away, their absence
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would hardly be noticeable; and that things would not be any the worse.”
He says later, “The multitude will always be sacrificed to the few, and the
public interest to particular interest. Those specious names, justice and
order, will always serve as instruments of violence and as arms of iniquity.
From this it follows,” he continues, “that the distinguished orders who
claim they are useful to the others are actually useful only to themselves
at the expense of their subordinates; it is on this basis that one ought to
judge the consideration which is due them according to justice and rea-
son”* Thus, then, My Very Dear Brethren, impiety dares to criticize the
intentions of the one through whom Kings reign®?; thus it takes pleasure in
poisoning the sources of public felicity, by inspiring maxims that tend only
to produce anarchy and all the calamities that follow from it. But what
does Religion say to you? Fear God, vespect the King . . .3Let every man sub-
miit to superior Powers: for there is no Power that does not come from God: and
it is He who has established all those that ave in the world. Whoever, then, vesists
the Powers vesists the ovder of God, and those who vesist it dvaw damnation upon
themselves.*

XXIII. Yes, My Very Dear Brethren, in everything that belongs to the
civil order you must obey the Prince and those who exercise his authority,
as God himself. Only the interests of the supreme Being can set limits to
your submission; and if someone wished to punish you for your fidelity to
his orders, you should still sufter with patience and without murmur. The
Neros, the Domitians themselves, who preferred to be the scourges of the
Earth rather than fathers of their peoples, were accountable only to God
tor the abuse of their power. Christians, says Saint Augustine, obeyed them
within time because of the God of Eternity.®

XXIV. We have exposed before you, My Very Dear Brethren, only a
portion of the impieties contained in this Treatise On Education, a Work
equally worthy of the Anathemas of the Church and of the severity of
the Laws. And what more is needed to inspire in you a just horror for it?
Woe to you, woe to society, if your children were brought up in accor-
dance with the principles of the Author of Emile! Just as there is nothing
but Religion that has taught us to know man, his greatness, his misery,
his future destiny, it also belongs to it alone to form his reason, to perfect
his morals, to procure for him a solid happiness in this life and in the other.
We know, My Very Dear Brethren, how delicate and laborious a truly
Christian education is: how much enlightenment and prudence does it
not demand! What an admirable mixture of gentleness and firmness!
What sagacity in order to proportion itself to the difference of conditions,
ages, temperaments, and characters without ever deviating in anything
from the rules of duty! What zeal and what patience in order to make the
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precious seed of innocence bear fruit in young hearts, in order to uproot
from it, as much as it is possible, those vicious inclinations that are the sad
effects of our hereditary corruption! in a word, in order to teach them,
tollowing the Morality of Saint Paul, to live in this world with temperance,
according to justice and with piety, while waiting for the beatitude for which
we hope!®® We say then to all those who are charged with the care, equally
arduous and honorable, of bringing up the youth: Plant and water, in
the firm hope that the Lord —seconding your labor—will grant growth;
insist seasonably and unseasonably, according to the advice of the same
Apostle, employ rveproof, exhortation, severe words, without losing patience and
without ceasing to teach.’” Above all, join example to instruction: instruc-
tion without example is a disgrace for the one who gives it and a subject of
scandal for the one who receives it. Let the pious and charitable Tobias be
your model: Carefully recommend to your children to perform acts of justice
and chavity, to be mindful of God, and to bless him at all times in truth and with
all their strength,® and your posterity, like that of this holy Patriarch, will be
beloved of God and of men.*

XXV. But at what age should education begin? With the first gleams of
intelligence: and these gleams are sometimes premature. Form the child
at the beginning of bis way, says the wise man; even in his old age he will not
swerve from it.** Such is in fact the ordinary course of human life: in the
midst of the delirium of the passions and in the bosom of libertinism,
the principles of a Christian education are a light that flares up by inter-
vals, in order to uncover for the sinner all the horror of the abyss into
which he has plunged, and to show him the exits from it. How many, once
again, who, after the lapses of a licentious youth, have returned, from the
impression of that light, to the paths of wisdom, and have honored,
by means of belated but sincere virtues, humanity, the Fatherland, and
Religion.

XXVI. In concluding, it remains for us, My Very Dear Brethren, to
entreat you, in the name of the bowels of the mercy of God, to fasten
yourselves inviolably to this holy Religion in which you have the happi-
ness of being brought up; to sustain yourselves against the dissolution
of an insane Philosophy, which proposes nothing less for itself than to
overrun the legacy of Jesus Christ; to render his promises vain, and to put
him in the rank of those Founders of Religion whose frivolous or perni-
cious doctrine has proven their imposture. Faith is not despised, aban-
doned, insulted except by those who do not know it, or whose disorders
it impedes. But the gates of Hell will never prevail against it. The Christ-
1an and Catholic Church is the beginning of the eternal Empire of Jesus
Christ. Nothiny is stronger than she is, cries out Saint John Damascene; she
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is a vock which floods do not overturn; she is a mountain which nothing can
destroy.*!

XXVII. For these causes, considering the Book that has as its title,
Emile or On Education, by ].-J. Roussean, citizen of Geneva, at Amsterdam,
from Jean Néaulme, Publisher, 1762; after having sought the advice of a num-
ber of people distinguished by their piety and by their knowledge, the holy
Name of God invoked, We condemn the said Book as containing an
abominable doctrine, suited to overturning natural Law and to destroy-
ing the foundations of the Christian Religion; establishing maxims con-
trary to Evangelical Morality; tending to disturb the peace of States, to stir
up Subjects against the authority of their Sovereign; as containing a very
great number of propositions respectively false, scandalous, full of hatred
against the Church and its Ministers, departing from the respect due
to Sacred Scripture and the Tradition of the Church, erroneous, impious,
blasphemous, and heretical. In consequence We very expressly forbid all
people of our Diocese to read or possess said Book, under penalty of law.
And our present Pastoral Letter will be read at the Sermon of the Parish
Masses of the Churches of the City, outskirts and Diocese of Paris; pub-
lished and posted everywhere there will be need.

Given at Paris, in our Archepiscopal Palace, the twentieth day of August
one thousand seven hundred and sixty-two.

Signed: CHRISTOPHE
Avchbishop of Paris,

By Monseigneur,

De I Touche
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Why must I have something to say to you, your Grace? What common
language can we speak, how can we understand one another, and what is
there between you and me?

Yet I must reply to you. You force me to do so yourself. If you had
attacked only my Book, I would have let it pass, but you also attack me
personally. And the more authority you have among men, the less I am
permitted to remain silent when you want to dishonor me.

As I begin this Letter, I cannot help but reflect on the peculiarities of
my destiny. Some of them have happened only to me.

I was born with some talent. Such was the judgment of the public. Yet
I'spent my youth in happy obscurity, from which I did not seek to emerge.
If T had tried, it would have been peculiar in itself that during all the ardor
of the first age, I could not succeed, and that I succeeded only too well
after that, when this fire was beginning to diminish. I was approaching
my fortieth year, and, rather than a fortune, which I always scorned, and
a name, for which I have been made to pay so dearly, I had peace and
friends, the only two goods for which my heart hungered. A wretched
Academic question, which troubled my mind in spite of myself thrust me
into a profession for which I was not made.? Unexpected success showed
me attractions that seduced me. Throngs of adversaries attacked me with-
out understanding me, with a stupidity that made me ill-tempered, and
with a pride that perhaps inspired some in me. I defended myself, and
from one dispute to the next, I felt myself engaged in a career almost with-
out giving it any thought. I found I had become an Author, so to speak,
at an age when one ceases being one, and a man of Letters out of my very
disdain for that estate. From then on I was something in the public realm,
but repose and friends disappeared as well. What ills did I not sufter before
finding a more stable position and happier attachments! I had to swallow
my sorrows. A little renown had to take the place of everything else for me.
While that may be a compensation for those who are always far from
themselves, it never was one for me.

It I had counted on such a frivolous good for even a moment, how
quickly I would have been disabused! What perpetual inconsistency was I
notsubjected to in the public’s judgments about me! I was too remote from
them. Judging me only by the caprice or interest of those who lead them,
they hardly saw me in the same way on two consecutive days. One moment
I'was a blackguard, the next an angel of light. In the same year I saw myself
praised, feted, sought after even at Court; then insulted, threatened, de-
tested, cursed. In the evenings, they waited to murder me in the street; in
the mornings, they informed me about a letzre de cachet.> Good and evil
flowed from approximately the same source. Nonsense prompted all of it.
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I have written on various subjects, but always with the same principles:
always the same morality, the same belief, the same maxims, and if you will
the same opinions. Yet contradictory judgments about my books, or
rather about the Author of my books, have been made, because I have
been judged by the subjects I have treated much more than by my senti-
ments. After my first Discourse, I was a man of paradoxes, who made a
game of proving what he did not think.* After my Letter on French Music,
I was the avowed enemy of the nation. Little more was needed for me
to be called a conspirator. One might have concluded that the fate of
the Monarchy was linked to the glory of the Opera. After my Discourse on
Inequality, I was an atheist and a misanthrope. After the Letter to d’Alem-
bert, 1 was the defender of Christian morality. After Heloise I was tender
and mawkish. Now I am impious. Soon perhaps I will be devout.

Thus the foolish public vacillates about me, knowing as little why it
detests me as why it liked me before. As for myself, I have always remained
the same: more ardent than enlightened in my quests, but sincere in every-
thing, even against myself; simple and good, but sensitive and weak, often
doing evil and always loving the good; bound by friendship, never by
things, and clinging more to my sentiments than to my interests; demand-
ing nothing of men and not wishing to depend on them, yielding no more
to their prejudices® than to their wills, and keeping my own as free as my
reason; fearing God without being afraid of hell, reasoning about Reli-
gion without libertinism, liking neither impiety nor fanaticism; but hating
intolerant people even more than freethinkers; wanting to hide my ways
of thinking from no one, without pretense, without artifice in all things,
telling my faults to my friends, my sentiments to all the world, and, to the
public, the truths that concern it without flattery and without rancor, and
caring as little about angering as about pleasing it. Such are my crimes,
and such are my virtues.

At last, weary of an intoxicating vapor that inflates without satistying,
worn out by the annoyances of idle people burdened with too much of
their own time and prodigal with mine, sighing for the repose so dear tomy
heart and so necessary for my ills, I had joyfully put down my pen. Satisfied
to have taken it up only for the good of my fellows, as a reward for my zeal
I'asked them only to let me die in peace in my retreat, and to do me no harm
there. I was mistaken. Some bailiffs came to inform me of it, and it is at that
period, when I hoped that my life’s troubles were about to end, that my
greatest misfortunes began.® There are already some peculiarities in all that.
It is only the beginning. I ask your forgiveness, your Grace, for taxing your
patience. But before beginning the discussions I have to have with you, I
must talk about my current situation and the causes that reduced me to it.
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A Genevan has a Book printed in Holland, and by decree of the Parle-
ment of Paris this Book is burned without regard for the Sovereign whose
authorization it bears.” A Protestant poses objections to the Roman
Church in a Protestant country, and a warrant is issued against him by the
Parlement of Paris. A Republican states objections against the monarchic
State in a Republic, and a warrant is issued against him by the Parlement of
Paris. The Parlement of Paris must have strange ideas about its dominion,
and believe itself the legitimate judge of the human race.

This same Parlement that is always so careful about the order of pro-
cedures in dealing with the French neglects them all as soon as a poor
Foreigner is involved. Without knowing whether this Foreigner is indeed
the Author of the Book bearing his name, whether he acknowledges it as
his own, whether it is he who had it printed; without regard for his sorry
state, without pity for the ills he suffers, they begin by issuing a warrant
tor his arrest. They would have torn him from his bed to drag him into
the same prisons where scoundrels rot. They would have burned him at
the stake, perhaps even without a hearing, for who knows whether they
would have followed more normal procedures after such violent begin-
nings, of which there is scarcely another example to be found, even in the
countries of the Inquisition? Thus it is for me alone that such a wise tribu-
nal forgets its wisdom. It is against me alone, who believed it loved me,
that this people who boasts of its gentleness arms itself with the strangest
barbarity. This is how it justifies the preference I gave it over so many
other sanctuaries I could have chosen for the same reward! I do not know
how this fits with international law,® but I know very well that, with such
procedures, every man’s freedom and perhaps his life is at the mercy of the
first Printer.’

The Citizen of Geneva owes nothing to unjust and incompetent Mag-
istrates who, on the basis of a slanderous indictment, do not summon
him, but issue a warrant against him. Not being summoned to appear,
he is under no obligation to do so. Only force is used against him, and he
evades it. He shakes the dust oft his shoes and leaves this hospitable land
where they hasten to oppress the weak and where they put the foreigner in
irons before they give him a hearing, before they know whether the act of
which they accuse him is punishable, before they know whether he com-
mitted it.

He abandons his beloved solitude with a sigh. He has only one pos-
session, but it is a precious one: friends. He flees them. Weak as he is, he
endures a long trip. He arrives and believes he draws breath in a land of
freedom. He draws near his Fatherland, the Fatherland about which he
has boasted so much, which he has cherished and honored. The hope of
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being welcomed there consoles him for his disgrace. . . . What am I about
to say? My heart sinks, my hand trembles, my pen falls. I must be silent
and not imitate Ham’s crime. Why can I not swallow in secret the most
bitter of my sorrows?*?

And why did all that happen:? I do not say for what reason, but on what
pretext? They dare accuse me of impiety without thinking that the Book
where it is sought is in everyone’s hands! What would they not give to be
able to suppress this justificatory document and to say that it contains
everything they have claimed to find in it! But it will remain, whatever
they do. And looking in it for the crimes for which the Author is re-
proached, posterity will find even in his errors only the wrongs of a friend
of virtue.

I will avoid talking about my contemporaries. I do not want to harm
anyone. But the Atheist Spinoza peacefully taught his doctrine. His books
were published without obstacle; they were retailed publicly. He came
to France and was well received. All states were open to him; everywhere
he found protection or at least safety. Princes honored him and offered
him professorships. He lived and died in tranquillity, and even well re-
spected.! Today in the very celebrated century of philosophy, reason, and
humanity, for having proposed with circumspection, even with respect
and for love of the human race, some doubts founded on the very glory of
the supreme Being, the defender of God’s cause —dishonored, banished,
pursued from State to State, from sanctuary to sanctuary, without regard
for his indigence, without pity for his infirmities, with an animosity that
no malefactor ever experienced and that would be barbarous even toward
a healthy man—is forbidden fire and water almost throughout Europe.
He is chased from the heart of forests. It requires all the firmness of an
illustrious Protector and all the goodness of an enlightened Prince to leave
him in peace in the bosom of the mountains.!> He would have spent the
remainder of his unhappy days in chains, he would perhaps have died
by torture if, during the first vertigo that took hold of Governments, he
had found himself at the mercy of those who persecuted him.

Having escaped the executioners, he falls into the hands of the Priests.!3
That is not what I affirm to be astounding. But a virtuous man, whose soul
is as noble as his birth, an illustrious Archbishop, who ought to reprove
their cowardice, authorizes it. He who ought to pity the oppressed is not
ashamed to overwhelm one of them at the height of his disgrace. He, a
Catholic prelate, issues a Pastoral Letter against a Protestant Author. He
climbs into his Pulpit to examine as Judge the particular doctrine of a
heretic. And although he indiscriminately condemns anyone who is not of
his Church, without allowing the accused person to err in his own way, in
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a sense he prescribes for him the path he must take to Hell. Immediately,
the remainder of his Clergy hurries, strives, relentlessly pursues an enemy
it believes is crushed. Small and great, all join in. The most insignificant
Prig!* sets himself up as competent; there is not a fool in a little collar, not
a puny, unbeneficed Parish priest who—joyfully affronting the person
against whom their Senate and their Bishop are united —does not want
the glory of delivering the final kick.

All that, your Grace, constitutes a combination of which I am the only
instance, and that is not all. . . . Here, perhaps, is one of the most difficult
situations of my life, one in which vengeance and amour-propre are most
casily satisfied and least permit a just man to be moderate. Only ten lines
and I cover my persecutors with indelible ridicule. If only the public knew
two anecdotes without my saying them!*® If only it was acquainted with
those who have planned my ruin and what they did to achieve it! By what
contemptible insects, by what shadowy means it would see the Powerful
being alarmed! What leavening it would see heating up by their rot and
putting the Parlement into ferment! For what a laughable cause it would
see the States of Europe form a league against the son of a watchmaker!
What pleasure I would take in its surprise if I could avoid being the instru-
ment of it!

Until now, my pen—bold in stating the truth, but untarnished by any
satire—has never compromised anyone; it has always respected the honor
of others, even when defending my own. In setting it down, would I sully
it with slander and tinge it with the baseness of my enemies? No, let me
leave to them the advantage of delivering their blows in the darkness. For
my part, I want to defend myself only openly, and I even want only to
defend myself. What the public knows or can know without offending
anyone is sufficient for that.

One amazing thing of this type, and one that I can state, is to see the
intrepid Christophe de Beaumont—who does not know how to bend to
any power nor to make any peace with the Jansenists —without knowing
it become their satellite and the instrument of their animosity; to see their
most unreconcilable enemy raging against me for having refused to em-
brace their faction, for not having wanted to take up the pen against the
Jesuits, whom I do not like but who have not given me cause for com-
plaint and whom I see oppressed.'® Deign, your Grace, to glance at the
sixth Volume of the first edition of the New Heloise. In the note on page
138*17 you will find the true source of all my misfortunes. I predicted in
that note (for I dabble in predictions, too, sometimes) that as soon as the

* Page 282 of the new edition constituting Volume VI of the Works; note of the Book
dealer.
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Jansenists were the masters, they would be more intolerant and harsh than
their enemies. I did not know that my own story would verify my predic-
tion so well. The thread of this scheme would not be hard to follow for
anyone who knows how my Book was denounced.'® I cannot say more
without saying too much, but I could at least inform you by what people
you have been led without your suspecting it.*

Will people believe that, it my Book had not been denounced in Parle-
ment, you would nonetheless have attacked it? Others could believe or
say it, but you whose conscience is incapable of tolerating a lie, you will
not say it. My Discourse on Inequality circulated throughout your Diocese,
and you did not issue a Pastoral Letter. My Letter to d’Alembert circulated
throughout your diocese and you did not write a Pastoral Letter. The New
Heloise circulated throughout your diocese and you did not write a Pas-
toral Letter. Yet all these Books, which you have read, since you judge
them, are imbued with the same maxims. The same modes of thought are
not more disguised in them. If the subject was not suited to developing
them to the same extent, they gain in force what they lose in extent, and
the Author’s profession of faith is found expressed there with less reserve
than that of the Savoyard Vicar. Why then did you say nothing at that
time? Was your flock less dear to you, your Grace? Did they read me less?
Did they enjoy my books less? Were they less exposed to error? No, but
there were no Jesuits to condemn then. Traitors had not yet entangled me
in their snares. The fatal note was not known at all, and when it became
known the public had already given its approval to the Book; it was too
late to raise an uproar. It was preferable to delay, await the right occasion,
watch for it, seize it, take advantage of it with the usual rage of the devout.
People talked only of chains and the stake. My Book was the Tocsin of
Anarchy and the Trumpet of Atheism. The Author was a monster to be
stifled; there was astonishment that he had been allowed to live for so
long. In that universal rage, you were ashamed to remain silent. You pre-
ferred committing an act of cruelty to being accused of lacking zeal, and
serving your enemies to enduring their reproaches. That, your Grace,
you must acknowledge is the true motive of your Pastoral Letter. And
that, it seems to me, is a convergence of facts peculiar enough to call my
fate bizarre.

Proprieties of state have long since been substituted for justice. I know
there are unfortunate circumstances that force a public man to deal harshly
with a good Citizen in spite of himself. Whoever would be moderate
among the enraged exposes himself to their rage, and I understand that in
an outburst like the one of which I am the victim, it is necessary to howl
with the wolves or risk being devoured by them. I do not complain there-
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fore, because you wrote a Pastoral Letter against my Book, but I do com-
plain that you wrote it against my person, with as little decency as truth.
I complain that, authorizing with your own language the language you
reproach me for having placed in the mouth of the inspired man,?® you
heap insults on me that—without harming my cause—attack my honor,
or rather yours. I complain that lightheartedly, without reason, without
necessity, without respect at least for my misfortunes, you insult me in
a tone so unworthy of your character. And what had I done to you, then,
I who always spoke of you with so much esteem; I who admired your
unshakable firmness so many times, while deploring, it is true, the use
your prejudices had you make of it; I who always honored your morals,
who always respected your virtues, and who still respect them today
though you have defamed me?

This is how one gets out of difficulties when one wants to quarrel and
one is in the wrong. Unable to resolve my objections, you have treated
them as crimes. You believed you degraded me by mistreating me, and you
were mistaken. Without weakening my reasons, you have interested gen-
erous hearts in my misfortunes. You have made sensible people believe
that one might not be judging the book well when one judged the Author
so poorly.?!

Your Grace, you have been neither humane nor generous toward me.
And not only could you have been so without sparing me any of the things
you said against my work, but they would have become more effective in
that way. I also admit that I had no right to require these virtues of you,
nor any reason to expect them of a Clergyman. Let us see if you were
equitable and just at least, for that is a strict duty imposed on all men, and
even saints are not excused from it.

You have two aims in your Pastoral Letter: one to censure my Book, the
other to discredit my person. I will believe I have answered you well if T
prove that everywhere you refuted me you reasoned badly, and that every-
where you insulted me you slandered me. But when one proceeds only
with one’s proof in hand, when the importance of the subject and the
quality of the adversary force one to plod along and to follow all his cen-
sures step by step, pages are needed for each word. And whereas a short
satire is amusing, a long defense is boring. Yet I must defend myself or
remain charged by you with the falsest imputations. I will defend myself,
then, but I will defend my honor rather than my book. I am examining
not the profession of faith of the Savoyard Vicar, but the Pastoral Letter
of the Archbishop of Paris, and it is only the bad things he says about
the Editor?? that force me to talk about the work. I will give what I owe
myself because I owe it, but I am not unaware that it is a sorry situation
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to have to complain about a man more powerful than oneself, and that
the justification of an innocent person is very dull reading.

The fundamental principle of all morality about which I have reasoned
in all my Writings and developed in this last one with all the clarity of
which I was capable, is that man is a naturally good being, loving justice
and order; that there is no original perversity in the human heart, and that
the first movements of nature are always right. I have shown that the only
passion born with man, namely love of self,?® is a passion in itself indif-
ferent to good and evil; that it becomes good or bad only by accident and
depending on the circumstances in which it develops. I have shown that
all the vices imputed to the human heart are not natural to it; I have stated
the manner in which they are born. I have followed their genealogy, so
to speak, and I have shown how, through continuous deterioration of
their original goodness, men finally become what they are.

I have also explained what I meant by that original goodness, which
does not appear to be deduced from indifference to good and evil, natural
to the love of self. Man is not a simple being. He is composed of two sub-
stances. While everyone does not agree on that, you and I do, and I have
tried to prove it to the others. Once that is proved, the love of self is no
longer a simple passion. But it has two principles, namely the intelligent
being and the sensitive being, the well-being of which is not the same. The
appetite of the senses conduces to the well-being of the body, and the love
of order to that of the soul. The latter love, developed and made active,
bears the name of conscience. But conscience develops and acts only with
man’s understanding. It is only through this understanding that he attains
a knowledge of order, and it is only when he knows order that his con-
science brings him to love it. Conscience is therefore null in the man who
has compared nothing and who has not seen his relationships. In that
state, man knows only himself. He does not see his well-being as opposed
to or consistent with that of anyone. He neither hates nor loves anything,.
Restricted to physical instinct alone, he is null, he is stupid. That is what I
have shown in my Discourse on Inequality.

When, by a development whose progress I have shown, men begin to
cast their eyes upon their fellows, they also begin to see their relations and
the relations between things; to adopt notions of propriety, justice, and
order. Moral beauty begins to become palpable to them, and conscience
acts. Then they have virtues, and if they also have vices, it is because their
interests conflict and their ambition is aroused as their understanding is
extended. But as long as there is less opposition of interests than conver-
gence of understanding, men are essentially good. That is the second state.

When all the agitated particular interests finally collide, when love of
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self put into fermentation changes into amour-propre, when opinion,
making the whole universe necessary to each man, makes them all each
other’s born enemies and determines that none finds his own good except
in someone else’s ill, then conscience, weaker than the excited passions, is
stifled by them, and is no longer in men’s mouths except as a word made
to deceive each other. Each one then pretends to wish to sacrifice his inter-
ests to those of the public, and they are all lying. No one wants the public
good except when it agrees with his own. Thus this agreement is the
object of the true political thinker?* who seeks to make people happy and
good. But here I am beginning to speak a strange language, as little known
to Readers as to you.

That, your Grace, is the third and last stage, beyond which nothing re-
mains to be done; and that is how, man being good, men become wicked.
I dedicated my Book to seeking how to go about preventing them from
becoming so. I did not affirm that this was absolutely possible in the pres-
ent order. But I certainly affirmed and still do that there are no other
means to succeed to this end than those I have proposed.

Whereupon you say that my plan of education,* far fiom agreeing with
Christianity, is not even suited to making Citizens or men. And your sole
proof is to oppose me with original sin. Your Grace, there is no other way
to be absolved of original sin and its effects than by baptism. From which
it would follow, according to you, that only Christians had ever been Citi-
zens or men. Either deny this consequence or agree that you have proved
too much.

You draw your proofs from so far back that you force me to seek my
replies from afar also. First, it is not at all certain, in my view, that this doc-
trine of original sin, subject as it is to such terrible difficulties, is contained
in the Scriptures either as clearly or as harshly as it has pleased the Rhetori-
cian Augustine? and our Theologians to construct it. Is it conceivable that
God creates so many innocent and pure souls purposely to join them to
guilty bodies, to make them contract moral corruption thereby, and to
condemn them all to hell for no other crime than this union that is his
work? I will not say whether you clarify (as you boast of doing) the mys-
tery of our heart with this system, but I see that you greatly obscure the
justice and the goodness of the supreme Being. If you eliminate one ob-
jection, it is to substitute others that are a hundred times stronger.

But at bottom what is this doctrine to the author of Emile? Although he
believed his book to be useful to the human race, he destined it for Chris-
tians, for men cleansed of original sin and its effects, at least with respect to

* Pastoral Letter, in quarto, page s5; in duodecimo, page x [4 above].
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the soul, by the Sacrament established for that. According to this same
doctrine, we all recovered the primitive innocence in our infancy, we all
emerged from baptism as sound of heart as Adam emerged from the hand
of God. We have contracted new impurities you will say. But since we
started out by being delivered from them, how did we contract them
again? Isn’t the blood of Christ powerful enough yet to erase the stain
completely, or is it rather an effect of the natural corruption of our flesh,
as if God—even independently of original sin—had quite deliberately
created us corrupt in order to have the pleasure of punishing us? You at-
tribute to original sin the vices of peoples you admit have been delivered
from original sin. Then you blame me for having given another origin to
those vices. Is it just to make it a crime for me not to have reasoned as
badly as you do?

One might, it is true, tell me that those effects I attribute to baptism*
do not appear through any external sign; that Christians are not seen to
be any less inclined to evil than infidels. Whereas, according to me, the
inborn maliciousness of sin ought to be marked in the latter by palpable
differences. With the help of evangelical morality in addition to baptism,
all Christians, the argument would continue, ought to be Angels; and
the infidels, in addition to their original corruption, yvielding to their
erroneous forms of worship, ought to be Demons. I conceive that, if
pursued, this difficulty could become awkward. For what reply can be
given to those who would have me see that, relative to the human race,
the effect of redemption earned at such a high price is reduced almost to
nothing?

But, your Grace, apart from the fact that I do not believe that good
Theology does not provide any expedient for getting out of that diffi-
culty, even if T agreed that baptism does not remedy the corruption of our
nature, you still would not have reasoned any more soundly about it. You
say we are sinners because of our first father’s sin. But why was our first
father himself a sinner? Why wouldn’t the same reason by which you
explain his sin apply to his descendants without original sin, and why
must we impute an injustice to God by making ourselves sinners and pun-
ishable because of the vice of our birth, while our first father was a sinner

* If we were to say, along with Doctor Thomas Burnet,2° that the corruption and mor-
tality of the human race, in consequence of Adam’s sin, was a natural effect of the forbidden
fruit, that this food contained poisonous juices that upset the whole animal economy, irri-
tated the passions, weakened the understanding, and carried the principles of vice and death
throughout, then it would be necessary to agree that since the nature of the remedy has to
relate to that of the illness, baptism ought to act physically on the body of man, give him back
the constitution he had in the state of innocence, and if not the immortality that followed
from it, at least all the moral effects of the restored animal economy.
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and punished like us without that? Original sin explains everything except
its own principle, and it is this principle that has to be explained.

You propose that with my principle* one loses sight of that vay of light that
lets us kmow the mystery of our own heart. And you do not see that this princi-
ple, far more universal, illumines even the fault of the first man,** which
yours leaves in obscurity. The only thing you can see is man in the hands of
the Devil, while I see how he fell into them. The cause of evil, according to
you, is corrupted nature, and this corruption itself is an evil whose cause
had to be sought. Man was created good. We both agree on that, I believe.
But you say he is wicked because he was wicked. And I show how he was
wicked. Which of us, in your opinion, better ascends to the principle?

Yet you continue to exult at your pleasure, as if you had crushed me.
You raise as an insoluble objection*** this striking mixture of greatness and
baseness, of zeal for truth and taste for ervor, of inclination to virtue and pen-
chant to vice that is found in us. Astonishing contrast, you add, which dis-
concerts pagan philosophy and leaves it to wander in vain speculations!

The Theory of man is not a vain speculation when it is founded on na-
ture, proceeds with the support of facts by well-linked consequences, and
in leading us to the source of the passions, teaches us to regulate their
course. And if you call the Profession of Faith of the Savoyard Vicar pagan
philosophy, I am unable to reply to that imputation, because I understand

* Pastoral Letter, in quarto, page 5; in duodecimo, p. xi [4 above].

** To resist a useless and arbitrary prohibition is a natural inclination, but one that, far
from being vicious in itself, conforms with the order of things and the good constitution of
man, since he would be incapable of preserving himself if he did not have a very lively love
of himself and of the preservation of all his rights just as he has received them from nature.
Someone who could do everything would want only what would be useful to him. But a
weak Being, whose power is further restrained and limited by the law, loses a part of himself,
and demands in his heart what is taken away from him. To impute this to him as a crime
would be making it a crime for him to be himself and not someone else. It would be simulta-
neously wanting him to be and not to be. The order transgressed by Adam thus seems to me
less a true prohibition than paternal advice. It is a warning to abstain from a pernicious fruit
that brings death. This idea is surely more consistent with the idea one should have of God’s
goodness and even with the text of Genesis than the idea the Scholars are pleased to prescribe
to us. Because, as for the menace of the double death, it has been shown that this term morte
morieris does not have the emphasis they give it and is merely a hebraic turn of phrase used in
other places where this emphasis cannot apply.

There is, moreover, such a natural motive of indulgence and commiseration in the
tempter’s ruse and in the woman’s seduction that, considering Adam’s sin in all its circum-
stances, it can be found to be only the slightest of faults. Yet according to them, what a fear-
ful punishment! It is even impossible to conceive of a more terrible one. For what other cas-
tigation could Adam have sustained for the greatest crimes other than being condemned to
death, himself and all his race, in this world and to spend eternity in the other one consumed
by the fires of hell? Is that the penalty imposed by the God of mercy on a poor wretch for
letting himself be fooled? How I hate the disheartening doctrine of our harsh Theologians!
It T were tempted for a moment to acknowledge it, that is when I would believe I were
blaspheming.

*** Pastoral Letter, in quarto, page 6; in duodecimo, page xi [4—5 above].
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nothing about it.* But I find it amusing that you borrow almost his own
terms** to say that he does not explain what he has explained best.

Allow me, your Grace, to place before your eyes again the conclusion
you draw from such a well-discussed objection, and following that, the
whole tirade relating to it.

*** Man feels himself drawn by a fozal tendency, and how would he vesist it if
his childhood were not divected by teachers full of virtue, wisdom, vigilance, and
if—during the entive course of liis life— he himself, under the protection and with
the grace of his God, did not make powerfil and continual efforts?

Which is to say: We see that men ave wicked even though constantly tyran-
nized since childhood. Thereforve if they were not tyrannized from that time on,
how could they be made wise, since even tyrannizing them constantly, it is impos-
sible to make them so?

Our reasonings about education may become clearer when they are ap-
plied to another subject.

Suppose, your Grace, that someone were to come and make this speech
to men:

“You torment yourselves a great deal to seck equitable Governments
and to give yourselves good laws. I am going to prove to you first of all
that it is your very Governments that cause the evils you claim to remedy
through them. I shall prove, in addition, that it is impossible for you ever
to have either good laws or equitable Governments. And further I am
going to show you the real way to prevent, without Governments and
without Laws, all those evils about which you complain.”

Let us suppose that after this he explains his system and proposes his
alleged means. I am not examining whether this system would be solid
and this means practicable. If it were not, perhaps people would be
satisfied to lock the Author up with the madmen, and thereby do him jus-
tice. But if unfortunately it were, that would be far worse, and you can
conceive, your Grace, or others will conceive for you, that there would not
be enough stakes and racks to punish the wretch for having been right.
That is not what is at issue here.

Whatever the fate of this man might be, it is certain that a deluge of
writings would burst down on what he wrote. There would not be a sin-
gle Scribbler who, to court the Powerful, and filled with pride at being
published under royal authorization, would not hurl his pamphlet and his
insults at him and boast of having reduced to silence a person who would

* Unless it relates to the accusation Monsieur de Beaumont makes against me later of
having acknowledged several Gods.

** Emile, vol. 111, pages 68 and 69, first edition [ Bloom, 278-279].

**% Pastoral Letter, in quarto, page 6; in duodecimo, page xi [5 above].
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not have deigned to reply or who would have been prevented from talk-
ing. But that again is not what is at issue here.

Let us suppose, finally, that a serious man, one who had an interest in
the matter, believed that he, too, ought to do as the others did, and among
many declamations and insults takes it upon himself to argue thus. What,
wretch! You wish to annihilate Governments and Laws? But Governments and
Laws ave the only brake on vice, and still have much trouble contvolling it. What
would it be like, great God, if we no longer had them? You take awny the scaf-
folds and racks. You want to establish public brigandage. You are an abomin-
able man.*’

If this poor man dared to speak, he would doubtless say: “Most excel-
lent Sir, your Grace?® is begging the question. I do not say that vice must
not be curbed, but rather that it is better to prevent it from being born. I
want to provide for the inadequacy of the Laws, and you cite the inade-
quacy of the Laws. You accuse me of establishing abuses because, instead
of curing them, I prefer to see them prevented. What! If there were a way
always to live in good health, must it be proscribed for fear of making
the doctors idle? Your Excellency wants to see gallows and racks forever,
whereas I would like to see no more evildoers. With all due respect, I do
not believe I am an abominable man?”

Alas, My Very Dear Brethren, despite the healthiest and most vivtuous prin-
ciples of education, despite the most magnificent promises of Religion and the
most tervible threats, the follies of youth arve still only too frequent, too manifold.?
I proved that this education, which you call the healthiest, was the most
senseless; that this education, which you call the most virtuous, was giving
children all their vices. I proved that the entire glory of paradise tempted
them less than a lump of sugar, and that they were far more afraid of being
bored during Vespers than of burning in hell. I proved that the follies of
youth, which people complain of being unable to repress by these means,
were their product. Left to itself; into what ervors, what excesses would youth not
throw itself. Youth never goes astray on its own. All its errors come from
being badly guided. Comrades and mistresses complete what has been
started by Priests and Preceptors. I proved that. Iz is a torrent that overflows
despite the powerfil dikes built to contain it. What would happen, then, if no
obstacle stopped its flow and broke its force? 1 could say: it is a torvent that topples
your impotent dikes and breaks everything. Broaden its bed and allow it to run
without obstacle. It will never do harm. But with such a serious subject, I
am ashamed to use these schoolbook figures of speech, which everyone
applies according to his whim and which prove nothing for either side.

Moreover, although according to you the follies of youth are still too
frequent, too manifold, because of man’s inclination toward evil, it appears
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that all things considered you are not too discontent with youth, that you
rather take pleasure in the healthy and virtuous education currently given
to it by your teachers full of virtues, wisdom, and vigilance; that, accord-
ing to you, it would lose much in being raised in another manner, and that
at bottom you do not think as ill of the present age —the dregs of the ages—
as you affect to state at the beginning of your Pastoral Letter.

T agree it is superfluous to seek new plans of Education when one is so
satisfied with the one that exists. But agree too, your Grace, that you are
not very demanding in this matter. If you had been as accommodating in
matters of doctrine, your Diocese would have been agitated by fewer dis-
turbances. The storm you stirred up would not have fallen on the Jesuits.
I would not have been crushed by association. You would have remained
more tranquil, and I would have too.

You admit that, in order to reform the world as much as the weakness
and, you claim, corruption of our nature permit, it would suffice to ob-
serve—under the direction and influence of grace—the first glimmers of
human reason, grasp them with care, and direct them toward the path the
leads to the truth.* In that way, you continue, those minds, still exempt from
prejudices, would always be on guard against evvor; those hearts, still exempt
from the great passions, would acquire impressions of all the virtues. We are in
agreement on this point then, for I said nothing different. I did not add,
I agree, that children had to be raised by Priests. I did not even think that
was necessary to make Citizens and men out of them. And that error, if it is
one, common to so many Catholics, is not such a great crime for a Protes-
tant. I will not examine whether in your country the Priests themselves are
considered such good Citizens. But since the education of the present gen-
eration 1s their handiwork, it is between you on one hand and your old
Pastoral Letters on the other to decide whether their spiritual milk has
truly benefited it, whether it has made such great saints from it,** true
adorers of God,** and such great men, worthy of beiny the support and ornament
of the fatherland. 1 can add one observation that ought to strike all good
Frenchmen, and yourself as one. It is that, of the many Kings your Nation
has had, the best is the only one who was not brought up by Priests.3!

But what does all that matter, since I did not exclude them. Let them
bring up the young people, if they are capable of doing so. I am not op-
posed to it. And what you say about that*** in no way works against my
Book. Would you claim that my plan was bad merely because it can suit
others besides the Clergy?

* Pastoral Letter, in quarto, page 5; in duodecimo, page x [4 above].
** Ibid.
**x Ibid.
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If man is good by his nature, as I believe I have demonstrated, it follows
that he remains so as long as nothing foreign to himself spoils him. And if
men are wicked, as they have gone to the trouble of teaching me, it follows
that their wickedness comes from elsewhere. Close the entrance to vice,
then, and the human heart will always be good. On this principle, I estab-
lish negative education as the best or rather as the only good one. I show
how all positive education, no matter how it is pursued, follows a path
contrary to its goal. And I show how one tends to the same goal and how
one reaches it by the route I have sketched.

What I call positive education tends to form the mind before maturity,
and to give the child knowledge of the duties of the man. What I call neg-
ative education tends to perfect the organs, the instruments of our knowl-
edge, before giving us this knowledge, and prepares for reason through
the exercise of the senses. Negative education is far from idle. It does not
produce virtues, but it prevents vices. It does not teach the truth, but it
protects from error. It prepares the child for everything that can lead him
to the true when he is capable of understanding it, and to the good when
he is capable of loving it.

This process displeases and shocks you; it is easy to see why. You begin
by slandering the intentions of the person who proposes it. According to
you, this idleness of the soul seemed necessary to me to prepare it for the
errors I wanted to inculcate in it. However it is not really clear what error
someone wants to convey to his pupil when he teaches him nothing with
more care than to feel his ignorance and to know that he knows nothing,.
You agree that judgment has its stages and forms only by degrees. Buzt
does it follow,* you add, that at age ten a child does not know the difference
between good and evil, that he confuses wisdom with folly, goodness with barbar-
ity, virtue with vice?®? All that does follow no doubt, if at that age judg-
ment has not developed. What, you continue, e will not feel that obeying
his father is a good, and that disobeying him is an evil? Far from it. I main-
tain, to the contrary, that when he leaves his play to go study his lesson,
he will feel that to obey his father is evil; and that to disobey him is good
when he steals some forbidden fruit. He will also feel, I agree, that it is
evil to be punished and good to be rewarded. And it is in balancing these
contradictory goods and evils that his childish prudence is regulated. I
believe I demonstrated this a thousand times in my first two volumes,
and especially in the dialogue between master and child about what is
evil.** As for you, your Grace, you refute my two volumes in two lines,

* Pastoral Letter, quarto, page 7; in duodecimo, page xiv [6 above].
** Emile, vol. 1, page 189 [Bloom, 9o].
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and here they are*: To claim that, My Very Dear Brethren, is to slander
human nature, by ascribing to it stupidity it does not have. There could be
no more cutting refutation nor one conceived in fewer words. But this
ignorance, which you are pleased to call stupidity, is constantly found in
every mind constrained by imperfect organs or that has not been culti-
vated. It is casily observed and palpable to everyone. Attributing this
ignorance to human nature is not slandering it then, and it is you who
has slandered it by imputing to it a malignity it does not have.

You say further**: Isn’t wanting to teach man wisdom only at the time
when he is dominated by the five of the nascent passions to present it to him with
the design that he will veject 1¢? Right at the outset you are good enough
to ascribe to me this intention, which assuredly no one other than you
will find in my Book. I showed, first, that a person who is brought up as
I want will not be dominated by the passions at the time you say. I
showed further how the lessons of wisdom could delay the development
of those very passions. It is the bad effects of your education that you
impute to mine, and you raise in objection to me the defects I teach you
to prevent. I protected my pupil’s heart from the passions until adoles-
cence, and when they are ready to be born, I delay their progress further
by efforts suited to curb them. Earlier, the lessons of wisdom signify
nothing for the child, who is incapable of taking an interest in them and
understanding them. Later, they no longer make an impression on a heart
already abandoned to the passions. It is only at the moment I have cho-
sen that they are useful, whether to arm him or to distract him. In either
case, it 1s of equal importance for the young man to attend to them at
that time.

You say***: In order to find youny people more docile for the lessons be pre-
paves for them, this Author wants them to be devoid of any principle of Religion.
The reason for this is simple. It is that I want them to have a Religion, and
I do not want to teach them anything whose truth their judgment is inca-
pable of feeling. But your Grace, it I said: 1n order to find youny people more
docile for the lessons being prepaved for them, great cave is taken to work with
them before the age of reason, would I be reasoning worse than you do, and
would that be a very favorable prejudice toward what you teach children?
According to you, I choose the age of reason to inculcate error, whereas
you anticipate that age to teach the truth. You hurry to instruct the child
before he can distinguish between true and false, and I wait to deceive him
until he is capable of knowing it. Is this judgment natural, and which of

* Pastoral Letter, in quarto, page 7; in duodecimo, page xiv [6 above].
** Pastoral Letter, in quarto, page 9; in duodecimo, page xvii [7 above].
**% Pastoral Letter, in quarto, page 7; in duodecimo, page xiv [6 above].
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the two appears to seek to seduce: the one who wants to speak only to men
or the one who addresses himself to children?*

You censure me for having said and shown that every child who be-
lieves in God is an idolater or an anthropomorphite, and you combat this
by saying* that neither one nor the other can be assumed in a child who
has received a Christian education. That is what is in question. The proof
remains to be seen. Mine is that the most Christian education could not
give the child understanding he does not have, nor detach his ideas from
material beings, above which so many men can’t raise their own. More-
over, I appeal to experience: I entreat each reader to consult his memory
and to recall whether, when he believed in God as a child, he did not
always form some image of him. When you say to him that the divinity is
nothing that can be perceived by the senses,** either his troubled mind under-
stands nothing or it understands that the divinity is nothing. When you
speak to him about an infinite intelligence, he does not know what intelli-
gence 1s, and he knows even less what infinite 1s. But you will make him
repeat after you the words it pleases you to say to him. You will even make
him add, if necessary, that he understands them; because that costs almost
nothing, and he prefers saying he understands them to being scolded or
punished. All the ancients, without excepting the Jews, represented God
in a corporeal way, and how many Christians, especially Catholics, still do
so today? If your children talk like men, it is because men are still children.
That is why heaped up mysteries no longer pain anyone. Their terms are
just as easy to pronounce as others. One of the conveniences of modern
Christianity is to have made for itself a certain jargon of words without
ideas, which satisfy everything except reason.?

By examining the intelligence that leads to the knowledge of God, I
find it is not reasonable to believe that this knowledge** is always necessary
for salvation. 1 cite as examples madmen, children, and I put in the same
class men whose minds have not acquired enough enlightenment to un-
derstand the existence of God. About this you say,*** Let us not be sur-
prised that the Author of Emile postpones the knowledge of God’s existence to such
a distant time. He does not believe it is necessary for salvation. In order to make
my proposition harsher, you begin by charitably suppressing the word
always, which not only modifies it, but gives it another meaning, because
according to my sentence this knowledge is ordinarily necessary for salva-
tion, whereas it would never be so according to the phrase you attribute to
me. After this little falsification, you continue as follows.

* Pastoral Letter, in quarto, page 7; in duodecimo, page xiv [6 above].
** Emile, vol. I, pages 352—353 [Bloom, 258].
*** Pastoral Letter, in quarto, page 9; in duodecimo, page xviii [8 above].
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“It is clear,” be says through the ovgan of a chimerical chavacter, “it is clear
that a man who has come to old age without believing in God, will not
for that be deprived of his presence in the other” (you omitted the word
life). It his blindness has not been voluntary, and I say that it is not always
voluntary.”

Before I transcribe your comment here, allow me to state mine. It is
that this supposedly chimerical character is myself and not the Vicar. That
this passage which you believed to be in the profession of faith is not, but
in the body of the Book. Your Grace, you read very superficially and you
cite very negligently the Writings you stigmatize so harshly. I find that a
man in office who censures ought to examine his judgments more care-
fully. Now I return to your text.

Note, My Very Dear Brethren, that the issue heve is not a man who would be
deprived of the use of his veason, but solely of someone whose veason would not be
wided by instruction. You affirm next* that such a claim is supremely absurd.
Saint Paul guarantees that among the pagan Philosophers, seveval arvived at
knowledge of the true God through the strength of reason alone®®; and then you
transcribe his passage about this.

Your Grace, it is often a small evil not to understand an Author one
reads, but it is a great one when one is refuting him, and a very great one
when one defames him. Now, you did not understand the passage of my
Book that you attack here, just as you did not understand many others.
The Reader will judge whether the fault is mine or yours when I have
placed the whole passage before his eyes.

“We” (the Protestants) “hold that no child who dies before the age of
reason will be deprived of eternal happiness. The Catholics believe the
same thing of all children who have been baptized, even if they have never
heard of God. There are therefore cases in which one can be saved without
believing in God, and these cases have their place when the human mind
is incapable—as in childhood or in madness— of the operations necessary
to recognize the divinity. The whole difference I see here between you and
me is that you claim that children have this capacity at seven, and I do not
accord it to them even at fifteen. Whether I am wrong or right, it is a ques-
tion here not of an article of faith but of a simple observation of natural
history.

“By the same principle it is clear that some man who has come to old
age without believing in God will not for that be deprived of his pres-
ence in the other life if his blindness was not voluntary, and I say that it is
not always voluntary. You agree in the case of madmen whom an illness

* Pastoral Letter, in quarto, page 10; in duodecimo, page xviii [8 above].
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deprives of their spiritual faculties but not of their quality of being men
nor, consequently, of their right to the benefits of their creator. Why,
therefore, do you not also agree in the case of those who would have been
sequestered from all society from their childhood and would have led an
absolutely savage life, deprived of the enlightenment which is acquired
only in commerce with men? For it is a demonstrated impossibility that
such a savage could ever raise his reflections up to the knowledge of the
true God. Reason tells us that a man can be punished only for the mistakes
of his will, and that an invincible ignorance could not be imputed to
crime. From this it follows that before the bar of eternal justice every man
who would believe if he had the necessary enlightenment is reputed to
believe, and that the only unbelievers who will be punished are those
whose heart closes itself to the truth” Emile, vol. 11, page 352 and follow-
ing [Bloom, 258-259].

That is my entire passage, about which your error leaps to the eyes.
It consists in your having understood or making it be understood that
according to me it is necessary to have been taught the existence of God
to believe in it. My thought is quite different. I say that one must have an
understanding developed and a mind cultivated to a certain point to be
capable of comprehending the proofs of the existence of God, and above
all to find them oneself without ever having heard of them. I am talking
about barbarous or savage men; you allege that I am talking about phi-
losophers. I say that it is necessary to have acquired some philosophy
to raise oneself up to notions of the true God. You cite Saint Paul who
acknowledges that a few pagan Philosophers raised themselves up to no-
tions of the true God. I say that some crude man may not always be
capable of formulating a just idea of the divinity on his own. You say that
educated men are capable of forming a just idea of the divinity. And on this
proof alone, my opinion appears supremely absurd to you. What! Because a
Doctor of law should know the laws of his country, is it absurd to assume
that a child who does not know how to read may be ignorant of them?

When an Author does not wish to repeat himself incessantly and has
once clearly established his sentiment on a matter, he is not bound always
to offer the same proofs when reasoning about the same sentiment. His
Writings then explain each other, and the latest, when he is methodical,
always presuppose the earliest. That is what I have always tried to do, and
have done, above all on this occasion.

You suppose, as do those who deal with these matters, that man bears
his reason fully formed with him, and that it is only a matter of putting it
to work. Now that is not true; for one of man’s acquisitions, and even one
of the slowest, is reason. Man learns to see with the eyes of the mind as
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well as with the eyes of the body. But the former apprenticeship is far
longer than the latter, because since the relations between intellectual
objects are not measurable like extension, they are discovered only by esti-
mation, and our first needs, our physical needs, do not make the examina-
tion of these same objects as interesting to us. We must learn to see two
objects simultanecously. We must learn to compare them. We must learn to
compare large numbers of objects, go back gradually to their causes, and
follow them in their effects. We must have combined an infinity of rela-
tionships to acquire ideas of suitability, proportion, harmony, and order.
That man who—deprived of the help of his fellows and constantly busy
providing for his needs—is reduced to the sole progression of his own
ideas in everything, makes a very slow progress in that direction. He
grows old and dies before he has left the infancy of reason. Can you believe
in good faith that out of a million men raised in that manner, there would
be a single one who came to think of God?3”

The order of the Universe, admirable as it is, does not strike all eyes
equally. The people pay little attention to it, lacking the knowledge that
makes this order palpable and not having learned to reflect on what they
perceive. It is neither obduracy nor ill will. It is ignorance, numbness of
the mind. The slightest meditation tires those people, just as the slightest
manual work tires a studier. They have heard tell of the works of God and
the marvels of nature. They repeat the same words without attaching the
same ideas to them, and they are little moved by everything that can raise
the wise man up to his Creator. Now if among us the people, within reach
of so many teachings, are still so stupid, what of those poor people who
are abandoned to themselves from childhood, and who have never learned
anything from others? Do you believe that a Bantu or a Lapp philosophizes
much about the working of the world and the generation of things? Yet
the Lapps and Bantus, living in bodies of Nations, have multitudes of
acquired and communicated ideas, with the help of which they acquire
some crude notions of a divinity. They have their catechism, of a sort. But
the savage man, wandering alone in the woods, has none whatever. This
man does not exist, you will say. So be it. But he may exist in assumption.
Some men certainly do exist who never had a philosophic discussion in
their life, and whose entire time is consumed in seeking their food, de-
vouring it, and sleeping. What shall we do with those men, Eskimos, for
example? Shall we make Theologians out of them?

My sentiment, therefore, is that the mind of man—without progress,
without instruction, without culture, and just as it comes from the hands
of nature—is not capable by itself of raising itself up to sublime notions
of the divinity; but that these notions present themselves to us in the pro-
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portion that our minds are cultivated; that in the eyes of every man who
has thought, who has reflected, God manifests himself in his works; that
he reveals himself to enlightened people in the spectacle of nature; that
when our eyes are open, we must shut them in order not to see him there;
that every atheistic philosopher is a reasoner in bad faith or is blinded by
his pride; but also that any stupid and crude man, although simple and
true, any mind without error and without vice, is capable —through invol-
untary ignorance—of not ascending to the Author of his being and not
conceiving what God is, without having this ignorance make him pun-
ishable for a fault to which his heart did not consent. The latter is not
enlightened; the former refuses to be. That seems to me quite different.

Apply your passage from Saint Paul to this sentiment and you will see
that rather than opposing it, it favors it. You will see that this passage
applies solely to those supposed wise men for whom what may be known of
God has been manifested, to whom the consideration of things that have been
made since the creation of the world has made visible what is invisible in God,
but who not having glovified him and given him thanks, ave lost in the vanity
of their reasoning, and thus, remaining without an excuse, calling themselves
wise, have become mad.*® Since the reason the Apostle reproaches the phi-
losophers for not having glorified the true God is not applicable to my
assumption, it is the basis for an induction entirely in my favor. It confirms
what I myself said, that any* philosopher who does not believe is wrony, because
he uses badly the veason he has cultivated and because he is in a position to under-
stand the truth he rejects.® It shows, finally, by the passage itself, that you
have not understood me. And when you impute to me having said what I
neither said nor thought—namely that people believe in God only on
someone else’s authority** —you are so wrong that, on the contrary, I
only distinguished between the cases when we can know God by ourselves
and those when we can do so only with the help of others.

Besides, even if your criticism were correct, even if you had solidly
refuted my opinion, it would not follow from that alone that it was
supremely absurd, as it pleases you to qualify it. Someone can be wrong
without falling into extravagance, and not every error is an absurdity. My
respect for you will make me less lavish with epithets, and it will not be
my fault if the Reader chooses to apply them.

Still taking measures to censure without understanding, you shift from
one serious and false imputation to another that is even more so, and after

* Emile, vol. 11, page 350 [Bloom, 258].

** M. de Beaumont does not say precisely that. But it is the only reasonable meaning
that can be given to his text supported by the passage from Saint Paul. And I can reply only
to what I understand. (See his Pastoral Letter, in quarto, page 10; in duodecimo, page xviii
[8 above].)
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unjustly accusing me of having denied the evidence for the divinity, you
accuse me even more unjustly of calling into question unity. You do even
more. You take the trouble to discuss this, contrary to your usual process,
and the only place in your Pastoral Letter where you are right is where you
refute an extravagance I did not say.

Here is the passage you attack, or rather your passage when you cite
mine, for the Reader must see me in your hands.

“Tknow;”* he makes the assumed character who serves him as mouthpiece say,
“I know that the world is governed by a powerful and wise will. I see it, or
rather, I sense it; and that is something important for me to know. But is
this same world eternal or created? Is there a single principle of things? Or,
are there two, or many of them, and what is their nature? I know nothing
about all this, and what does it matter to me. . . .** I renounce idle ques-
tions which may disturb my amour-propre but are useless for my conduct
and are beyond my reason.”*

I observe in passing that this is the second time you refer to the Savoy-
ard as a chimerical or assumed character. Tell me how you learned that, I
beg of you. I affirmed what I knew; you deny what you do not know.
Which of us is reckless? It is known, I agree, that few Priests believe in
God; but it has not yet been proved that there are none at all. I return to
your text.

What*** does this veckless Author want to say then? . . . the unity of God
appears to liim an idle question and beyond his veason, as though the multiplicity
of Gods were not the greatest of absurdities. “The plurality of Gods,” Tertullian
states forcefilly, “is a nullifying of God”; to acknowledge a God is to acknowl-
edge o supreme and independent Being, to which all other Beings ave subordi-
nate.**** He implies then that theve ave several Gods.

But who is saying there are several Gods? Ah, your Grace! How you
wish I had said such foolish things. You would certainly not have gone to
the trouble of issuing a Pastoral Letter against me.

I know neither why nor how what is, is, and many others who pride
themselves on saying they do, know nothing more about it than I. But I
see there is only one first moving cause, because everything palpably con-
curs toward the same ends. I therefore recognize a unique and supreme

* Pastoral Letter, in quarto, page 10; in duodecimo, page xix [8 above].

** These dots indicate an omission of two lines moderating the passage that M. de Beau-
mont did not want to transcribe. See Emile, vol. I11, page 61 [Bloom, 276-277].

*** Pastoral Letter, in quarto, page 11; in duodecimo, page xx [9 above].

**x* Tertullian commits a sophism here that was very common to the Church Fathers.
He defines the word God according to the Christians, and then accuses the pagans of a con-
tradiction because contrary to his definition they acknowledge several Gods. It would not

be worth the trouble of imputing to me an error I did not commit solely in order to cite a
sophism of Tertullian so inappropriately.
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will that directs everything, and a unique and supreme power that exe-
cutes everything. I attribute this power and this will to the same Being,
because of their perfect harmony, which is conceived better in one than
in two, and because beings must not be multiplied without reason. For
even the evil that we see is not an absolute evil, and far from directly com-
batting the good, it contributes along with it to universal harmony.

But that by which things are is clearly separable into two ideas, namely
the thing that makes and the thing that is made. Even these two ideas are
not united in the same being without some effort at understanding, and
one can hardly conceive a thing which acts without assuming another upon
which it acts. Moreover, it is certain that we have an idea of two separate
substances, namely mind and matter, what thinks and what is extended.
And these two ideas can very well be conceived one without the other.

There are, therefore, two ways to conceive the origin of things; namely,
either as residing in two separate causes—one alive and the other dead,
one mover and the other moved, one active and the other passive, one effi-
cient and the other instrumental; or residing in a single cause that derives
from itself alone everything that is and everything that is made.*' Neither
of these two sentiments, debated by metaphysicians for so many centuries,
has thereby become more believable to human reason, and if the eternal
and necessary existence of matter has its difficulties for us, its creation has
no fewer of them. For so many men and philosophers, who in all times
have meditated on this subject, have all unanimously rejected the possibil-
ity of creation, except perhaps for a very small number who appear sin-
cerely to have subjugated their reason to authority—a sincerity that mo-
tives of their interest, safety, and repose make very suspect, and about
which it will always be impossible to be certain as long as one risks any-
thing by speaking the truth.

Supposing that there is an eternal and unique principle of things, this
principle, being simple in its essence, is not composed of matter and spirit,
but is matter or spirit alone. From the reasons deduced by the Vicar,
he cannot conceive that this principle is matter, and if it is spirit, he can-
not conceive that matter received its being through it. For to do that, it
would be necessary to conceive creation. Now the idea of creation, the
idea according to which one conceives that by a simple act of will nothing
becomes something, is, of all the ideas that are not clearly contradictory,
the least comprehensible to the human mind.

Stopped on both sides by these difficulties, the good Priest remains
undecided, and does not torture himself with a purely speculative doubt
that in no way affects his duties in this world. For after all, what does it
matter to me to explain the origin of beings, provided I know how they
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subsist, what place I have to fill among them, and by virtue of what this
obligation is imposed on me?

But assuming two principles of things**?—an assumption, however,
that the Vicar does not make—is not for all that assuming two Gods;
unless, like the Manicheans, we also suppose that both these principles are
active, a doctrine absolutely contrary to that of the Vicar, who very posi-
tively acknowledges only one primary Intelligence, only one active princi-
ple, and consequently only one God.

I readily admit that since the creation of the world is clearly stated in
our translations of Genesis, positively rejecting it would be in that respect
rejecting the authority, if not of the Holy Scriptures, at least of the transla-
tions we are given of them; and this too maintains the Vicar in a doubt
that he would perhaps not have without that authority. For in addition,
the coexistence of two Principles** seems to explain the constitution of
the universe better, and to remove difficulties that are hard to resolve with-
out it, such as, among others, that of the origin of evil. Moreover, it would
be necessary to understand Hebrew perfectly and even to have been a con-
temporary of Moses to know for certain what meaning he gave to the
word translated for us by the word created. This term is too philosophical
to have had at its origin the known and popular acceptation we give to it
now based on faith in our Scholars.*? This acceptation may have changed
and deceived even the Septuagint, already imbued with the questions of
Grecek philosophy. Nothing is less rare than words that change their mean-
ing over time and that make us attribute to the ancient Authors who used
them ideas they did not have. It is very doubtful that the Greek word had
the meaning we like to give it, and it is very certain that the Latin word did
not have this same meaning, since Lucretius, who formally denies the pos-
sibility of all creation, nevertheless often uses the same term to express the
formation of the Universe and its parts. Finally, M. de Beausobre** has
proven*** that the notion of creation is not found at all in ancient Judaic
Theology, and you are too educated, your Grace, to be unaware that many

*42

* Someone who knows only two substances can imagine no more than two principles
cither, and the words or many, added in the quoted passage, are there only as a sort of exple-
tive, serving at most to explain that the number of these principles is no more important to
know than their nature.

** It is good to note that this question of the eternity of matter, which so greatly shocks
our Theologians, shocked the Church Fathers, who were less removed from the sentiments
of Plato, very little. Without mentioning Justin Martyr, Origen, and others, Clement of
Alexandria takes the affirmative so strongly in his Hypotiposes that Photius would have it on
this account that the Book was falsified. But the same sentiment appears again in the Szro-
mates, where Clement presents the sentiment of Heraclitus without disapproval. In truth,
this Father, in Book V, tries to establish a single principle, but that is because he refuses to
give this name to matter, even while admitting its eternity.

**x History of Manicheanism., vol. 11.



PL., IV, 956-959 45

men, full of respect for our Holy Scriptures, nonetheless have not rec-
ognized the absolute creation of the Universe in the narrative of Moses.
Thus the Vicar, who is not imposed on by the despotism of the Theolo-
gians, can very well doubt, without being any less orthodox because of it,
whether there are two eternal principles of things or whether there is only
one. It is a purely grammatical or philosophic debate, in which revelation
plays no part.

Be this as it may, that is not the issue between us, and without sup-
porting the sentiments of the Vicar, my only task here is to point out your
errors.*

Now you are wrong to propose that the unity of God appears to me
an idle question and beyond reason since, in the Writing you censure,
this unity is established and supported by reasoning. And you are wrong
to buttress yourself with a passage from Tertullian in order to conclude
against me that it implies that there are several Gods, for without needing
Tertullian, I too conclude that it implies that there are several Gods.

You are wrong to term me a reckless Author on that account, since
where there is no assertion, there is no recklessness. It is inconceivable to
consider an Author reckless solely for being less bold than you are.

Finally, you are wrong to believe you have justified very well the partic-
ular dogmas that give human passions to God—and, far from clarifying
notions of the great Being, muddle and debase them —by falsely accusing
me of muddling and debasing these notions myself; of directly attacking
the divine essence which I did not attack at all; and of calling into doubt its
unity which I did not call into doubt at all. If I had done so, what would
follow? To recriminate is not to justify oneself. But a person whose sole
defense is recriminating falsely, surely appears to be the only one guilty.

The contradiction for which you reproach me in the same place is fully
as well founded as the preceding accusation. He does not know, you say,
what the natuve of God is, and shortly thereafter he acknowledges that this
supreme Being is endowed with intelligence, power, will, and goodness. Isw’t that
having an idea of the divine nature?

Here, your Grace, 1s my reply to you on this point.

“God is intelligent, but in what way? Man is intelligent when he rea-
sons, and the supreme intelligence does not need to reason. For it there are
neither premises nor conclusions; there are not even propositions. It is
purely intuitive; it sees equally everything which is and everything that can
be. For it all truths are only a single idea, as all places are a single point, and
all times a single moment. Human power acts by means; divine power acts
by itself. God can because he wills. His will causes his power. God is good;
nothing is more manifest. But goodness in man is love of his fellows, and
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the goodness of God is the love of order; for it is by order that he main-
tains what exists and links each part with the whole. God is just, I am con-
vinced of it; it is a consequence of his goodness. The injustice of men is
their work and not His. Moral disorder, which gives witness against prov-
idence in the eyes of the philosophers, only serves to demonstrate it in
mine. But man’s justice is to give each what belongs to him, and God’s jus-
tice is to ask from each for an accounting of what he gave him.

“If I have just discovered successively these attributes of which I have
no absolute idea. I have done so by compulsory inferences, by the good
use of my reason. But I affirm them without understanding them, and at
bottom that is to affirm nothing. I may very well tell myself, ‘God is thus;
I sense it. I prove it to myself” I cannot conceive any the better how God
can be thus.

“Finally, the more effort I make to contemplate His infinite essence, the
less I can conceive it. But it is; that is enough for me. The less I can con-
ceive it, the more I worship it. I humble myself and say to him, ‘Being of
beings, I am because you are; it is to lift myself up to my source to medi-
tate on you ceaselessly. The worthiest use of my reason is for it to annihi-
late itself before you. It is my rapture of mind, it is the charm of my weak-
ness to feel myself overwhelmed by your greatness.””

There is my reply, and I believe it is unanswerable. Must I now tell you
from where I have taken it? I took it word for word from the very place
you accuse of contradiction.* You make use of it as do all my adversaries
who, to refute me, only write the objections I raised for myself and sup-
press my solutions. The reply is already prepared; it is the work they have
refuted.

Your Grace, we are about to reach the most important discussions.

After having attacked my System and my Book, you also attack my Re-
ligion, and because the Catholic Vicar raises objections against his Church,
you seek to depict me as the enemy of mine, as if to propose difficulties
about a sentiment were to renounce it; as if all human knowledge did not
have its difficulties. As if Geometry itself did not have any or Geometers
made a point of remaining silent about them in order not to damage the
certitude of their art.

My ready reply to you is to declare with my usual frankness my senti-
ments in matters of Religion, just as I have professed them in all my Writ-
ings and just as they have always been in my mouth and in my heart. I will
tell you, furthermore, why I published the profession of faith of the Vicar,
and why, despite such an uproar, I will always consider it the best and

* Emile, vol. 111, page 94 and following [Bloom, 285—286].
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most useful Writing in the century during which I published it. Neither
the stake nor arrest warrants will make me change my language. In order-
ing me to be humble, the Theologians will not make me false; and in tax-
ing me with hypocrisy, the philosophers will not make me profess unbe-
lief. I shall speak of my Religion, because I have one, and I shall speak of
it loudly because I have the courage to do so and because it would be
desirable for the good of men if it were that of the human race.

Your Grace, I am Christian, and sincerely Christian, according to the
doctrine of the Gospel. I am Christian not as a disciple of the Priests, but
as a disciple of Jesus Christ. My Master quibbled little over dogma and
insisted much on duties. He prescribed fewer articles of faith than good
works. He ordered belief only in what was necessary to be good. When
he summed up the Law and the Prophets, it was more in acts of virtue than
in formulas of belief,* and he told me himself and through his Apostles
that the person who loves his brother has fulfilled the Law.**

As for myself, well-convinced of the essential truths of Christianity,
which serve as the foundation of all good morality; seeking in addition to
nourish my heart with the spirit of the Gospel without torturing my rea-
son with what appears obscure to me in it: persuaded, finally, that who-
ever loves God above all things and his neighbor as himself'is a true Chris-
tian, I strive to be one, leaving aside all these doctrinal subtleties, all this
important gibberish with which the Pharisees muddle our duties and
obfuscate our faith; and along with Saint Paul, placing faith itself beneath
charity. ***

Fortunate to be born into the most reasonable and holy Religion on
earth, I remain inviolably attached to the worship of my Fathers. Like
them, I take Scripture and reason for the unique rules of my belief. Like
them, I challenge the authority of men and agree to submit to their for-
mulas only to the extent I perceive their truth. Like them, I join in my
heart with the true servants of Jesus Christ and the true adorers of God, to
offer him the homages of his Church in the communion of the faithful. It
is consoling and sweet for me to be counted among its members, to par-
ticipate in the public worship they offer to the divinity, and to say to my-
self in their midst: I am with my brothers.

Filled with gratitude for the worthy Pastor*¢ who, resisting the deluge
of example and judging by truth, did not exclude a defender of God’s
cause from the Church, all my life I will preserve a tender memory of his
truly Christian charity. I will always give myself glory in being counted

* Matthew VII: 12.
** Galatians V: 14.
*** First Corinthians XIII: 2, 13.
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in his Flock, and I hope never to scandalize its members either by my sen-
timents or by my conduct. But when unjust Priests, claiming rights they
do not have, will wish to make themselves arbiters of my belief and will
come to me arrogantly to say: retract, disguise yourself, explain this, dis-
avow that, their haughtiness will not impress me. They will not make me
lie in order to be orthodox, nor say what I do not think in order to please
them. And if my veracity offends them and they wish to exclude me from
the Church, I will have little fear of this threat, the execution of which is
not in their power. They will not prevent me from being joined in my
heart to the faithful. They will not remove me from the ranks of the elect if
I am inscribed there. They can deprive me of the consolations of this life,
but not of hope for the life that must follow it, and it is there that my most
ardent and sincere wish is to have Jesus Christ himself for arbiter and
Judge between them and me.

Such are my true sentiments, your Grace, which I do not give as a rule
for anyone, but declare to be mine, and they will remain so as long as it
pleases not men but God, sole master of changing my heart and my rea-
son. For as long as I shall be what I am and think as I think, I shall speak as
I am speaking. Quite different, I admit, than your nominal Christians,*”
always ready to believe what must be believed or say what must be said for
their interest or repose, and always sure they are good enough Christians
provided no one burns their Books and there is no warrant out for their
arrest. They live as people persuaded not only that they must confess such
and such an article, but that to do so suffices for going to paradise. And I
think, on the contrary, that what is essential in Religion consists in prac-
tice; and that not only must one be a good man, merciful, humane, and
charitable, but that whoever is truly like that has enough belief for being
saved. I admit, moreover, that their doctrine is more convenient than
mine, and that it costs much less to join the faithful with opinions than
with virtues.

Whether I ought to have kept these sentiments to myself, as they do not
cease saying; whether when I had the courage to publish them and name
myself, I attacked the Laws and disturbed public order, are issues I will
examine shortly. But allow me first to beg you, your Grace, you yourself
and all those who will read this writing, to place some faith in the declara-
tions of a friend of truth, and not imitate those who, without proof, with-
out probability, and on the sole testimony of their own heart, accuse me
of atheism and irreligion contrary to such positive protestations, which
nothing on my part has ever contradicted. I do not really have the air,
it seems to me, of a man who disguises himself, and it is not easy to see
what interest I would have in disguising myself that way. It ought to be
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presumed that someone who expresses himself so freely about what he
does not believe is sincere about what he says he believes; and when his
speech, his conduct, and his writings are always in agreement on this
point, whoever dares to affirm that he is lying, and is not a God, 1s infalli-
bly lying himself.

I have not always had the good fortune to live alone. I have frequented
men of all kinds. I have seen people of all factions, Believers of all sects,
free-thinkers of all systems. I have seen the great, the small, libertines,
philosophers. I had reliable friends and those who were less so. I have been
surrounded by spies and by the malicious; and the world is full of people
who hate me because of the harm they have done me. I beseech them all,
whoever they may be, to declare to the public what they know about my
belief in the matter of Religion. Whether in the closest contact, the most
intimate familiarity, the gaiety of dinner parties, the confidences of tétes-a-
tétes, they ever found me different from myself. Whether when they wanted
to dispute or jest, their arguments or their bantering ever perturbed me
tor a moment. Whether they discovered me shifting in my sentiments.
Whether in the secrecy of my heart they penetrated what I was hiding
from the public. If at any time whatever they found a shadow of falseness
or hypocrisy in me, let them state it, let them reveal all, let them unveil me.
I consent to it, I beg them to do it, I release them from the secrecy of
friendship. Let them state loudly not what they wish I were, but what they
know I am; let them judge me according to their conscience. I entrust my
honor to them without fear, and I promise not to challenge them.

Let those who accuse me of being without Religion, because they can-
not conceive of having one, at least agree among themselves if they can.
Some of them find only a System of atheism in my Books, others say I pay
homage to God in my Books without believing deep in my heart. They
charge my writings with impiety and my sentiments with hypocrisy. But if
I preach atheism in public, then I am not a hypocrite, and if T affect a faith
I do not have, then I do not teach impiety. By heaping up contradictory
imputations, the calumny reveals itself. But malice is blind and passion
does not reason.

I do not have, it is true, that faith I hear so many people of such medi-
ocre probity boast about; that robust faith which never doubts anything,
believes without question everything presented to it for belief, and puts
aside or dissimulates the objections it does not know how to resolve. I do
not have the good fortune to see in revelation the evidence they find there,
and if I decide in favor of it, it is because my heart leads me to do so,
because it offers me nothing except what is consoling, and because the
difficulties in rejecting it are no less great. But it is not because I see it
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proved, for most assuredly it is not proved in my eyes. I am far from being
educated enough for a demonstration that requires such profound learn-
ing ever to be within my grasp. Isn’t it amusing that I, who openly pro-
pose my objections and my doubts am the hypocrite, and that all these
very determined people who say ceaselessly they firmly believe this and
that; these people so certain about everything yet who are without better
proofs than mine; these people, finally, most of whom are scarcely more
learned than I and who, without removing my difficulties, reproach me
for raising them are the people of good faith?

Why would I be a hypocrite, and what would I gain from being one?
TIattacked all particular interests, I aroused all factions against me, I upheld
only the cause of God and humanity, and who cares about that? What I
said about it did not even cause the slightest sensation, and not a soul was
grateful to me for it. If I had openly declared myself in favor of atheism,
the devout would not have done anything worse to me, and other no less
dangerous enemies would not be dealing me their blows in secret. If I
had openly declared myself in favor of atheism, the former would have
attacked me with more reserve when they saw that I was defended by oth-
ers and personally disposed to seek revenge. But a man who fears God is
hardly to be feared. His faction is not formidable, he is alone or nearly so,
and one is sure to be able to do him much harm before he dreams of recip-
rocating. If T had openly declared myself in favor of atheism, thereby sepa-
rating myself from the Church, I would in one fell swoop have deprived its
Ministers of the means to harass me incessantly, and to make me endure all
their little tyrannies. I would not have suffered so many inept censures,
and instead of blaming me so bitterly for having written, it would have
been necessary to refute me, which is not quite so easy. Finally, if I had
openly declared myself'in favor of atheism, people would have protested a
bit at first. But I would soon have been left in peace like all the others. The
people of the Lord would not have assumed the task of inspection over
me, and everyone would not have believed they were doing me a favor
by not treating me as an excommunicated person. And I would have been
quits with everybody. The saints of Isracl would not have written me anon-
ymous Letters, and their charity would not have been vented in pious
insults. They would not have taken the trouble to assure me humbly that
I was a scoundrel, an execrable monster, and that it would have been all
too fortunate for the world if some good soul had taken the trouble to
smother me in the cradle. Decent people, for their part, considering me
then as a reprobate, would not torture themselves and me to lead me back
to the right path. They would not pull me right and left, they would not
smother me by the weight of their sermons, they would not force me to
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bless their zeal while cursing their importunity, and to acknowledge grate-
tully that they are called to make me die of boredom.

Your Grace, if T am a hypocrite, I am a madman, since for what I ask of
men, it is great folly to put myself to the trouble of being false. If I am a
hypocrite, I am a fool, for a person must be a great fool not to see that the
road I have taken leads only to unhappiness in this life, and even if I could
find some advantage in it, I could not profit from it without contradicting
myself. It is true that there is still time. I only have to be willing to deceive
men for a moment, and all my enemies will be at my feet. I have not yet
reached old age. I may have a long time to suffer. I may see the public
change its mind about me once again. But if I ever attain honors and
wealth, by any route whatever, then I will be a hypocrite. That is certain.

The glory of the friend of truth is not attached to one opinion rather
than some other. Whatever he says, provided he thinks it, he moves to-
ward his goal. He who has no interest other than to be true is not tempted
to lie, and there is no sensible man who does not prefer the simplest means
when it is also the most certain. My enemies can insult me as much as they
want. They will not deprive me of the honor of being a truthful man in all
matters; of being the only Author of my century and many others who
wrote in good faith and said only what he believed. They may momen-
tarily sully my reputation by means of rumors and calumnies. But it will
triumph sooner or later. For while they will vary in their ridiculous allega-
tions, I will always remain the same. And with no other art than my frank-
ness, I will always have the means to distress them.

But this frankness is misplaced with the public! But not every truth is
good to state! But although all sensible men think as you do, it is not good
tor the rabble to think so also. That is what is shouted at me from all sides.
That, perhaps, is what you yourself would say to me if we were téte-a-téte
in your Study. Men are like that. They change their language as they
change their clothes. They speak the truth only in dressing gowns. In for-
mal garb, they know only how to lie, and not only are they deceivers and
impostors to the face of the human race, but they are not ashamed to pun-
ish against their conscience whoever dares not to be an imposter and a
public deceiver like them. But is that principle really correct that not every
truth is good to state? If it were, does it follow that no error is good to
destroy, and are all of men’s follies so sacred that there is not one that
should not be respected? That is what is proper to examine before present-
ing to me as a law a suspect and vague maxim that, even if it were true in
itself, can trespass in its application.

I very much desire, your Grace, to follow my usual method here, and
give the history of my ideas as my only reply to my accusers. I believe that
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I cannot better justify all I have dared to say than by saying again every-
thing I have thought.

As soon as I was capable of observing men, I watched them act and lis-
tened to them speak. Then, seeing that their actions bore little resem-
blance to their speeches, I sought the reason for this dissimilarity, and
found that since being and appearing were two things as different for
them as acting and speaking, this second difference was the cause of the
first, and itself had a cause that remained for me to seek.

I found it in our social order which—at every point contrary to nature,
which nothing destroys—tyrannizes over nature constantly and constantly
makes nature demand its rights. I followed this contradiction to its conse-
quences, and saw that by itself it explained all the vices of men and all the
ills of society. From which I concluded it was not necessary to assume that
man is wicked by his nature, when it is possible to indicate the origin and
progression of his wickedness. These reflections led me to new research
about the human mind considered in the civil state, and I found then that
the development of enlightenment and of vices always occurred in the
same ratio, not in individuals but in peoples, a distinction I have always
carefully made and that none of those who have attacked me has ever been
able to conceive.

I sought the truth in Books; I found only lies and error there. I con-
sulted Authors. I found only Charlatans, who make a game of deceiving
men, with no other Law than their interest, no other God than their repu-
tation; quick to disparage leaders who do not treat them as they wish,
quicker still to praise iniquity that pays them. Listening to the people who
are allowed to speak in public, I understood that they dare or wish to say
only what suits those who command; and being paid by the strong to
preach to the weak, they know only how to speak to the latter about their
duties and to the former about their rights. All public instruction will
always tend to lies as long as those who direct it find lying to be in their
interest, and it is only for them that the truth is not good to state. Why
would I be the accomplice of those people?

There are prejudices that must be respected? That may be, but it is
when everything else is in order, and it is impossible to remove these pre;j-
udices without also removing what compensates for them. Then the evil
is left for love of the good. But when the state of things is such that there
can be no change that is not for the better, are prejudices so respectable
that reason, virtue, justice, and all the good that truth could do for men
must be sacrificed to them? For myself, I have promised to speak it in
every useful thing as long as it is in me. It is a commitment I have had to
fulfill according to my talent, and that surely someone else cannot fulfill
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for me, since because each person is obligated to all, no one can pay for
someone else. Divine truth, says Augustine, is neither mine, yours, nov his,
but ours, whom it calls upon forcefuully to publish it together, on pain of being use-
less to ourselves if we do not communicate it to others. For whoever approprintes
Sor himself alone a good that God wants everyone to enjoy loses through this
usurpation what be hides from the public, and finds only evvor in himself for hav-
inyg betvayed the truth.**3

Men should not be half taught. If they must remain in error, why not
leave them in ignorance? What good are so many Schools and Universities
if they teach them nothing about what is important for them to know?
What, then, is the object of your Colleges, your Academies, of so many
learned establishments? Is it to mislead the People, modify its reason at the
outset, and prevent it from proceeding to the truth? Professors of the lie,
you pretend to instruct it in order to lead it astray, and like those brigands
who place beacons on reefs, you enlighten it in order to destroy it.

That is what I thought in taking up my pen, and in setting it down I
have no grounds for changing my sentiment. I have always seen that pub-
lic education had two essential defects that were impossible to remove.
One is the bad faith of those who give it and the other is the blindness of
those who receive it. If men without passions taught men without preju-
dices, our knowledge would remain more limited but more certain, and
reason would always reign. Now whatever one does, the interest of public
men will always be the same, but the prejudices of the people, being with-
out any fixed basis, are more variable. They can be modified, changed,
increased, or diminished. It is only on this side, therefore, that education
can gain some hold, and it is there that the friend of truth should aim.
He can hope to make the people more reasonable but not those who lead
it more honest.

I saw the same falseness in Religion as in politics, and that made me
even more indignant. For the vice of Government can make its subjects
unhappy only on earth, but who knows to what extent errors of con-
science can harm unfortunate mortals? I saw that there were professions of
faith, doctrines, forms of worship that were followed without belief, and
that, since nothing of all that penetrated either heart or reason, it influ-
enced conduct very little. Your Grace, I must speak straightforwardly to
you. The true Believer cannot put up with all these affectations. He feels
that man is an intelligent being who must have a reasonable form of wor-
ship, and a sociable being who must have a morality made for humanity.
Let us first find this form of worship and this morality; it will be for all

* Aug. Confes. Book XI1, chapter 25.
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men. And then when national formulas are needed, we will examine their
foundations, relations, and proprieties, and after saying what pertains to
man, we will then say what pertains to the Citizen. Above all, let us not
behave like M. Joli de Fleuri,* who, to establish his Jansenism, wants to
uproot all natural law and all obligation that binds humans to one another.
So that according to him, the Christian and the Infidel who enter a con-
tract are bound to nothing at all toward one another, since there is no law
common to them both.

I see then two ways to examine and compare the various Religions.
One is according to what is true and false in them, either concerning the
natural or supernatural facts on which they are established, or concerning
the notions that reason gives us of the supreme Being and of the form of
worship he wants from us. The other is according to their temporal and
moral effects on earth, according to the good or evil they can do for soci-
ety and the human race. One must not begin, in order to prevent this dou-
ble examination, by deciding that these two things always go together,
and that the truest Religion is also the most social. That is precisely what
is in question. And one must not begin by shouting that someone who
treats this question is impious, an atheist. For it is one thing to believe and
another to examine the effect of what one believes.

It seems certain, however, I admit, that if man is made for society, the
truest Religion is also the most social and the most humane. For God
wants us to be as he made us, and if it were true that he had made us
wicked, it would be disobeying him to want to cease being so. Moreover,
considered as a relation between God and man, Religion can contribute to
the glory of God only through the well-being of man, since the other term
of the relation, which is God, is by its nature above everything man can do
for or against him.

But for all its probability, this sentiment is subject to great difficulties
from the historical account and the facts that contradict it. The Jews were
born enemies of all other Peoples, and they began their establishment by
destroying seven nations according to the express order they had received
to do so. All the Christians have had wars of Religion, and war is harmful
to men. All parties were persecutors and persecuted, and persecution is
harmful to men. Several sects praise celibacy, and celibacy is so harmful* to

* Continence and purity have their function, even for population. It is always noble to
be in command of oneself, and for those reasons the state of virginity is very worthy of
esteem. But it does not follow that it is noble, or good, or praiseworthy to persevere through
life in this state, offending nature and eluding its destination. A young nubile virgin is more
respected than a young wife; but the mother of a family is more respected than an old maid,
and that seems very sensible to me. Since people do not marry at birth and since it is not even
proper to marry very young, virginity—which all have borne and honored —has its necessity,
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the human species, that if it were followed everywhere, the species would
perish. If that does not constitute the proof for deciding, it does constitute
a reason for examining, and I was not asking for anything except that this
examination be permitted.

I neither say nor think there is no good Religion on earth. But I do say,
and it is only too true, that there is none among those that are or have been
dominant that has not cruelly wounded humanity. All parties have tor-
mented their brothers, all have offered to God sacrifices of human blood.
Whatever the source of these contradictions, they exist. Is it a crime to
want to eliminate them?

Charity is not murderous. Love of one’s neighbor does not lead to mas-
sacring him. Thus zeal for the salvation of men is not the cause of persecu-
tions. It is amour-propre and pride that are the cause. The less reasonable
a form of worship is, the more its establishment is sought by force. A per-
son who professes a senseless doctrine cannot tolerate its being seen for
what it is. Reason then becomes the greatest crime. Whatever the cost,
others must be deprived of it, because one is ashamed to be lacking it in
their eyes. Thus intolerance and inconsistency have the same source. It is
necessary to intimidate and frighten men ceaselessly. If you leave them to
their reason for a moment, you are lost.

From that alone, it follows that a great good is accomplished for peo-
ples in this delirium by teaching them to reason about Religion, for it
is bringing them closer to the duties of man, removing the dagger from
intolerance, giving back to humanity all its rights. But it is necessary to
go back to principles that are general and common to all men. For if, by
wanting to reason, you leave a foothold for the authority of Priests, you
give fanaticism back its weapon, and you provide it with the means for
greater cruelty.

A person who loves peace should not have recourse to Books. It is the
way to finish nothing. Books are sources of inexhaustible disputes. Glance
through the history of Peoples: those who have no Books do not dispute.
Do you want to subject men to human authorities? One will be closer,
another further from proof. They will be aftected by it differently. Despite

its utility, its value, and its glory. But that is in order to go at the proper time and offer all
one’s purity in marriage. What! they say with their foolishly triumphant tone, bachelors are
preaching the marriage bond! Why don’t they get married?50 Ah! Why? Because a state so
sacred and so sweet in itself has become, through your foolish institutions, an unhappy and
ridiculous state, in which it is henceforth almost impossible to live without being a rascal or
a fool. Iron scepters, senseless laws! It is you we blame for our not having been able to fulfill
our duties on earth, and it is through us that the cry of nature rises up against your barbarity.
How dare you push it to the point of reproaching us for the wretchedness to which you have
reduced us?
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the most complete good faith and the best judgment in the world, it is
impossible that they will ever be in agreement. Do not argue about argu-
ments and do not base your position on speeches. Human language is not
sufficiently clear. God himself, if he deigned to speak to us in our lan-
guages, would not say anything that could not be disputed.

Our languages are the work of men, and men are limited. Our lan-
guages are the work of men, and men are liars. Just as there is no truth so
clearly enunciated that it cannot be quibbled with, there is no lie so crude
that it cannot be buttressed with some false reason.

Let us assume that an individual comes at midnight to proclaim to us
that it is daytime. He will be ridiculed. But give this individual the time
and means to form a sect, sooner or later his partisans will succeed in prov-
ing to you that he told the truth. Because in fact, they will say, when he
declared it was day, it was day somewhere in the world. Nothing is more
certain. Others, having established that there are always some particles of
light in the air, will maintain that in still another sense it is very true that
night is day. Provided that subtle people get mixed up in it, they will soon
make you see the sun at midnight. Everyone will not accept this evidence.
There will be debates that degenerate, in accordance with custom, into
wars and cruelties. Some will want explanations; others none at all. One
will want to interpret the proposition figuratively, another literally. One
will say: at midnight he said it was daytime, and it was night. Another will
say: at midnight he said it was day, and it was day. Everyone will accuse
the opposing party of bad faith and will see only obstinate people in it.
People will end by fighting, by massacring each other. Rivers of blood will
flow everywhere. And if the new sect is finally victorious, it will remain
proved that night is day. That is approximately the history of all quarrels of
Religion.

Most new forms of worship are established by fanaticism and main-
tained by hypocrisy. It follows from this that they offend reason and do
not lead to virtue. Enthusiasm and delirium do not reason. While they
last, everything is accepted and there is little haggling over dogmas. Be-
sides, that is so convenient! It costs so little to follow doctrine and so
much to practice morality that in joining the easier side, good works are
ransomed by the merit of great faith. But whatever we do, fanaticism is a
crisis state that cannot last forever. It has its fits that are more or less long,
more or less frequent, and it also has its respites, during which people are
composed. Returning to themselves at those times, people are completely
surprised to see themselves fettered by so many absurdities. Yet the form
of worship is organized, the forms prescribed, the laws established, the
transgressors punished. Will anyone go alone to protest against all that,
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challenge the Laws of his country, and renounce the Religion of his father?
Who would dare? People submit in silence; interest would have us share
the opinion of the person from whom we inherit. One therefore does as
the others do, except for laughing at one’s ease in private about what one
pretends to respect in public. That, your Grace, is how the majority of
men in most Religions think, and above all in yours. And that is the key to
the inconsistency that is noted between their morality®! and their actions.
Their belief is only appearance, and their morals are like their faith.

Why does one man have the right of inspection over another man’s
belief, and why does the State have it over the belief of the Citizens? It is
because it is assumed that what men believe determines their morality, and
that their conduct in this life is dependent on their ideas about the life to
come. If this is not true, what difference does it make what they believe or
what they pretend to believe? The appearance of Religion no longer serves
any purpose except to absolve them from having one.??

In society, everyone has the right to find out whether another person
believes himself obligated to be just, and the Sovereign has the right to
examine the reasons on which each person bases this obligation. More-
over, national forms ought to be observed; I have insisted upon that
greatly. But as for opinions that are not connected to morality, that do not
influence actions in any way, and that do not tend to transgress Laws, each
person has only his own judgment as a master on these, and no one has
either right or interest in prescribing his way of thinking for others. For
example, if someone, even someone constituted in authority, came to ask
my sentiment about the famous question of hypostasis®* about which the
Bible does not say a word, but for which so many overgrown children
have held Councils and so many men have been tortured, after telling him
that I do not understand it and do not care about understanding it, I
would ask him as decently as I could to mind his own business, and if
he persisted, I would leave him there.

That is the only principle on which something stable and equitable can
be established about disputes of Religion. Lacking that, everyone estab-
lishes on his own part what is in question, there will never be agreement
on anything, people will never in their lives understand one another, and
Religion, which ought to make men happy, will always cause their great-
est ills.

But the older Religions become, the more their object is lost from
sight. Subtleties multiply, people want to explain everything, decide every-
thing, understand everything. Doctrine is incessantly refined and morality
wastes ever farther away. There is surely a big gap between the spirit of
Deuteronomy and the spirit of the Talmud and the Mishnah, between the
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spirit of the Gospels and the quarrels about the Constitution!™* St.
Thomas asks* whether the articles of faith have multiplied by the succes-
sion of time, and he declares for the affirmative. That is to say that schol-
ars, outdoing one another, know more than the Apostles and Jesus Christ
said about them. St. Paul admits that he sees only obscurely and knows
only in part.** Truly our Theologians are way ahead of that; they see
everything, they know everything. They make clear to us what is obscure
in the Scriptures. They pronounce about what was undecided. They make
us feel with their usual modesty that the Sacred Authors had great need
of their help to make themselves understood, and that the Holy Spirit
would have been unable to explain himself clearly without them.

When people lose sight of the duties of man to attend only to the opin-
ions and frivolous disputes of Priests, a Christian is no longer asked if he
fears God, but rather if he is orthodox. He is made to subscribe to for-
mulas about the most useless and often the most unintelligible questions,
and when he has done so, all goes well. No one finds out anything more
about him. Provided he does not get himself into trouble, he can live
otherwise as he pleases. His morals are irrelevant; the doctrine is safe.
When Religion has come to that, what good does it do for society, what
advantage is it for men? It serves only to excite dissensions, turmoil, wars
of all kinds among them; to set them at each other’s throats about Word
Puzzles. It would be better, then, to have no Religion than to have one
that is so badly understood. Let us prevent it, if possible, from degenerat-
ing to that point, and be sure, despite the stake and chains, of deserving
well from the human race.

Let us assume that, tired of the quarrels tearing it apart, the human race
assembles to end them and agree on a Religion common to all Peoples.
Everyone will begin, certainly, by proposing his own as the only true and
reasonable and proven religion, the only one pleasing to God and useful
to men. But since each one’s proofs will fall short of his persuasion, at least
in the opinion of the other sects, each party will obtain only its own vote.
All the others will join against it; that is no less certain. The deliberation
will make the rounds in this way, one alone proposing and all rejecting.
This is not the way to reach agreement. It is believable that after much
time lost in these puerile altercations, men of sense will seek means of con-
ciliation. To do so, they will propose to begin by banishing all Theologians
from the assembly, and it will not be hard for them to show how indispen-
sable this preliminary step is. Once this good deed is done, they will say to
the peoples: as long as you will not agree on some principle, it is not even

* Secundn secundae Quaest. 1. Art. VII.
** 1. Corinthians XIII: 9, 12.
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possible for you to understand one another, and saying you are wrong
because I am right is an argument that has never convinced anyone.

“You speak of what is pleasing to God. That is precisely what is in ques-
tion. If we knew what form of worship is most pleasing to him, there
would no longer be any dispute among us. You speak also of what is use-
ful to men. That is a different matter. Men can judge about that. Let us
take utility, therefore, as a rule, and then establish the doctrine that is most
related to it. In that way we can hope to come as close to the truth as is
possible for men. For it can be presumed that what is most useful to his
creatures is what is most pleasing to the Creator.

“First let us consider whether there is some natural affinity between us,
if we are anything to one another. Jews, what do you think about the
origin of the human race? We think it came from one Father. And you,
Christians? We think as the Jews do about that. And you, Turks? We think
as the Jews and Christians do. So far so good: since men are all brothers,
they should love each other as brothers.

“Tell us now from whom their common Father received his being? For
he did not make himself all alone. From the Creator of Heaven and Earth.
Jews, Christians, and Turks also agree on that. That is another very impor-
tant point.

“And is this man, the work of the Creator, a simple or a mixed being? Is
he formed of a single substance or of several? Christians, reply. He is com-
posed of two substances, one which is mortal and another which cannot
die. And you, Turks? We think the same. And you, Jews? Long ago our
ideas about that were very confused, like the expressions in our Sacred
Books. But the Essenes enlightened us, and on this point too we think as
the Christians do”

Proceeding in this way from query to query about divine providence,
the economy of the life to come, and all questions essential to the good
order of the human race, these same men, having obtained nearly uniform
replies from everyone, will say to them: (It will be recalled that the The-
ologians are no longer there.) “My friends, what are you torturing your-
selves about? You are all in agreement about what is important to you.
If you have differing sentiments about the rest, I see little problem with
that. With this small number of articles, form a universal Religion that is,
so to speak, the human and social Religion which every man living in soci-
ety is obliged to accept. If someone dogmatizes against it, let him be ban-
ished from society as an enemy of its fundamental Laws. As for the rest,
about which you do not agree, form from your particular beliefs so many
national Religions, and follow them with sincerity of heart. But do not go
torturing yourself to make other Peoples accept them, and be assured that
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God does not require that. For it is as unjust to wish to subject them to
your opinions as to your laws, and missionaries seem to me scarcely wiser
than conquerors.

“As you follow your different doctrines, stop thinking they are so well
proved that whoever does not see them as such is guilty of bad faith in
your eyes. Do not believe that all those who weigh your proofs and reject
them are therefore obstinate people whose incredulity makes them pun-
ishable. Do not believe that reason, love of truth, sincerity are yours alone.
Whatever we do, we always tend to treat as enemies those whom we ac-
cuse of denying what is evident. We pity error, but we hate obstinacy. Give
preference to your own reasons, well and good; but know that those who
do not accept them have their own.

“Honor in general all the founders of your respective forms of worship.
Let each person give to his own what he believes he owes him, but let him
not scorn those of others. They have had great geniuses and great virtues.
That is always worthy of respect. They have called themselves God’s Mes-
sengers; that may or may not be so. The plurality cannot judge that in a
uniform manner, the proofs not being equally at its disposal. But if it is not
so, they must not be so lightly treated as impostors. Who knows to what
extent continual meditations about the divinity and the enthusiasm of
virtue have been able to disturb the didactic and pedestrian order of com-
mon ideas in their sublime souls? At heights that are too great, one’s head
swims and one no longer sees things as they are. Socrates believed he had
a familiar spirit, and no one has dared accuse him of being an imposter on
that account. Shall we treat the founders of Peoples, the benefactors of
nations, with less regard than a private individual?

“Moreover, dispute no more among yourselves over the preference due
to your forms of worship. They are all good when they are prescribed by
the laws and when the essential Religion is found in them. They are bad
when it is not found there. The form of worship is the regulation of Reli-
gions and not their essence, and it is the Sovereign’s function to adminis-
ter the regulations in his country””

I thought, your Grace, that someone who would reason that way would
not be a blasphemer, an impious person; that he would propose a way of
peace that was just, reasonable, and useful to men. And that this would
not prevent him from having his particular Religion as others do, and
from being completely as sincerely attached to it. The true Believer, know-
ing that the infidel is also a man, and perhaps a decent man, can be inter-
ested in his fate without committing a crime. He may justly prevent a for-
eign form of worship from entering his country; but let him not therefore
damn those who do not think as he does. For whoever pronounces such a
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reckless judgment makes himself the enemy of the rest of the human race.
I hear it said constantly that civil but not theological tolerance must be
allowed.*® I think it is just the opposite. I believe that a good man, in
whatever Religion he lives in good faith, can be saved. But I do not there-
tore believe that foreign Religions can legitimately be introduced into a
country without the permission of the Sovereign. For if that is not directly
disobeying God, it is disobeying the Laws, and whoever disobeys the
Laws disobeys God.

With regard to Religions that are established or tolerated in a country,
I believe it is unjust and barbaric to destroy them there by violence, and
that the Sovereign does wrong to himself in mistreating their sectaries.
There is a great difference between embracing a new Religion and living
according to the one into which we are born. Only the former is punish-
able. One should neither allow the establishment of a diversity of forms
of worship nor proscribe those that have been established. For a son is
never wrong to follow his father’s Religion. The argument for public tran-
quillity works completely against persecutors. Religion never arouses dis-
turbances in a State except when the dominant party wants to torment the
weak party, or when the weak party, intolerant by principle, cannot live in
peace with anyone at all. But every legitimate form of worship, that is
every form of worship in which the essential Religion is found and conse-
quently whose sectaries ask only to be tolerated and live in peace, has never
caused either revolts or civil wars, except when it was necessary to defend
oneself and repulse persecutors. The Protestants have never taken up arms
in France except when they were prosecuted there. If it could have been
resolved to leave them in peace, they would have remained there. I concur
without hesitation that, at its birth, the reformed Religion had no right
to establish itself in France, against the laws. But when, transmitted from
Fathers to children, this Religion had become that of part of the French
Nation, and when the Prince had solemnly concluded a treaty with that
part in the Edict of Nantes, this Edict became an inviolable Contract that
could no longer be annulled except by common consent of the two par-
ties; and since that time, the exercise of the Protestant Religion is, in my
opinion, legitimate in France.

If it were not, subjects would always have the alternatives of leaving the
kingdom with their goods, or remaining there subject to the dominant
torm of worship. But compelling them to stay without wishing to tolerate
them, wishing simultaneously that they be and not be, depriving them
even of the right of nature, annulling their marriages,* declaring their

*In a decree of the Parlement of Toulouse concerning the matter of the unfortunate
Calas,56 the Protestants are reproached for contracting marriages among themselves, which,
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children bastards . . . by merely stating what is I would say too much about
it. I must be silent.

Here at least 1s what I can say. Considering only raison d’Etat, perhaps
it was a good thing to remove all the leaders of the French Protestants, but
that should have been the end of it. Political maxims have their applica-
tions and their distinctions. To prevent dissensions there is no longer any
reason to fear, they deprive themselves of greatly needed resources. In a
Kingdom such as France, what harm can be done by a party that has nei-
ther Grandees nor Nobility at its head? Examine all your preceding wars,
called wars of Religion; you will find there was not one that did not have
its cause at Court and in the interests of the Grandees. Ministerial in-
trigues embroiled matters, and then the Leaders stirred up the peoples in
the name of God. But what intrigues, what cabals can Merchants and
Peasants form? How will they go about setting up a party in a country
where only Valets and Masters are desired, and where equality is unknown
or loathed? A merchant who proposes to muster troops can make himself
heard in England, but he will always make Frenchmen laugh.*

If T were King? no; Minister? Still less; but a powerful man in France,
I would say: among us, everything leads to jobs, to expenses. Everyone
wants to buy the right to do evil. Paris and the Court swallow up every-
thing. Let us allow those poor people to fill the void of the Provinces. Let
them be merchants and always merchants, farmers and always farmers.
Not being able to change their status, they will draw from it as much as
they can. They will replace our own in the deprived conditions we all seck
to leave. They will make the most of commerce and agriculture, which

according to the Protestants, ave only civil Acts, and consequently completely subject in their form and
effects to the will of the Kiny.

Thus, because according to Protestants marriage is a civil act, it follows that they are
obliged to submit to the will of the King, who makes it an act of the Catholic Religion. In
order to marry, the Protestants are legitimately constrained to become Catholics, given that,
according to them, marriage is a civil act. That is how the Gentlemen of the Parlement of
Toulouse reason.

France is such a vast Kingdom that the French have taken it into their minds that the
human race ought to have no other laws than theirs. Their Parlements and Tribunals seem to
have no idea of natural Right or the Law of Nations. And it is noteworthy that in all this great
Kingdom where there are so many Universities, so many Colleges, so many Academies, and
where so many useless things are so pretentiously taught, there is not a single professorship
of natural Right. It is the only people in Europe who has considered this study as good for
nothing.

* The only situation that forces a people thus stripped of Leaders to take up arms is
when—reduced to despair by its persecutors—it sees the only choice it has left is how to per-
ish. The war of the Camisards at the beginning of the century was like that. Then we are all
amazed by the strength that a scorned faction draws from its despair. That is what persecu-
tors have never been able to calculate in advance. Yet such wars cost so much blood that they
really ought to think about it before making them inevitable.
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everything makes us abandon. They will supply our luxury. They will work,
and we will enjoy.

If this project were no more equitable than those that are being pur-
sued, it would at least be more humane, and it would surely be more use-
ful. It is less the tyranny and ambition of Leaders than their prejudices and
short-sightedness that cause the unhappiness of Nations.

I'will conclude by transcribing a sort of speech that has some relation to
my subject and will not divert me from it for long.

A Parsi from Surat who had secretly married a Moslem was discovered,
arrested, and having refused to embrace Mohammedenism, condemned
to death. Before going to his execution, he spoke to his judges this way.

“What! You want to deprive me of life! But what are you punishing me
for? I transgressed my law rather than yours. My law speaks to the heart
and is not cruel. My crime has been punished by the blame of my brothers.
But what have I done to you to deserve to die? I have treated you as my
family, and have picked myself a sister from among you. I have left her free
in her belief, and she has respected mine for her own interest. Restricted
without regret to her alone, I have honored her as the instrument of the
form of worship required by the Author of my being. Through her I have
paid the tribute every man owes to the human race. Love gave her to
me and virtue endeared her to me; she has not lived in servitude; she has
possessed her husband’s undivided heart. My fault has brought her no less
happiness than it has me.

“To expiate such a pardonable fault, you wanted to turn me into an
imposter and a liar. You wanted to force me to profess your sentiments
without loving them and without believing them, as though the deserter
from our laws would deserve to come under yours. You made me choose
between perjury and death, and I made the choice, because I do not want
to deceive you. I die then, because it must be; but I die worthy of living
again and animating another just man. I die a martyr to my Religion,
without fear of joining yours after my death. May I be reborn among
Mohammedans, to teach them to become humane, clement, equitable.
For in serving the same God we serve—since there are not two of them—
you are blinded by your zeal when you torture his servants, and you are
cruel and bloodthirsty only because you are inconsistent.

“You are children who know only how to do harm to men in your
games. You believe yourselves learned, and you know nothing of what
God is. Do your recent dogmas suit the one who is and would be adored
torever? New peoples, how do you dare speak of Religion to us? Our rites
are as old as the stars. The first rays of the sun shed light upon and received
the homages of our Fathers. The great Zoroaster saw the infancy of the
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world. He predicted and described the order of the universe. And you,
men of yesterday, want to be our prophets! Twenty centuries before Mo-
hammed, before the birth of Ishmael and his father, the Magi were an-
cient. Our sacred books were already the Law of Asia and the world, and
three great Empires had successively run their long course under our
ancestors before yours had come out of nothingness.

“See the difference, prejudiced men, that exists between you and us.
You say you are believers and you live like barbarians. Your institutions,
your laws, your forms of worship, even your virtues torment man and
degrade him. You have only sad duties to prescribe to him. Fasts, priva-
tion, struggles, mutilations, seclusions: you only know how to make a
duty for him of what can afflict and constrain him. You make him hate life
and the ways of preserving it: your women are without men; your lands
are without cultivation; you eat animals and you massacre humans; you
love blood, murders. All your establishments offend nature, debase man-
kind. And under the double yoke of Despotism and fanaticism, you crush
it with its Kings and its Gods.

“As for us, we are men of peace, we do not do or wish any harm to any-
thing that breathes, not even to our Tyrants. We give up the fruit of our
efforts to them without regret, content to be useful to them and fulfill our
duties. Our numerous flocks cover your pastures; the trees planted by our
hands give you their fruits and their shade. Your lands that we cultivate
feed you through our efforts. A simple and gentle people multiplies under
your insults, and draws life and abundance for you from the bosom of our
common mother where you are unable to find anything. The sun we take
as witness to our works sheds light on our patience and your injustices. It
never rises without finding us busy doing good, and when it sets, it brings
us back into the bosom of our families to prepare for new labors.

“God alone knows the truth. If despite all that we are mistaken in our
worship, it is still hardly believable that we, who do only good on earth,
are condemned to hell, while you, who do only evil here, are God’s elect.
Even if we are in error, you ought to respect it for your own advantage.
Our piety makes you fat, and your own consumes you. We repair the harm
a destructive Religion does to you. Believe me, let us keep a form of wor-
ship that is useful to you. Be fearful that someday we might adopt yours.
That is the worst thing that could happen to you?”

I have tried, your Grace, to make you understand the spirit in which
the profession of faith of the Savoyard Vicar was written, and the consid-
erations that led me to publish it. I ask you now in what respect you can
qualify his doctrine as blasphemous, impious, abominable, and what you
find 1n it that is scandalous and pernicious to the human race? I ask the
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same of those who accuse me of having said what had to be kept silent and
of having wanted to disturb public order—a vague and reckless accusation
with which those who have reflected the least about what is useful or
harmful set a credulous public against a well-intentioned Author with a
single word. Is it teaching people to believe nothing to recall them to the
true faith they forget? Is it disturbing order to refer everyone back to
the laws of his country? Is it destroying all forms of worship to limit each
people to its own? Is it depriving someone of his form of worship not
to want him to change it? Is it making light of all Religion to respect all
Religions? Finally, is it so essential to each religion to hate the others that,
if this hatred is taken away, everything is taken away?

That, however, is what they persuade the People of when they want to
make them take up hatred against their defender, and when they hold the
power. Now, cruel men, your warrants, your stakes, your pastoral letters,
your newspapers disturb and misinform the people about me. They be-
lieve I am a monster on the faith of your outcries. But your outcries will
finally end. My writings will remain despite you, to your shame. The less
prejudiced Christians will search them with surprise for the horrors you
claim to find there. They will see in them, along with the morality of their
divine master, only lessons of peace, harmony, and charity. May they learn
from them to be more just than their Fathers! May the virtues they have
garnered from them avenge me someday for your maledictions!

With regard to objections about the particular sects into which the
universe is divided, would that I could give them enough strength to make
each one less obstinate about his own and less hostile to the others, in
order to lead each man to indulgence and gentleness, through the very
striking and natural consideration that if he had been born in another
country, into another sect, he would unfailingly take for error what he
takes for truth, and for truth what he takes for error! It is so important for
men to be attached less to the opinions that divide them than to those that
unite them! And on the contrary, neglecting what they have in common,
they cling to private sentiments with a kind of fury. The less reasonable
these sentiments seem, the more strongly they are attached to them, and
each person would like to compensate by dint of confidence for the
authority that reason refuses to confer on his party. Thus, basically in
agreement about everything that matters to us and that we do not take
into account at all, we spend our lives arguing, quibbling, tormenting,
persecuting, fighting each other for the things that are least understood
and least necessary to understand. Decisions are piled on decisions in vain;
in vain are their contradictions plastered over with unintelligible jargon.
Each day we find new questions to resolve, each day new subjects for
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quarrels, because each doctrine has infinite branches, and each person,
obstinate about his little idea, believes essential what is not at all so and
neglects the truly essential. And if we propose to them objections they
cannot resolve—which, given the structure of their doctrines, becomes
easier from day to day— they sulk like children. And because they are more
attached to their party than to the truth, and have more pride than good
faith, it is on the basis of what they can least well prove that they are least
forgiving of any doubt.

My own history characterizes better than any other the judgment one
should make about today’s Christians, but since it tells too much about
them to be believed, perhaps someday it will lead to the very opposite
judgment. Someday, perhaps, what is the shame of my contemporaries
will be their glory, and the simple people who will read my Book will say
with admiration: how angelic those times must have been when a book
like that was burned as impious and its author pursued as an evildoer!
Doubtless all Writings then were imbued with the most sublime devout-
ness, and the earth was covered with saints!

But other Books will remain. It will be known, for example, that this
same era produced a panegyrist of the Saint Bartholomew massacre,”” a
Frenchman, a man of the Church as may well be thought, without Parle-
ment or Prelate even thinking of disputing him. Then, by comparing the
morality of the two Books and the wrong of the two Authors, people
might change their language and draw another conclusion.

The abominable doctrines are those that lead to crime and murder, and
make fanatics. Why, what in the world is more abominable than to reduce
injustice and violence to a System, and make them flow from the clemency
of God? I will abstain from drawing a parallel here that might displease
you. Only agree, your Grace, that if France had professed the Religion of
the Savoyard Priest— that Religion which is so simple and so pure, which
makes people fear God and love men—rivers of blood would not have
flooded French fields so often. This people so gentle and so gay would not
have astonished others with its cruelties in so many persecutions and mas-
sacres, from the Inquisition of Toulouse* to the Saint Bartholemew and
from the Albigensian wars to the Dragonades. The Councilor Anne du

* It is true that Dominick, a Spanish saint, played a big part in it. The Saint, according to
awriter of his order, preaching against the Albigensians, had the charity to appoint as associ-
ates some devout individuals, zealous for the faith, who took the trouble to extirpate bodily
and with a material sword the heretics he could not have vanquished with the sword of God’s
word. Ob caritatem, praedicans contra Albienses, inadjutorium sumsit quasdam devotas personas,
zelantes pro fide, quae covporaliter illos Haereticos gladio materiali expugnavent, quos ipse gladio
verbi Dei amputare non posset. Antonin, in Chron. P. I11, tit. 23, c. 14 par.2. This charity hardly

resembles the Vicar’s, and its reward is very different too. One causes the arrest, the other the
canonization of those who profess it.
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Bourg would not have been hanged for having spoken out in favor of gen-
tleness toward the Protestants. The inhabitants of Merindol and Cabrieres
would not have been put to death by order of the Parlement of Aix®?; and
an innocent Calas tortured by executioners would not have died on the
rack before our very eyes. Let us return now, your Grace, to your censures,
and to the reasons on which you base them.

It is always men, says the Vicar, who attest to the word of God for us,
and who do so in languages that are unknown to us. On the contrary, we
would often greatly need God to attest to the word of men. It is at least
quite certain that he could have given us his word without using such sus-
pect organs. The Vicar complains that so many human witnesses are neces-
sary to certify the divine word: So many men, he says, between God and me!™

You reply, For this complaint to make sense, My Very Dear Brethren, it
would be necessary to be able to conclude that Revelation is false when it has not
been made to each man individually. It would be necessary to be able to say: God
cannot vequive me to believe what I am assuved be said, unless he has addressed
his word divectly to me.**

And quite to the contrary, this complaint makes sense only by admit-
ting the truth of Revelation. For if you assume it is false, how can you
complain about the means God has used, since he has not used any? Is he
accountable for the deceptions of an imposter? When you let yourself be
duped, it is your fault and not his. But when God, master of the choice of
his means, prefers to choose those that require so much knowledge and
such deep discussions on our part, is the Vicar wrong to say: “Neverthe-
less let us see, examine, compare verify. Oh, if God had deigned to relieve
me of all this labor, would I have served him any less heartily?”***

Your Grace, your minor premise is admirable. I must transcribe it here
in its entirety. I like to quote your own words; it is my greatest unkindness.

But aren’t there an infinite number of facts, even prior to that of Christian
Revelation, that it would be absuvd to doubt? By what means other than human
testimony, then, has the Author himself come to know this Sparta, this Athens,
this Rome whose laws, movals, and hevoes he praises so often and with so much
certainty? How many men theve ave between lhim and the Historians who have
preserved the memory of these events!®®

If the subject were less serious and if I had less respect for you, this
manner of reasoning would perhaps provide me with the occasion for en-
tertaining my readers a bit. But God forbid that I should forget the tone
suited to the subject I am treating, and the man to whom I am speaking,.

* Emile, vol. 111, page 141 [Bloom, 297].
** Pastoral Letter, in quarto, page 12; in duodecimo, page xxi [9 above].
*** Emle, ubi sup.
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At the risk of being dull in my reply, I will be satisfied to show that you are
mistaken.

I beg you to consider, then, that it is entirely appropriate for human
facts to be witnessed by human testimonies. This cannot be done by any
other way. I can know that Sparta and Rome existed only because contem-
porary Authors tell me so, and between me and another man who lived
long ago there must necessarily be intermediaries. But why must there be
some between God and me, and why must they be so remote, therefore
needing so many others? Is it simple, is it natural that God should have
sought out Moses in order to speak to Jean-Jacques Rousseau?

Moreover, no one is obliged on pain of damnation to believe that
Sparta existed. No one will be devoured by eternal flames for doubting it.
Every fact we do not witness is established for us only on the basis of
moral proofs, and every moral proof is susceptible of more or less cer-
tainty. Shall I believe that divine justice will cast me into hell forever, solely
because I was unable to determine very precisely the point where such a
proof becomes invincible?

If there is a well-attested history in the world, it is that of the Vam-
pires. Nothing is missing from it: interrogations, certifications by Nota-
bles, Surgeons, Parish Priests, Magistrates. The judicial proof is one of
the most complete. And with all that, who believes in Vampires? Will we
all be damned for not having believed?

However well-attested, even in the opinion of the incredulous Cicero,
several of the prodigies related by Livy are, I consider them to be so many
fables, and surely I am not the only one. My constant experience and that of
all men is stronger in this regard than the testimony of a few. If Sparta and
Rome were themselves prodigies, they were prodigies of the moral kind.
And just as people in Lapland would be mistaken to establish four feet as
the natural stature of man, we ourselves would be no less mistaken to es-
tablish the size of human souls on the basis of the people we see around us.

Please remember that I continue to examine your reasonings in them-
selves here, without defending those you attack. After this necessary re-
minder, I will permit myself still another assumption about your manner
of arguing,.

An inhabitant of the rue St. Jacques comes to make the following
speech to the Archbishop of Paris. “Your Grace, I know you do not believe
either in the beatitude of St. Jean de Paris or in the miracles it pleased
God to perform publicly on his tomb, in plain view of the most enlight-
ened and populous City in the world. But I believe I should attest t