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Introduction

CHARLES-Louis DE SECONDAT, Baron of La Brede and of Montesquieu
(1689-1755), was born into a noble family in southwestern France. After
an early education at home and with the village schoolmaster, he was
sent away to Juilly, an Oratorian school in Meaux, just outside of Paris,
at the age of eleven. Returning to Bordeaux for legal studies, he seems
again to have been in Paris for four years, from 1709 until 1713, to gain
legal experience. In 1713, at the death of his father, he went back to Bor-
deaux and in 1715 married the well-to-do Huguenot Jeanne de Lartigue,
with whom he would have a son, Jean-Baptiste (1716), and two daughters,
Marie-Catherine (1717) and Marie-Joséphe-Denise (1727). When his uncle
(also named Jean-Baptiste) died in 1716, Montesquieu inherited most of
his fortune, including his office as president in the Parlement of Bordeaux,
a magistracy possessing both judicial and administrative authority.

At about the same time (April 1716), he became a member of the provin-
cial Academy of Bordeaux, where he conducted and observed scientific ex-
periments, read and discussed essays on history and philosophy, and gen-
erally became an active member of the region’s intellectual life. In 1721 he
published anonymously in Amsterdam the first of the three major works
by which he is known today. He called Persian Letters “a sort of novel” and
once described its principle of coherence as “a secret and, in some respects,
hitherto unknown chain.” Using the literary device of the guileless foreign
visitors, Montesquieu presented a wide-ranging and candid discussion of
religion, politics, economics, history, manners, and morals. While the nar-
rative structure did much to shape the French Enlightenment method of
indirection that would later be developed by Voltaire and Diderot, Persian
Letters was anchored by the story of Roxana, the Persian wife who struggles
with the conflict between her desire to love her despotic and self-deluded
master, Usbek, and her natural liberty.

1. The Persian Letters, trans. George R. Healy (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1999), 4.
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viii Introduction

The spectacular success of this work—it went through several printings
in its first year—made its author a sought-after companion in the salons
of Paris, where he spent much time in the 1720s. He had the unusual
experience of being elected to the French Academy (1727) mainly on the
strength of a work that many found both light and of dubious orthodoxy.
At the end of the decade, he traveled throughout Europe, including to
Holland, Italy, Switzerland, Germany, Hungary, Austria, and, notably, to
England, where he spent a year and a half, becoming friends with Alexan-
der Pope, the Tory leader Viscount Bolingbroke, and many others. It was
then (1729-31) that he read the English political press, attended debates in
Parliament, and otherwise became more familiar with the English political
and constitutional system that he would one day do so much to define.

It was also now that Montesquieu seems to have conceived the idea
of writing what would become the second of his major works, namely,
the Considerations on the Causes of the Greatness of the Romans and Their
Decline. Published anonymously in Amsterdam in 1734 and revised for
a 1748 edition, Considerations was one of the most influential interpre-
tive studies of Roman history. The book is less a narrative history than
an attempt, not unlike Machiavelli’s Discourses on Livy, to isolate analyti-
cally the factors conducive to Roman success and failure. Montesquieu saw
Rome as an agrarian power, not a commercial one, and laid great emphasis
upon conquest as the leitmotif of Roman experience. His explanation for
Roman decline went beyond the standard narrative of the corruption of
moral and civic virtue by Oriental luxury. Instead he provided the kind
of deliberately complex, multilayered analysis—embracing laws, institu-
tions, manners, and morals, even the intellectual influences of Epicurean-
ism and Christianity—that he would develop further in The Spirit of the
Laws (1748). It seems that Montesquieu conceived of his famous chapter
on the English constitution (Laws, 11.6) as a twenty-fifth and final chapter
in the Considerations—an idea he abandoned, apparently, when he wit-
nessed the censorship in 1733 of Voltaire’s Philosophical Letters, a work that
criticized France by praising England. That chapter was going to under-
score the fundamental difference Montesquieu saw between ancient and
modern liberty. Where ancient liberty in its Roman guise hinged upon
virtue and conquest, modern liberty rested more on commerce, communi-
cation, information, and the arts of peace. The contrast between conquest
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and commerce, like that between ancients and moderns, would become a
recurrent theme in his writings.

The Spirit of the Laws turned the author from a moderately important
figure into one of the founders of modern thought. Exercising an influ-
ence often described as diffuse rather than focused, Montesquieu’s mag-
num opus has been detected at the birth of sociology, comparative legal
studies, and, indeed, any social science involving the cross-cultural analysis
of some or all of the factors isolated by the author at the beginning of his
study—namely, the “physical aspect of the country,” the “way of life of
the people,” the “degree of liberty that the constitution can sustain,” the
people’s “religion,” “inclinations,” “wealth,” “number,” “commerce,” and
“mores and manners,” and the relationships among the laws themselves.?

One of the most important avenues of his influence concerned constitu-
tional theory; the principles of checks-and-balances and separation of pow-
ers are the best-known examples. According to one study, the American
founders turned to Montesquieu more often than to any other source—
four times as frequently as the second-most-cited figure (John Locke). But
at the local level, too, his influence in areas such as criminal-justice reform
was pervasive and fundamental. In France as well as in America, Montes-
quieu’s work had a more authoritative status in constitutional discussion
throughout 1789 than that of Voltaire, Rousseau, Mably, or any other im-
portant figure.> More broadly, he had a formative influence on the Scottish
Enlightenment through his friendship with David Hume and in the writ-
ings of Adam Smith, Adam Ferguson, and others. Even in China, he was
one of a handful of Western figures—along with Mill, Spencer, Thomas
Huxley, Jevons, and Adam Smith—who were translated into Chinese by
Yan Fu in the first decade of the twentieth century in hopes of liberalizing
and modernizing that vast country. In sum, there is no disputing Montes-
quieu’s central and durable place in enlightenment thought.

The work translated here, which Montesquieu called Mes Pensées, is a

2. The Spirit of the Laws, ed. Anne Cohler, Basia Miller, and Harold Stone (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1989), 1.3, 9.

3. For the American scene, see Donald S. Lutz, “The Relative Importance of European Writers
in Late Eighteenth-Century American Political Thought,” American Political Science Review 189 (1984):
189—97. For the French situation, see Renato Galliani, “La Fortune de Montesquieu en 1789: un son-
dage” [Montesquieu’s fortunes in 1789: a poll], in Etudes sur Montesquieu, ed. R. Galliani and E Loirette
(Paris: Lettres modernes, 1981), 31—47.
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long series of handwritten notes that the author began compiling in bound
notebooks around 1720—either in his own hand or with the help of pri-
vate secretaries—and assiduously maintained until his death, with the idea
of eventually working most of them into published form (pensée 1). Some
contemporaries knew he was keeping such a collection, and a few of the
entries found their way into print during the eighteenth century. But gen-
erally this treasure trove did not come to light until the twentieth century
(see “A Note on the Text”). The pensées shed much light on the Montes-
quieu corpus. Sometimes they enable students of Montesquieu to trace
the development of specific ideas over time. At other times, they directly
illuminate the meaning of his published texts. And although some of the
material will seem either familiar to those knowledgeable about his career
or extraneous to the substance of his thought, the overall effect of the
pensées is to offer a cornucopia of thought-provoking reflections on every
conceivable topic.

Montesquieu warns at the beginning of the collection that he will not
“answer for all the thoughts that are here” (pensée 3). This necessary pre-
caution imposes a certain interpretive restraint, reminding us of the un-
finished state of many of the entries and of the seriousness with which the
author took the publication process. But the disclaimer also has varying
applicability. Some of the items ended up being incorporated verbatim
into his published works, especially Laws. Others are referred to elsewhere
in the collection, indicating at least a certain level of authorial satisfaction.
At the other end of the spectrum, some entries are signaled by Montes-
quieu himself for their inadequacy, with deletions or marginal notes of
rejection. Between these two poles, there are some pensées that are reason-
ably straightforward and others so obscure and so lacking in context that
it is difficult to know what to do with them. Specialists have struggled to
find an adequate characterization of the project as a whole, describing it
variously as an “intellectual laboratory,” a “writing crossroads,” or a “port-
folio of portfolios.” The reader can expect to find in this volume tools and
materials in every stage of the production process.

In pensée 1525, Montesquieu offers another observation that affects the
way the reader approaches the collection. Discussing the art of printing

4. The preface and essays by Carole Dornier and Carole Volpilhac-Auger in Revue Montesquien 7
(2003—4) offer these characterizations.
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and its effect on the writing of history, he observes that “princes have made
of this art the principal object of their administration; the censors they
have set up direct all pens. In the past, one could speak the truth but did
not speak it; today, one would like to speak it but cannot.” Throughout his
career, Montesquieu had his own encounters with the French censorship
apparatus, and one value of the pensées is the opportunity to sample some
of the author’s more unvarnished thinking, especially on topics such as re-
ligion and current politics where the censors would have been particularly
vigilant.

Montesquieu was a fussy editor of his own writings, one who left far
more unfinished works than finished. Indeed it is difficult not to detect a
note of personal defensiveness in pensée 1950, where he states that “An au-
thor who writes much regards himself as a giant and views those who write
lictle as pygmies.” Montesquieu wrote much, but he published little—only
a handful of substantial titles in his lifetime. In pensée 1631a, at the begin-
ning of the third and final manuscript notebook of the pensées, he sum-
marizes some of the wide variety of abortive projects covered in that note-
book alone.

One of these unpublished works is a History of Jealousy, a work that evi-
dently would have combined his interests as an observer of manners and
morals with the critical approach to history that he would make famous
in Laws. In this case, only deleted fragments are left to us (see especially
pensées 483—509). In Treatise on Duties, on the other hand, what we seem to
have are mostly polished sections of a work that Montesquieu abandoned
before seeing it through to the press (see especially pensées 125161, 1263,
and 1265-80). Of avowedly Ciceronian inspiration, the work resembles
the De Officiis in its application of moral principles to the civic world. But
it also provides suggestive reflections on the differences between ancients
and moderns.

As a historian Montesquieu wanted to go far beyond his Roman foray
in Considerations. In the very long pensée 1302, he provides an outline for
a sweeping history of France. In other entries he occasionally elaborates
on some of the historical questions preoccupying his contemporaries. In
pensée 1184, for example, he comments on Boulainvilliers's own history of
France, and in pensée 1962 he offers an extended critique of Voltaire’s use of
historical evidence in the contemporary controversy over Richelieu’s Po/iti-
cal Testament.
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Montesquieu had planned a separate study of the long and important
reign of Louis XIV (pensée 1306), who occupied the throne during all of
his own formative years (he was twenty-six when the Sun King died). But
of equal interest, perhaps, is his ill-fated history of the rather neglected
French king Louis XI (r. 1461-83), to whom he appears to have attributed
special significance. The remarkable story of how that manuscript seems
to have been lost is told at pensée 1302, note 14, below. But in pensée 1302
itself, he begins his lengthy account of the Spider King’s reign with a ring-
ing remark, “The death of Charles VII [in 1461] was the last day of French
liberty.” Such a comment, so tantalizing for understanding Montesquieu’s
view of liberty and of France, foreshadows Tocqueville’s later reflection
that the middle of the fifteenth century saw “the period of transition from
feudal freedom to absolute government.”

Montesquieu’s general definitions of liberty are well known from books
11 and 12 of The Spirit of the Laws, but the pensées offer revealing insights
into their evolution. For the concept of liberty is one of those that can be
traced throughout the present volume. From his rather wry and skeptical
treatment in pensée 32, an early entry, through his piecemeal development
of the metaphor of the fish caught in the fishnet (pensées 434, 597, 828, 874,
and 943), through his entry at pensée 751 entitled “Liberty”—which may be
an early source of his famous definition of English constitutional liberty—
Montesquieu’s engagement with the contested and ill-defined concept of
liberty was variegated and persistent. Sometimes he found a clever salon-
like witticism or a lapidary formula to express his views, as at pensées 577,
783, 784, and 1574. But in pensée 884, entitled “Political Liberty,” he ex-
pressly distinguishes his view from that of the “orators and poets,” indicat-
ing a preference for the more analytical approach for which he is known.
In pensée 907, indeed, he refers to his evolving ideas as “my system on lib-
erty.” He also offers interesting perspectives on the origins, consequences,
or prospects for liberty throughout the volume—for example, in pensées
1630, 1735, and 1780, and in his important letter to the Englishman Wil-
liam Domville on the prospects for English liberty at pensée 1960.

More specifically redolent of Tocqueville’s later enterprise is Montes-
quieu’s discussion of the office of intendant, the royal agent given broad

5. See Alexis de Tocqueville, The Old Regime and the Revolution, ed. and intro. Frangois Furet and
Frangoise Mélonio, trans. Alan S. Kahan (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998, 2001), 1:368.
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powers to implement the king’s will at the local level. Tocqueville would
make the intendant a focal point of his sustained critique of centralization
in the Old Regime French monarchy. Montesquieu, who never discusses
the intendant in his published works and mentions that figure only in
passing in his correspondence (usually with reference to specific individu-
als), presents some more-pointed general remarks about them here (at pen-
sées 977, 1353, 1572, 1835, 1840, 1846, 1898, 2066, and 2099).

Relatedly, the question of whether Montesquieu had a normative prefer-
ence for republics or monarchies has occurred to many readers of 7he Per-
sian Letters, the Considerations, and The Spirit of the Laws, and the pensées
again provide numerous insights on this question—see pensées 769, 1208,
1494, 1760, 1854, and 1891 for some examples. After the upheavals of the
Napoleonic wars, Madame de Staél would look back upon the eighteenth
century and cite with approval what she called the “science of liberty” that
it had developed; the present volume shows perhaps the leading “scientist
of liberty” at work in his workshop.¢

Other frequent topics of Montesquieu’s attention are economics and
finance. Although he died just a couple of years before political economy
was launched with the emergence of the Physiocrats, his numerous treat-
ments in Persian Letters and Considerations, and especially his chapters
20-23 in The Spirit of the Laws, had a powerful influence on economic and
financial discussion throughout the century. In the pensées, his remarks
are sometimes in the vein of observations about current events (for ex-
ample, pensées 17, 153, 169, and 249), sometimes they have a more norma-
tive or theoretical bent (see pensées 45, 146, 161, 178, and 246 for some
samples), and on still other occasions he makes broad historical observa-
tions informed by his economic views (pensées 77, 86, 113, and 245 for a
few examples). Montesquieu saw the “spirit of commerce” as distinctive of
modernity and of modern liberty, an approach illuminated at numerous
points in the pensées.

Mes Pensées also contains candid observations on topics such as life at
court, the reign of Louis XIV and of the Regency after his death, or the
place of women in modern societies. The art of the aphorist was highly val-
ued in the social circles that Montesquieu frequented, especially in Paris,

6. See Germaine de Staél, Considerations on the Principal Events of the French Revolution, ed. and
trans. Aurelian Craiutu (Indianapolis: Liberty Fund, 2008), 682.
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and his attempt to cultivate that art is on prominent display through-
out the collection. Moral-psychological topics such as happiness, jealousy,
vengeance, boredom, and courtship are frequent preoccupations. One
moment he is offering alternative Persian letters; another, he is providing
further ruminations about the challenge posed by Hobbes’s and Spinoza’s
moral anthropology. And throughout, he presents wide-ranging strategic
reflections on European power politics, past and present.

One of the noteworthy topics on which he expresses unusually frank
views is religion, especially in its political dimension. The role of the
Jesuits as royal advisors and mobilizers of Catholic opinion, to take
one prominent example, was a durable feature of French life from the
Counter-Reformation into the eighteenth century. The Society of Jesus
became increasingly controversial as the century wore on, however, un-
til they were expelled from one Catholic realm after another (Portugal,
France, Spain, Naples, the Duchy of Parma, Austria, the Kingdom of the
Two Sicilies) in the two decades after Montesquieu’s death. His comments
on the Jesuits can be traced in this volume (see, for example, pensées 11,
55, 104, 180, 293, 394, 395, 453, 482, 544, 581, 715, 728, 730, 1038, 1223,
1301, 1302 n. 52, and 1959). Readers can also follow his thoughts about
the bull Unigenitus, a papal edict of 1713 that began as a declaration of
heresy against certain French Jansenists (that is, austere Augustinian critics
of Jesuit laxity and royal pomp) but soon triggered a recurring dispute in-
volving the Church hierarchy, the Jansenist-led parlementary magistrates,
and the Crown. This imbroglio lasted through Montesquieu’s lifetime and
beyond (see especially pensées s, 215, 273, 426, 437, 764, 914, 1226, 2158,
2164, and 2247).

As is often the case with compendia of this sort, however, the true plea-
sure of reading it is the pleasure of discovery. Not unlike the more famous
eponymous work by the seventeenth-century mathematician and religious
thinker Blaise Pascal (1623—-62), which Montesquieu owned, Montes-
quieu’s Mes Pensées often features paradoxical or unexpected observations
about the condition of man in the world and in society that provide rich
food for thought—not only for the author, as was its intention, but now
for the reader as well. The Baron of La Brede was an inveterate observer
of all around him, and this volume presents an essential window onto his
energetic and creative mind, one of the formative minds of the eighteenth
century and of the modern world.



A Note on the Text

THE PENSEES, a set of three bound handwritten notebooks, were not
published in the author’s lifetime. Thus, except for those individual entries
that were eventually published—often appearing in the notebooks with
indications that they had already been “put in the Romans” or “put in the
Laws™—we have no conclusive knowledge of the author’s intentions at a
given point in the text. Nor do we know exactly when they were written.
The reader can assume that the pensées appear in at least roughly chrono-
logical order, beginning in the early 1720s and continuing to the end of the
author’s life. On occasion, Montesquieu dates an entry himself (see pensées
17, 141, 873, 1226, 1962, 1965, 1967, 2048, 2158, and 2164), which usefully
lights the reader’s way, although it does not resolve all dating problems
(ct. pensées 17 and 141, for example).

In addition to the chronological uncertainties, there are at least three
other features of the manuscript with which any editor has to contend.
First, for more than three decades the text underwent significant revisions
under several pens. Although much progress has been made in identifying
or at least distinguishing among the different hands, and even situating
them approximately in time, there are still many passages of unidentified
hand and uncertain purpose.

Second, a few of the manuscript markings are ambiguous. What strikes
one reader as a deletion might strike another as an intercalation. In rather
more cases, what seems to one reader like a later addition might seem to
another like part of the original text. Montesquieu was fastidious about
expressing his published thoughts with precision, and this disposition
accounts for his notebooks’ being festooned with editorial markings. Al-
though the meaning of most of the entries is clear enough, there are many
points of doubt throughout.

Third, there are numerous errors in the manuscript, ensuring that fidel-
ity to the text will sometimes conflict with fidelity to the author’s inten-
tions. These errors span the spectrum from incorrect spelling (less fixed
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in the eighteenth century than now), to mangled syntax, to missing or
repeated words. In most cases, the probable intention is discernible; in a
few cases, there is more than one plausible interpretation. But this Liberty
Fund volume does not pretend to be a critical edition. Instead, the prefer-
ence here has been to err on the side of readability by selecting the most
probable rendering, indicating possible alternatives only where there was a
material difference in meaning between them. Likewise, punctuation has
been modernized, although the reader will find some terms capitalized that
would not be in a modern text.

The base text for this edition is Montesquieu: Pensées, Le Spicilége, edited
by Louis Desgraves for the Robert Laffont press in 1991. His edition has
the virtues of being the most recent available and of containing the life-
time’s knowledge of one of the world’s leading Montesquieu specialists. A
number of adjustments have been made to the Desgraves text for the pres-
ent edition. First, whereas Desgraves used square brackets to indicate both
deletions from and later additions to Montesquieu’s text, signaling only
the deletions in his notes, the present edition uses square brackets for dele-
tions and curly brackets for additions. Second, Montesquieu frequently
began an entry one way, crossed it out, and started over. Whereas Des-
graves reproduced most of these cross-outs where legible (indicating them
with the phrase “first version”), the present edition, again for readability’s
sake, reproduces only those cross-outs that represent a substantive change.
In those cases, I insert punctuation suitable to the final text likely intended
by Montesquieu. Finally, the present edition incorporates textual correc-
tions contained in the transcription work supervised by Carole Dornier.

As for the footnotes, the 155 pages of endnotes contained in the 1991
Desgraves edition, which are often adapted and elaborated from Henri
Barckhausen’s notes in the original 1899—1901 edition,' furnish an invalu-
able resource for students of Montesquieu and form the base text for the
notes contained here. Again, however, several adaptations have been made
in the presentation of those notes. While maintaining all of Desgraves’s ref-
erences to Montesquieu’s published works to which a given entry is related,
I have condensed significantly the quotations Desgraves used to illustrate
such relationships. I have streamlined the primary and secondary literature

1. Pensées et fragments inédits de Montesquieu, ed. Henri Barckhausen, published by Baron Gaston
de Montesquieu (Bordeaux: Gounouilhou, 1899-1901), 1:510-38 and 2:535-82.
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referred to in Desgraves’s notes and have added cross-references for the

reader’s convenience. I have contributed some identifying or illustrative

notes where it seemed appropriate and have added notes concerning points

of translation as well. Whenever a new note appears, for whatever reason,

it has been distinguished from the Desgraves notes by use of the present

editor’s initials (HC). In addition, I have translated foreign-language titles

of works that Montesquieu refers to in text or in notes where cognates did

not make the translation obvious.

There is a select bibliography at the end of this volume. The most com-

mon abbreviations used in the notes are as follows:

Adam

Allen

Bréthe

Catalog

Considerations

DAF

Derathé

Dodds

Encyclopédie

Montesquieu. Lettres persanes [Persian letters].
Edited by Antoine Adam. Geneva: Droz, 1954.
Montesquieu. The Personal and the Political: Three
Fables by Montesquien. Translation and commen-
tary by W. B. Allen. Lanham, Md.: University
Press of America, 2008.

Montesquieu. De [’Esprit des lois. Edited by Jean
Brethe de La Gressaye. 4 vols. Paris: Belles Lettres,
1950—61.

Louis Desgraves, ed. Catalogue de la bibliothéque
de Montesquieu [Catalogue of Montesquieu’s
library]. Geneva: Droz, 1954.

Montesquieu. Considerations on the Causes of

the Greatness of the Romans and Their Decline.
Translated by David Lowenthal. Indianapolis:
Hackett, 1999.

Dictionnaire de [’Académie Frangaise [Dictionary of
the French Academy]. 1694, 1762, 1798, and 1835
editions.

Montesquieu. De [’Esprit des lois. Edited by Robert
Derathé. 2 vols. Paris: Garnier Fréres, 1973. A
notes and variants edition.

Muriel Dodds. Les Récits de voyages, sources de “UEsprit
des lois” de Montesquien. Paris: Champion, 1929.
Encyclopédie, ou Dictionnaire raisonné des sciences,
des arts et des métiers, par une Société des gens de



xviii

Furetiere

Laws

ocC

OCVolt

PL

Shackleton

Spicilége

Verniére

A Note on the Text

lettres [Encyclopedia, or critical dictionary of the
sciences, arts and trades, by a Society of men of
letters]. Edited by Denis Diderot and Jean

Le Rond d’Alembert. 17 vols. Paris: Briasson

et al., 1751-67.

Antoine Furetiére. Dictionnaire universel contenant
generalement tous les mots frangois tant vieux que
modernes et les Termes de toutes les sciences et des
arts [Universal dictionary, containing generally all
French words, old and new, and terms from all the
sciences and arts]. 3 vols. The Hague: Leers, 1690.
Montesquieu. The Spirit of the Laws. Translated
and edited by Anne Cohler, Basia Miller, and
Harold Stone. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1989.

Montesquieu. Euvres complétes de Montesquieu.
Edited by André Masson. 3 vols. Paris: Nagel,
1950-55.

Montesquieu. Euvres complétes de Montesquien.
Edited by Jean Ehrard, Catherine Volpilhac-Auger
et al. 22 vols. Oxford: Voltaire Foundation and
Société Montesquieu, 1998—2010.

Montesquieu. 7he Persian Letters. Translated by
George R. Healy. Indianapolis: Hackett, 1999. Let-
ter numbers in roman, pages in arabic.

Robert Shackleton. “La Genese de [Esprit des

lois” [The genesis of The Spirit of the Laws). Revue
d Histoire Littéraire de la France 52 (1952): 425—38.
Reprinted in Essays on Montesquiew and on the
Enlightenment, edited by David Gilson and Martin
Smith, 49—63. Oxford: Voltaire Foundation, 1988.
Montesquieu. Le Spicilége. In Pensées, Le Spicilége,
edited by Louis Desgraves. Paris: Robert Laffont,
1991. Numbered by entry, not by page.
Montesquieu. Lettres Persanes. Edited by Paul
Verniére. Paris: Garnier Fréres, 1960.



Translator’s Note

THE STYLE OF MEs PENSEES, especially in the early part of the collec-
tion, often featured a Latinate syntax with long sentences and complex
participial phrases. With reluctance, I have mostly abandoned this syn-
tax, instead opting for a somewhat simpler construction that would more
likely be accessible to the kind of readership Montesquieu sought in his
lifetime. For in the language of his age, his intended audience was clearly
mondain (worldly) rather than strictly érudit (learned). Otherwise I have
attempted a translation that is as close to the tone and literal meaning
of the text as possible. Where two renderings of a passage seemed about
equally plausible, this is indicated in the footnotes. It should also be noted
that on some occasions where Montesquieu seems to be writing down a
passage from memory, the translation is presented from the correct text
rather than from the author’s faulty memory.

One pitfall for the Montesquieu translator is distinguishing between
the descriptive and the normative. As an inveterate comparativist, Mon-
tesquieu was concerned both to describe in detail the objects of his capa-
cious observation and to detect general similarities or differences between
them—some of which were intended to have normative force, but not all.
The ambiguities in the French verb devoir have sometimes made it difficult
to tell these two voices apart, for devoir can mean “ought,” “should,” or
“must,” but it can also mean “is supposed to” or “is bound to0,” as in “All
men are bound to die” (Littré). In these instances, the translator is perforce
an interpreter. Montesquieu was rather careful about making normative
commitments, so this translation attempts to be careful about attributing
them to him.

The text contains a number of terms and concepts that pose particular
translation problems. Instead of deciding upon a single rendering of any
given term and adhering to it throughout, I have taken my cue from the
context, following in this regard Montesquieu himself, who notes that a
word like esprit will mean different things in English, depending on the
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XX Translators Note

circumstances (pensées 685, 1160, and 1682). Since the Pensées cover a full
gamut of topics, the problematic terms are also eclectic in scope. A number
of recurring words raised special difficulties:

admirer; admiration. More likely “to marvel,” “to feel wonder at,” rather
than “to regard with approval.”

bel esprit; beaux esprits. Usually a “polite and well-adorned mind,” but of-
ten used ironically and disparagingly. In the latter cases, it is not always
clear whether Montesquieu means to disparage the content of the mind
or the elegant manner of its presentation, so sometimes I have gone with
“dandy” and other times with “know-it-all.”

climat. Usually translated as “climate,” but where the meaning seems to be
a place where the weather occurs rather than merely the weather itself,
“clime” has sometimes been used.

dégout; dégouter. Although “disgust” is the closest literal equivalent, that
is too strong a word for what Montesquieu generally has in mind, so
I have usually resorted to terms such as “distaste,” “aversion,” or being
“put off.”

disais. Montesquieu begins a sizeable number of entries with je disais or
its third-person equivalents. This imperfect indicative would normally
suggest “I was saying” or “I used to say.” But the context rarely seemed
to fit these phrases, so I have generally settled for “I said.”

droit. What is right or just. Often translated here as “law,” as in “divine
law,” “civil law,” “natural law,” “canon law,” “the law of nations,” and the
like. Sometimes it means a moral or legal claim, in which case I have
translated it as “right.” Also used for taxes, tariffs, or duties, as in /e droit
d’entrée (“the import duty”).

esprit. Philosophically, this notoriously multivalent word can mean spirit
(vs. matter) or mind (vs. body). But in Montesquieu’s text, the difficult
decision has more often hinged on social qualities (“wit,” conversational
prowess) vs. intellectual qualities (being “intelligent” or “smart”). At
pensées 1160 and, especially, 1682, Montesquieu defines the term, gently
chiding his fellow Frenchmen along the way while explaining why it is
so problematic (see also pensées 685 and 686). Sometimes, it has seemed
prudent to leave the term untranslated (pensées 213, 1062, 1122, 1145,
1160, 1218, 1370, 1426, and 2239).

érar. Politically, the “regime” or “government” and usually capitalized here,
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although at one point (pensée 1546), in discussing the Venetian repub-
lic, Montesquieu expressly equates the “state” with the collectivity of
subjects, so “state” does not mark a distinction between government
and governed as clearly as it might later on. Often, too, the term has
a social meaning, in which case it has been translated as “status” or
“condition.”

fable. Normally translated as “myth” except when the context suggests
“fable.”

génie. Since “genius” often has a strong, almost transcendent inflection in
modern usage that it lacked in the eighteenth century, I have only rarely
resorted to it, instead preferring terms like “talent” or “character” that
retain the more mundanely descriptive function of the original (despite
its etymology).

les grands. Ambiguous because grand can mean both “large” and qualita-
tively “great.” I have reluctantly adopted the term “grandees” for most
instances despite its slightly archaic flavor, though on occasion I have
gone with “the great nobles” or even “the great” where the context
dictated.

honnéte. Can mean “honest,” “honorable,” or even “good,” depending on
the context.

industrie. Generally a moral rather than strictly economic category in this
period, meaning “dexterity,” “ingenuity,” “industriousness,” “resource-
fulness,” and the like. On rare occasions (pensées 181 and 639, for ex-
ample), Montesquieu applies the term specifically to artisans, but even
then it is not clear that this moral dimension is entirely absent. Rarely
does it apply to manufacturing as a sector (see pensées 281, 291, 323, 1650,
1801, and 1960 for possible or partial exceptions), and never to factory
industry.

liberté. Generally I have used “liberty,” except where the specific context
seemed to make “freedom” more advisable.

meeurs. Notorious for its coverage of the English terms “manners,” “cus-
toms,” and “morals,” this word has been translated “mores”—which
evokes them all—unless the context clearly indicates a more conclusive
alternative.

pays; patrie. Pays is a general term that can refer to any distinct territory,
whether city or region or province or nation. Patrie can also refer to
these geographically diverse entities in the eighteenth century, but since
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it always means “natal land,” it puts the emphasis on the human di-
mension rather than on the merely physical, a fact that would become
clearer in the generations after Montesquieu’s death, when patriotism
would emerge with emotive force. In Montesquieu’s text, “country” is
often the best translation for either pays or patrie. To preserve the dis-
tinction between them, however, I have capitalized Country to indicate
patrie, and have left it uncapitalized where the term was pays. (See pen-
sées 1158, 1260, and 1645 for cases where Montesquieu uses both terms
nearby in the same entry.)

police. This distinctively eighteenth-century term can have either an ad-
ministrative or a cultural significance. Administratively, it can mean
“administration” or even “government” if it refers to an entire state, or
to “regulations” if it refers to a specific institution within a state. Cultur-
ally, it can mark off the broader difference between civilized and precivi-
lized societies; on a few occasions ( pensées 108 and 1532), the context has
made “law and order” seem like the best option, but generally I have
translated the term in its cultural dimension simply as “civilization.”

sociéré. On a few occasions, this word may be translated as “society,” in-
dicating the sum of individuals living in a certain place, as in modern
usage. But usually what Montesquieu means is better captured by such
terms as “association,” “human intercourse,” or even “company,” as in
“the company of our friends.”



A Note on Currency

AT A NUMBER OF POINTS in his Pensées, Montesquieu discusses monetary
values (see, for example, pensées 17, 181, 214, 245, 250, 274, 317, 386, 530,
650, 661, 801, 1188, 1302, 1320, 1339, 1452, 1485, 1489, 1639, 1641, 1645, 1649,
1651, 1708, 1826, 1877, 1962, 2168, 2174, 2232, and 2258). Although it is fa-
mously difficult to perform cost-of-living conversions across the centuries,
and although the currencies themselves were remarkably variable through
time and place, it will at least convey a sense of Montesquieu’s orders of
magnitude to know that an éeu—translated as “silver crown” for recent
periods, “gold crown” for earlier ones—was equal to 3 French pounds, a
gold louis was worth 24 pounds, a French pound (or franc, an older term
still used for accounting purposes in Montesquieu’s time) was equal to
20 sols, or sous, and a sol was equal to 12 deniers (from L., denarius). For
the English equivalents, 1 pound sterling was 20 shillings, and 1 shilling
equaled 12 pence; one guinea was 21 shillings. The rough Dutch equivalent
to a French pound was the guilder.

Historians have attempted to measure cost of living by developing rough
calculations of, for example, the income of day laborers. An English laborer
in the middle of the eighteenth century might earn roughly 20 pence per
day, or 20-30 pounds sterling per year. In France, a Parisian construction
worker in Montesquieu’s time was making about 1520 sous per day, or a
very few hundred French pounds per year, and a Dutch apprentice might
earn a similar number of guilders per year.!

1. See Jan de Vries, The Economy of Europe in an Age of Crisis, 1600—1750 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1976), 186.

xxiii
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[1] SOME DETACHED REFLECTIONS OR THOUGHTS THAT I HAVE
NOT PUT IN MY WORKS.

[2] These are ideas that I have not delved into deeply, and that I am
putting aside in order to think about them as the occasion allows.

[3] Iwill be very careful not to answer for all the thoughts that are here.
I have put most of them here only because I have not had time to reflect on
them, but I will think about them when I make use of them.

[4] Devotion arises from a desire to play some role in the world, what-
ever the cost.!

[s]1 My son,' you have enough good fortune not to have to either blush
or swell with pride because of your birth.?

{My birth is proportionate to my fortune® in such a way that I would be
disturbed if one or the other were greater.}

You will be a man of the robe? or the sword. Since you will be respon-
sible for your status, it is up to you to choose. In the robe, you will find
more independence and freedom; in the sword camp, grander hopes.

You are permitted to want to rise to the more eminent posts, because
every citizen is permitted to want to be in a position to render greater
services to his Country. Moreover, noble ambition is a sentiment useful to
society when it is well directed.

(It is a great workman who has made our being and has given our souls
certain tendencies and certain penchants.]

[4]

1. On devotion, see pensées 445, 594, 1140, and 1405.

[5]

1. Jean-Baptiste de Secondat (February 10, 1716-June 17, 1795), Montesquieu’s only son. He was a
man of neither robe (i.e., the magistracy) nor sword nobility. Raised in Paris, he engaged in scientific
research at the Jesuit collége (secondary school) of Louis-le-Grand. On August 30, 1740, he married
Marie-Thérése de Mons in Bordeaux.

2. By his father, Jacques de Secondat, and his paternal uncle, Jean-Baptiste de Secondat, Montes-
quieu belonged to a family of sword and of robe; by his mother, Marie-Francoise de Pesnel, he de-
scended from the noble house of La Lande, which from the end of the eleventh century was established
on the territory of La Brede.

3. See pensée 1183 for a reworking of this thought.

4. Robe, magistracy, legal profession, so called because of the long gown worn by its members; often
contrasted with épée, or sword, as being two types of nobility. See also pensée 30.—Hc



2 Pensées 613

Just as the physical world continues to exist only because each part of
matter tends to move away from the center, so too the political world is
maintained by that restless inner desire possessed by everyone to leave the
situation in which he is placed.’ It is in vain that an austere morality would
efface the features that the greatest of all workmen has imprinted on our
souls. It is up to morality, which would work on man’s heart, to regulate
his sentiments, not destroy them.

[6] Our moral authors are almost all extremists; they speak to the pure
understanding, not to that soul which in its unity is newly modified by
means of the senses and the imagination.

[7] It is always adventurers who do great things, not the sovereigns of
great empires.

[8] The invention of the postal service has created politics; we don't
politick with the Mughal.!

[9] Does this art of politics make our histories more splendid than
those of the Greeks and Romans?

[x0] There are few events in the world that do not depend on so many
circumstances that it would take a worldly eternity for them to occur a
second time.

[xx] If the Jesuits had come before Luther and Calvin, they would have
been masters of the world.

[12] Perhaps one could say that the reason why most peoples give them-
selves such an ancient lineage is that, the creation being incomprehensible
to human understanding, they think the world itself has existed forever.

[13] Nice book by one André cited by Athenaeus:' De /is quae falso cre-
duntur |On those things that are wrongly believed].?

5. First version: “by a certain tendency to leave the situation in which he is placed.”

(8]
1. See also pensées 145 and 2207. “Politicking” (politiquer) means to engage in conversation over
politics; the term was colloquial in Montesquieu’s time and soon passed out of use.—Hc

[13]

1. Athenaeus of Naucratis, Greek grammarian and rhetorician (fl. A.p. 200), author of a work
in thirty books, the Banquet of the Learned, of which Montesquieu possessed the 1657 Latin edition
(Caralogue, 1821). In the Catalogue, the notice is followed by this autographed note from Montesquieu:
“The author is bad, but his work is precious—because of the innumerable particular facts one finds
only there, the knowledge he gives us of the private life of the Greeks, and the fragments of the works
of poets that we no longer have. When will we have the translation, the restorations and the notes of
M. Adam?” In the Spicilége, 561, Montesquieu notes: “finish reading Athenaeus.”

2. In the 1612 Lyon edition of Athenaeus, VII, 90, p. 312, one reads: “Andreas libro De iis qui falso
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[14] When one wants to abase a general, one says that he is lucky. But
it is fine that his good fortune makes the public fortune.

[1s] A courtier is like those plants made for creeping, which attach
themselves to everything they find.

[16] What an obscure mystery is generation! The microscope, which
revealed larvae in the seed of fertile animals but not in infertile ones like
the mule, gave currency to the notion of the larvae, which has its difficul-
ties. For (1) the larva must carry its placenta with it, for if the placenta were
in the egg, how would one conceive of the larva attaching itself to this
[umbilical] cord, which would pierce it in the navel in order to establish
a vascular continuity; (2) it is difficult to conceive of how it is—given a
million larvae, two tubes, and two ovaries—that children are not normally
born as twins: thus, it must be that in each female, there is always only one
egg fit to be fertilized. { Journal des Savants, March 21, 1690, there are many
curious things on these matters.}'

It is very difhicult to say why mules do not procreate and why a mare
which has conceived from a donkey can no longer conceive from a horse.
{Countess Borromée? had a mule that procreated.}

[17] England is in virtually the most flourishing condition it could be
in. Yet she owes fifty-three to fifty-four million sterling, that is to say, as
much as she could owe at the height of her greatness without losing her
credit. Thus, this high point of greatness has become a necessary condition
for her; she cannot fall from it without being ruined.

creduntur, eos mentiri scribit qui aiunt Muraenam in lutulentam maris oram progredientem cum vipera
misceri, quae in coenosio non versatur, sed nemorum solitudinem amar.” [Andreas, in his book On those
things that are wrongly believed, writes that those men lie who say that the eel, in approaching the
muddy shore of the sea, mates with the snake, which does not live in a muddy place but loves the
solitude of the woods.]

[x6]

1. The book reviewed in the Journal of the Learned is Introduction & la philosophie des Anciens.
Par un amateur de la vérité [Introduction to the philosophy of the ancients. By a truth lover] (Paris:
Thiboust, 1689).

2. Clélia del Grillo of Geno (1684-1777) married Count Jean Benoit Borromée in 1707. Mon-
tesquieu met her in Milan in September 1728; he had been recommended to her by abbé Conti.
Montesquieu wrote to Conti on September 29, 1728 (OC, 3:914), “Countess Borromée greeted me as
if I had descended from Mount Parnassus. . . . I am astonished by her prodigious erudition.” See also
the Voyages (OC, 2:1025). At home, she had founded the Academia di “Vigilanti,” and her palace had
become the gathering place for the learned, and the center of the rebellion against Austria in favor of
restoring the Spanish regime in Milan. She lent Montesquieu books on architecture and other subjects

(0C, 3:918).



4 Pensée 18

As for France, she owes much, but only as much as comports with
the decadence she has reached, so that all the probabilities are in favor of
France in this regard, just as they are all against England.

England needs to dominate in order to sustain herself {and maintain the
established government}; France, on the contrary, needs only a middling
condition.

English commerce must be more odious to France than that of any other
power. For if the other powers extend their trade far and enrich themselves,
we profit from their opulence, since they engage in much trade with us;
whereas England, hardly trading with us at all, acquires wealth that is en-
tirely lost to us. We run the risk without ever being able to enjoy the profi.

The present rivalries between Austria and Spain, on the one hand, and
England on the other, can in this regard become advantageous to France, if
it could thereby ensue that the prohibitions against the transport of English
merchandise to Spain and the lands of the Emperor! were to last beyond
the peace. {It was impossible for that to last.}* This is because the English
would then find themselves deprived of two great markets: the Imperial
lands and Spain; thus, she would lose much more than she would gain by
the preservation of Gibraltar and the ruin of the Ostend Company.’

This May 7, 1727.4

[18] We seek out the authors of the ancient fables. They were the nurse-
maids of ancient times and the old men who amused their grandchildren
by the fire. It is like those stories that everyone knows, even though they
don’t deserve to be known by anyone, the beauty of the better ones not
being so well grasped by ignorant folk. The fewer books there were, the
more of these sorts of traditions there were. A Locman, a Pilpai, an Aesop!
compiled them. They may even have added some reflections, for I know of

[17]

1. Charles VI (Vienna, 1685-1740), German emperor from 1711 to 1740.

2. This note seems to date from sometime between 1743 and 1746.—HC

3. In 1722 Emperor Charles VI granted a monopoly for the East Indies trade to the Ostend Com-
pany, with assets of six million guilders. England and the United Provinces obtained from Charles VI
the suspension of the privilege in 1727, and its abolition in 1731.

4. This pensée may shed light on the last paragraph of Laws, 22.17, and on 22.18.

[x8]

1. Locman was the presumed author of a collection of Arab fables a millennium or so before Christ;
Pilpai, or Bidpai, was the supposed author of ancient Hindu fables; Aesop, the author of Greek fables
in the sixth or seventh century B.c.
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nothing in the world on which a tolerably moral man cannot make some
speculations.

It does the fables too much honor to think that the Orientals invented
them to speak truths to princes indirectly. For if they could have a specific
construction, nothing would be gained, because in that case, an indirect
truth is no less offensive than a direct one, and often even more so. For
then, there are two offenses: the offense itself, and the offender’s idea that
he could find a man stupid enough to endure it without noticing.

But if these truths were merely general, it would still have been use-
less to take an allegorical detour. For I don’t know if there has ever been a
prince in the world who has been offended by a treatise on morality.

[19] How many abuses are there, which have been introduced as such
and tolerated as such, and which are found afterward to have been very
useful, even more useful than the most reasonable laws! For example, there
is scarcely a sensible man in France who does not rail against the venal-
ity of offices, and who is not scandalized by it.! And yet, if you pay close
attention to the indolence of neighboring countries, where all the offices
are given out, and if you compare it with our activity and resourcefulness,
you will see that it is extremely useful to encourage in citizens the desire
to make a fortune, and that nothing contributes more in this regard than
making them see that wealth opens the path to honors. In all governments,
there have been complaints that people of merit attained honors less often
than others. There are many reasons for this, and especially one that is
quite natural: it is because there are many people who lack merit, and few
who have it. Often, there is even great difficulty in distinguishing between
them without being mistaken. That being the case, it is always better that
rich people, who have much to lose and who, moreover, have been able to
have a better education, assume public office.

[20] How imperious is chance! And how shortsighted are the politi-
cians! Who would have said to the Huguenots, when they saw Henry IV
on the steps of the throne, that they were ruined? Who would have said to
Charlemagne, when he elevated the power of the Popes against that of the

[x9]

1. For Montesquieu’s apparent support for the venality of offices, see Laws, 5.19. In a long letter to
Montesquieu on April 10, 1749 (OC, 3:1218), David Hume found still other reasons to approve of the
system of venality. See The Letters of David Hume, ed. J. Y. T. Greig (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1932),

L134-35.
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Greek emperors—the sole enemies that he had to fear—that he was going
to humiliate all his successors?!

[21] The Epicurean sect' contributed much to the establishment of
Christianity. For in revealing the stupidity of paganism and the artifices
of the priests, it left without religion people accustomed to having a rite.
Although the Christians were their mortal enemies (witness Lucian,? an
Epicurean or nearly so who cruelly insulted the Christians), nonetheless,
they both were treated by the pagan priests as enemies, as unholy, as athe-
ists. They made only this distinction: they did not persecute the Epicure-
ans, since the latter did not break statues and had only contempt and not
hatred for the dominant religion.

Thus, when the Christians attacked pagan errors, it was a great advan-
tage for them to speak the language of the Epicurean sect, and when they
established their dogmas, it was also a great advantage to speak the Pla-
tonists’ language. But it was gratuitous for us to have taken up Aristotle’s
jargon,® and I don’t know that we have ever gained anything by it.

[22] The idea of false miracles' comes from our pride, which makes
us believe that we are an object important enough for the supreme being
to overturn all of nature on our behalf; which makes us view our nation,
our city, or our army as more dear to the divinity. Thus, we want God to
be a partisan being, who is constantly declaring himself for one creature
against another and enjoys this sort of warfare. We want him to enter into
our quarrels as passionately as we do, and at every moment to do things
even the smallest of which would paralyze all of nature. If Joshua,” who
wanted to pursue the fugitives, had demanded that God truly stop the sun,
he would have been asking to be annihilated himself; for if the sun stops

[20]
1. Henry 1V, King of France (r. 1589-1610); Charlemagne, King of the Franks (r. 768-814) and
Emperor of the West (800-814).

[21]

1. Epicurus, Greek philosopher (341—270 B.C.).

2. Lucian of Samosata, Greek satirical writer (ca. 120—ca. 192); Montesquieu possessed the 1563
Basel edition in Latin, in four volumes (Catalogue, 1907).

3. Plato (428348 B.C.) and Aristotle (384322 B.C.), Greek philosophers.

[22]

1. For Montesquieu’s attitude toward miracles, see what he says on the liquefaction of Saint Janu-
arius’s blood in the Vayages (OC, 2:1159—60, 1162).

2. See Joshua 10:12-13.
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in reality {This example is poorly chosen, for one can scarcely interpret
Scripture here except literally}, and not in the manner usually interpreted,
then there is no more movement, no more vortices, no more sun, no more
earth, no more men, no more Jews, no more Joshua.

[23] The gods are equally charged with the care of all men; they return
the great nobles to equality through misfortune.

[24] When Commodus' made his horse consul, he committed a great
offense against himself: he removed the sense of illusion from office, in-
cluding his own.

[25] The vast number of things that a legislator decrees or prohibits
makes the people more unhappy, not more reasonable.! There are a few
good things, a few bad things, and an enormous number of indiffer-
ent ones.

[26] The Romans killed themselves only to avoid a greater evil, but the
English kill themselves for no other reason than their own sorrow.

The Romans were bound to kill themselves more easily! than the English
because of a religion that left them scarcely any sense of accountability.

The English are rich, they are free, but they are tormented by their
minds.? They despise or are disgusted by everything. They are really quite
unhappy, with so many reasons not to be.

[27] Christian humility is no less a dogma of philosophy than of reli-
gion. It does not signify that a virtuous man must think himself a worse
man than a thief does, or that a man of talent must believe that he has
none, since this is a judgment impossible for the mind to form. It consists

[24]
1. Lucius Aurelius Commodus, son of Marcus Aurelius, Roman emperor (r. 180-92).

[25]
1. See Laws, 29.16, 616.

[26]

1. See Considerations, XI1, 117. In LHomme moral opposé & I'homme physique de M. R***: Lettres
philosophiques oit l'on refute le déisme du jour [The Moral man opposed to the physical man, by
M. R***: Philosophical letters in which the deism of the day is refuted] (Toulouse, 1757), seventeenth
letter, p. 102, Fr. Louis-Bertrand Castel, who had advised Montesquicu at the time of the printing
of the Considerations, writes: “The sole article on suicide slipped, I dont know how, into the second
or third edition. The author clung to that Anglo-Roman item. The true magistrates, and the author
himself, without my getting involved in it, had it removed.” In a copy in the Bordeaux Municipal
Library (Amsterdam: J. Desbordes, 1734), bearing the ex libris of his friend President Jean Barbot, the
passages relating to suicide have been deleted (pp. 130-31). See also Laws, 14.12, 241-42, and see pensées
310, 681, and 1570.

2. “Put that” (M.); cf. Laws, 19.27.
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in making us visualize the reality of our vices and the imperfections of our
virtues.!

[28] Those who devote themselves to disgraced grandees in the hope
that the return of the latters’ fortunes will make their own are engaging in
an extraordinary self-deception. For they will be forgotten by them as soon
as they are restored to favor. A man who emerges from disgrace is charmed
to find people everywhere who yearn for his friendship. He devotes himself
to these new friends, who give him a livelier image of his grandeur. Just
as what amused him in his disgrace no longer amuses him, he classes you
with the things that are no longer amusing. He has changed, and you, who
have not changed, inspire aversion. However, there is injustice on your
part in wanting a heart that everyone seeks to fill to be as much yours as it
was {in solitude}. Amidst the noise of great fortune, he returns to his old
friends, as he would return to solitude. It seems they remind him of his hu-
miliation. If you make him aware that you sense his change, he looks upon
you as he would an inconvenient creditor. He will soon come to dispute
the debt, and the more he removes his friendship, the less he will believe he
owes you. [There you have the source of most men’s ingratitude.]

[29] The natural purpose' of vengeance is to reduce a man to the feeling
of wishing he had not offended us. Vengeance does not lead to this goal,
but instead makes it so that the man would be happy if he could offend us
again. Forgiveness would lead a man to repentance much more surely.

There is still another pleasure, which is the honor we think we obtain
from the advantage we have gotten over our enemy.

The Italian who makes his enemy commit a mortal sin before killing
him loves the vengeance for itself and independent of the point of honor;
he wants him to repent for all eternity at having offended him.

Nothing diminishes great men more than the attention they give to
certain personal conduct. I know of two who have been entirely unmoved
by these things: Caesar and the last Duke of Orleans.? When the latter en-

[27]
1. See pensée 469.

[29]

1. First version: “The true purpose.”

2. Philippe, Duke of Orléans (1674-1723), regent after the death of Louis XIV. See Jacques Solé,
“Montesquieu et la Régence,” in La Régence (Centre aixois d’Etudes et de Recherches sur le XVIIle
siecle; Paris, 1970), 125—30.



Pensée 30 9

tered government, he rewarded his friends and relieved his enemies of their
just fears; they found themselves at peace in the shadow of his authority.

[30] Happiness' or unhappiness consists in a certain arrangement of
organs, either favorable or unfavorable.

With a favorable arrangement, accidents such as wealth, honor, health,
or illness either increase or decrease happiness. On the other hand, with an
unfavorable arrangement, the accidents increase or decrease unhappiness.

When we speak of happiness or unhappiness, we are always mistaken,
for we judge conditions and not persons. A condition is never an unhappy
one when it pleases, and when we say that a man in a certain situation is
unhappy, this means only that we would be unhappy if we, with the organs
that we have, were in his place.

Let us therefore cut from the ranks of the unhappy all those who are
not at Court, even though a courtier regards them as the most unfortunate
members of the human Species. {It is said that everyone thinks himself un-
happy. It seems to me, on the contrary, that everyone thinks himself happy.
The courtier thinks it is he alone who lives.} Let us cut out all those who
live in the provinces, even though those who live in the capital regard them
as vegetating beings. Let us cut out the philosophers, even though they
do not live in the bustle of the world, and the worldly, even though they
do not live in retreat.

Let us likewise remove from the number of the happy the great nobles,
even though they are adorned with titles; state financiers, even though they
are rich; men of the robe,? even though they are proud; men of war, even
though they often talk about themselves; young people, even though they
are thought to enjoy good fortune; women, even though they are flirted
with; finally Churchmen, even though they are able to acquire reputation
by their obstinacy and dignities by their ignorance. The true delights are
not always in the hearts of kings, but they can easily be there.

What I say can scarcely be disputed. And yet, if it is true, then what
will become of all those moral reflections, ancient and modern? We have
scarcely ever more grossly deceived ourselves than when we have wanted to
reduce men’s feelings to a system; and undoubtedly the worst copy of man
is the one found in books, which are a pile of general propositions, almost

[30]
1. Other pieces of the “Reflections on Happiness” are found in pensées 69, 658, 819, 978, and 1181.
2. On robe, see pensée s.—HC
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always false. {Look at the galley slaves, all cheerful and gay; after that, go
seek a blue ribbon?® for your happiness.}

An unhappy author, who does not feel fit for pleasure, who is over-
whelmed with sadness and distaste, who lacks the fortune to enjoy the
conveniences of life (or the wit to enjoy the conveniences of his fortune),
has nonetheless the vanity to claim to be happy and gets lost in words:
sovereign good, childhood prejudices, dominion over the passions.

There are two types of unhappy people.

One type has a certain lassitude of soul, which nothing can excite. The
soul lacks the strength to desire anything, and everything that touches it
excites only vague feelings. The owner of this soul is always in a state of
languor; life is a burden to him; all its moments weigh upon him. He does
not love life, but he does fear death.

The other type of unhappy people, the opposite of the former, are those
who impatiently desire everything they cannot have and who pine away in
the hope of some good that is always receding.

I am speaking here only of a frenzy of the soul and not a simple move-
ment. Thus, a man is not unhappy because he has ambition {Somewhere
in this volume I have written down how much pleasure ambition brings.},
but because he is devoured by it. And even such a man almost always has
his organs so constructed that he would be unhappy in any case, even if,
by some chance, ambition—that is, the desire to do great things—had not
entered into his head.

But the simple desire to make a fortune, far from making us unhappy,
is, on the contrary, a game that delights us with a thousand hopes. A thou-
sand routes seem to lead us there, and scarcely is one closed off before
another seems to open up.

There are also two types of happy people.

One type is strongly excited by objects thatare accessible to their soul and
that they can easily acquire {hunting, gambling that one can afford}. They
desire strongly, they hope, they enjoy, and soon they begin to desire again.

Others have their machinery constructed in such a way that it is being
constantly but mildly put in motion. It is maintained, not agitated; a read-
ing or a conversation is enough for them.

3. The reference is to the ribbon attached to the cross of the order of the Holy Spirit.—Hc
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It seems to me that nature has labored for the ungrateful. We are happy,
but our speech is such that it seems we have no inkling of it. Still, we find
pleasures everywhere; they are attached to our being, whereas pains are
merely accidents. Objects seem to be everywhere prepared for our plea-
sures; when sleep calls, the darkness pleases us, and when we awaken, the
daylight delights us. Nature is adorned with a thousand colors; our ears are
gratified by sounds, dishes possess pleasurable tastes. And as if this were
not enough existential happiness, our machinery also has to need constant
restoration for our pleasures.

Our soul, which has the faculty of receiving through the organs both
pleasant and painful feelings, has the resourcefulness to procure the former
and discard the latter. And in this, art constantly supplies the defects of na-
ture. Thus, we constantly correct external objects; we subtract from them
what might harm us, and add what can make them agreeable.

There is more. Sensual pains necessarily lead us back to pleasures. I chal-
lenge you to cause a hermit to fast without simultaneously giving him a
new taste for his vegetables. It is in fact only sharp pains that can injure us.
Moderate pains are very close to pleasures; at least they do not take away
that of existing. As for mental pains, they cannot be compared with the
satisfactions that our perpetual vanity gives us; there are very few quarter-
hours when we are not in some way self-contented. Vanity is a mirror that
always reflects to our advantage; it diminishes our faults and enhances our
virtues; it is a sixth sense of the soul, which at every moment gives it new
satisfactions. The agreeable passions serve us with much greater exactness
than the sad ones. If we fear things that will not happen, we hope for a
far greater number that will not happen. Thus, these are so many happy
quarter-hours gained. Yesterday a woman hoped she would find herself a
lover. If she does not succeed, she hopes that another one she saw will take
his place, and thus she spends her life hoping. Since we spend more of our
lives in hope than in possession, our hopes are multiplied quite differently
from our fears. All this is a matter of calculation, and it is thus easy to see
how far what is for us outstrips what is against.

[31] If pain distracts us from pleasure, doesn’t pleasure distract us from
pain? The slightest object acting on our senses is capable of eliminating the
most all-consuming thoughts of ambition.

{Men ought to be persuaded of the happiness they are overlooking at
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the very moment they are enjoying it.! I have seen the galleys of Livorno
and of Venice;? I have not seen a single sad man there—seek now, if you
would be happy, to wear your scrap of blue ribbon? like your colors.}

[32] The sole advantage that a free people has over another is the se-
curity each individual possesses that a single individual’s whim will not
take away his property or his life.! A subject people who had that security,
whether well- or ill-founded, would be as happy as a free people—mores
being equal, because mores contribute even more to the happiness of a
people than laws.

This security of one’s condition is* not greater in England than in France,
and it was scarcely greater in certain ancient Greek republics which, as
Thucydides says,® were divided into two factions. Since liberty* often gen-
erates two factions in a state, the superior faction mercilessly exploits its
advantages. A dominant faction is not less terrible than a wrathful prince.
How many individuals have we seen lose their lives or their property dur-
ing the recent disturbances in England! It is useless to say that one needs
only to remain neutral. For who can be sane when the whole world is mad?
Not to mention that the moderate man is hated by both parties. Moreover,
in free states, the common people are normally insolent. It is useless; there
is scarcely an hour in the day when an honorable man doesn’t have some
business with the lower classes, and however high up a nobleman may
be, one always ends up in that situation. As for the rest of it, I count for
very little the happiness of arguing furiously over affairs of state and never
uttering a hundred words without pronouncing the word /iberzy, or the
privilege of hating half the citizenry.

[33] Who are the happy people? The gods know, for they see the hearts
of philosophers, kings, and shepherds.

[34] The Athenians subjected defeated peoples to their dominion, the

[31]

1. See pensée 708.

2. See Voyages (OC, 2:985).

3. For the blue ribbon, see the note at pensée 30.

[32]

1. “[Put in my Moral thoughts]” (M.); see pensée 7.

2. First version: “is much less in England than in France, and it was likewise less in the ancient
Greek and Italian republics, because liberty, to speak only of England, making”

3. Thucydides (ca. 460—ca. 395 B.C.), Greek historian, author of the History of the Peloponnesian
War, which Montesquieu possessed in three Latin editions (Camlogue, 2798-99).

4. See Laws, 11.4.
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Lacedemonians gave them their laws and their liberty. The latter acted like
Hercules and Theseus,' the former like Philip and Alexander afterward.?
[The people of Athens were greater, the people of Lacedemon more mag-
nanimous.] Marvelous thing! There was no more ambition in Sparta than
in Capua, Croton, or Sybaris.

[35] THEOLOGIANS. They love a new article of belief more than a mil-
lion Christians; provided they gain an article for the profession of faith,
they are not bothered by the loss of some of the faithful.

A tyrant had an iron bed where he measured everyone.' He arranged to
cut off the feet of those who were taller, and stretch out those who were
shorter. But these go further: to torment more, sometimes they extend the
bed, sometimes they shorten it.

[36] THE CARTHAGINIANS, THEIR GOOD FORTUNE AND THEIR
SUDDEN HUMILIATION.! Great wealth, but no military virtue; bad armies,
which, however, they easily rebuilt.

Their weakness arose from the fact that their great strengths were not in
the center of their power. Internal vice.

1. The cities of Africa were not enclosed by walls.

2. They had none-too-friendly neighbors who abandoned them when
they could do so without peril. And then, enemies within and without,
combined, put them within a hair’s breadth of their ruin.

3. Their constant imprudence: they would send half an army into exile;
they would punish their generals for their misfortunes, so they were think-
ing more about defending themselves against the citizenry than against
the enemy.

4. Their disastrous divisions.

5. Bad administration.

6. The mania for distant conquests: Carthage would think about con-
quering Sicily, Italy, and Sardinia, while paying a tax to the Africans.

[34]
1. Hercules (Heracles in Greek), a Roman demigod celebrated for his twelve labors; Theseus, Attic

hero, son of Aegeus or of Poseidon and Aethra.
2. Philip II, king of Macedon (r. 356-336 B.C.), and his son Alexander III the Great (r. 336-323 B.C.).

(351
1. The tyrant Procrustes was killed by Theseus after the iron-bed torture had been inflicted
on him.

[36]
1. “I have put this in the Considerations on the Roman Republic” (M.); cf. Considerations, IV.
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Thus, all those who landed in Africa drove them to despair: Agathocles,
Regulus, and Scipio.?

African heat. Harsh domination. Carthaginians hated as foreigners.

[37] The Greeks had a great talent for making themselves look good.
There was nothing really remarkable in the war against Xerxes.! That prince
has a boat bridge built across the Hellespont;* not a very difficult thing. He
has his army cross. The Lacedemonians seize the passage at Thermopylae,
where manpower could be advantageous only in the long run. The Lace-
demonians are exterminated; the remaining Greek troops are defeated and
retreat. Xerxes comes along, conquers virtually all of Greece. All his gains
evaporate in the battle he loses at sea, where there was little inequality. He
was going to die of hunger, no longer being master of the sea. He retreats
with the greater part of his army and leaves Mardonius® to preserve his
conquests. The battle is joined. It is contested. The Persians are defeated
and expelled from Greece.

Speechifying apart, there you have the bottom line of Greek history,
which amounts to a war like countless others, from which one can con-
clude only that a maritime power is hardly ever destroyed except by an-
other and superior maritime power, and that it is highly reckless to expose
a land army against it if you are not absolute master of the sea.

As for the history of Alexander,* although the conquest is true, there is
hardly a sensible man who does not see it in virtually all its circumstances
as grossly false.

Those who had the mania for getting their princes to imitate Hercules
and Bacchus’ imagined adventures to match. But the world of Alexander’s
time was not like it was in the time of Hercules.

[38] The peoples of that American continent between Spanish and
English country give us an idea of what the first men were like, before
agriculture and the establishment of large societies.

2. Agathocles, tyrant of Syracuse (ca. 361289 B.cC.); Marcus Atilius Regulus, Roman politician and
general who died at Carthage ca. 250 B.C.; Scipio Africanus (235-183 B.C.).

(371

1. Xerxes I, Achmaenid king of Persia (r. 486—465 B.C.).

2. The Hellespont is the present Dardanelles Straits.

3. Mardonius, Persian general who died at the battle of Plataea in 479 B.c.

4. See the portrait of Alexander in Laws, 10.14 and 21.8; by “the history of Alexander,” Montesquieu
may be referring to Quintus Curtius’s flawed first-century work Historiae Alexandri Magni, which
Montesquieu owned in a 1545 Basel edition (Cazalogue, 2772).—mnc

5. Bacchus, Latin form of Dionysus, god of the vine and of wine.
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Hunting peoples are generally man-eaters. They are often exposed to
hunger. Moreover, since they live only on meat, they have no more horror
of a man they have taken than of an animal they have killed.

[39] Who would have said that the styloceratohyoidian' was a little
muscle that serves only (tenth)? to move a tiny bone? Doesn't such a grand
and Greek name seem to promise an agent that would move our entire ma-
chinery? And I am convinced that, as for the omphalomesenteric? vessels, a
simple little monosyllable would have honorably fulfilled all the functions
of this magnificent term.

[40] Those who perfect their souls by the virtues and knowledge they
acquire resemble those men from the myth who lost all their mortality by
feeding on ambrosia. But those who base the excellence of their being only
on external qualities are like those Titans' who thought they were gods
because they had large bodies.

[41] Here, it seems to me, is how time was shortened and how the dif-
ference in calculation between the Septuagint' and the Hebrew text was
introduced.

During the advent of Jesus Christ and long after, there was a tradition
that the world must have existed for only six thousand years. When Jesus
Christ came into the world, it was reckoned that the end of the world was
near; that is, that the six thousand years were already well advanced. That
is what made St. Paul® talk about the consummation of the ages, the last
times. St. Barnabus® follows the same idea in the epistle attributed to him.
According to Tertullian,* public prayers were performed in order to push

[39]

1. The styloceratohyoidian muscle extends from the apophysis (swelling or bony protuberance) to
the large horn of the hyoid (bone at the base of the tongue).

2. It is not clear what the word “tenth” is doing in this sentence.—Hc

3. Name given to two arteries and a vein through which circulation occurs from the embryo to the
umbilical vesicle.

[40]
1. Titans are the generic name for the six sons of Ouranos and Gaia.

[41]

1. The Septuagint are the Greek translations of the Hebrew Bible done in Alexandria in the third
and second centuries before Christ; said to be the work of seventy-two rabbis, six from each tribe of
Israel, brought together by Ptolemy II Philadelphus. Isolated for seventy-two days on the island of
Pharos, they are said to have arrived at a translation identical to the Law.

2. Paul, I Corinthians 1:8, and 7:29.

3. Saint Barnabas, Jewish native of Cyprus, one of the first converts to Christianity, is the author of
an Epistola Catholica [Catholic letters].

4. Quintus Septimius Florens Tertullianus (Carthage, ca. 155—220), apologist and theologian.
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back this end of the World: “Oramus etiam pro Imperatoribus, pro statu
saeculi, pro rerum quiete, pro mora finis.”

In the third century, as this end was not arriving and as no one wanted
it to arrive so soon, they counted only fifty-five hundred years; that was the
chronicle of Julius Africanus.®

In the fifth century, it was necessary to push back again, since no one
wanted to see this end of the World, so they counted no more than fifty-
two hundred years.

Writing in the year 320, Lactantius,” following the calculation of Julius
Africanus and based on the idea that the world was to exist for only six
thousand years, says that the world is going to last for only two hundred
more years.

Finally, as the prescribed time passed by, it was necessary to push back
again and posit only four thousand years to the advent of Jesus Christ.
Toward the end of the seventh century, one finds in the Talmud?® the tra-
dition of the house of Elie,” which maintains that the World is to last six
thousand years: two thousand years of futility, two thousand years under
the Law, and two thousand years under the Messiah, which affords plenty
of time before the six thousand years are over.

It is thus clear that, to the extent that time added up after Jesus Christ,
time had to diminish before Jesus Christ. Notice that the cuts were made
quite easily, because they were made on empty times. Notice also how well
fitted this division of the World’s duration is between two thousand years
and two thousand years.

Nota that it was reading the extract from the Defense of the Antiquity of
Time, from the Bibliothéque universelle [Universal library] (page 104, vol-
ume XXIV, February 1693),"° that gave me the occasion to bring forth this
idea. {See my remark with an asterisk on the shortening of time. It is (I
think) on the occasion of the Persian or Arab chronology, where they put

5. “Let us pray also for the emperors, for the state of the world, for the peace of the empire, for the
delay of the end [of time].” See Tertullian, Apology, 39.2.

6. Sextus Julius Africanus is the author of a Chorography; cf. Spicilége, 312.

7. Caecilius Firmianus, called Lactantius (ca. 260—ca. 335), Christian apologist. Montesquieu pos-
sessed a 1535 Latin edition of his Divine Institutions (Catalogue, 357).

8. The Talmud spans a period of eight centuries, from the third century B.c. to the end of the fifth
century A.D.

9. Elie, Biblical prophet (ca. 873-853 B.C.).

10. By Paul Pezron (Paris, 1691). By this author, Montesquieu possessed (Catalogue, 2654) a work
on the same subject published in 1687.
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(I think) Abraham and then David. Thus, see either the extract from the
Koran, or from Chardin, or from Hyde." See also my extract from Justinus
(book 36, p. 65).”2 The story of Joseph is recounted there with tolerable
accuracy. He says Moses was his son, proof that ignorance of history has
rather the effect of shortening time than of lengthening it.}

[42] spanisH wOMEN. The Spanish country is hot, but the women are
ugly. The climate' is made in favor of women, but the women are made
against the climate.

[43] Isn't it something, the things that make the most personal distinc-
tions among us! The loosening of two or three fibers would have turned
Mme de Mazarin into a very unappealing woman.!

[44] See the Journal des Savants XXXIII of the year 1720, in-4°, page
516,! where there is a description of the different beds and levels of earth
found in the territory of Modena,” up to seven or eight of them, including
a city at fourteen feet, and at fifty feet an underground river whose noise
you can hear. When they dig down to the sand bed, a little too far down,
they often penetrate the sand, and, to the great danger of the workmen,
they fill the excavation and go right to the roofs of the neighboring houses.
I believe it could be the case that this underground river, swelled by some
accident, may have produced some openings from time to time by which
the waters have passed, become elevated, covered the countryside, and suc-

11. The extracts from Montesquieu’s reading on the Koran, as well as this one from Chardin, are
lost. Jean Chardin (1643-1713) had long traveled in Persia and wrote works about his travels published
in 1687 and 1711 (Catalogue, 2738-39) that were important sources for Montesquieu’s Persian Letters.
The Orientalist Thomas Hyde (1636-1703) is the author of the first study of the Zoroastrian religion,
Historiae religionis veterum Persarum eorumque magorum . . . Zoroastris vita . . . (Oxonii, 1700); Mon-
tesquieu made some extracts that have been lost.

12. M. Junianus Justinus, also known as Justin, Latin historian from the second, third, perhaps
even fourth century, author of an abridged Universal History of Pompeius Trogus in a 1640 edition
(Catalogue, 2845); Montesquieu’s extracts are lost.

[42]
1. See pensée 268; on climate more generally, see Laws, bks. 14-17.

[43]
1. Hortense Mancini, Duchess of Mazarin (1643—99), niece of Cardinal Mazarin, wife of Armand-

Charles de La Porte de La Meilleraye, Duke of Mazarin (1631-1713).

[44]

1. The August 19, 1720, issue, pp. 51320, reviews Viaggi per ['ltalia, Francia ¢ Germania di Nic-
colo Madrisio [Niccolo Madrisios voyages through Italy, France and Germany]. 2 vols. Venice:
Hertz, 1718.

2. See Spicilége, 15, on the Fountains of Modena.
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cessively created new levels—the waters receding or the passage becoming
blocked up, once the cause of these swelling underground waters ceased.
{No. The terrain has become packed together. See my itinerary on Viterbo
or afterward.? See my extract on this: Bernardino Ramazzini, De fontium
mutinensium admiranda scaturigine.}*

[45] Wealth consists in real estate or in movable property.! Real estate
is ordinarily possessed by natives, since every State has laws that deter for-
eigners from the acquisition of its land. Thus, this sort of wealth belongs
to every individual State. As for movable property—such as money, pa-
per instruments, bills of exchange, or shares in companies, any kind of
merchandise—they are common to the whole world, which, in this re-
spect, counts for a single State, of which the other States are members.
The State that possesses the most of this movable property in the world is
the richest; Holland and England have an immense quantity of it. Each
State acquires it by its commodities, its workers’ labor, its ingenuity, its
discoveries—even by chance—and the avarice of nations competes for the
furniture of the world. There may be found a State so unfortunate as to
be deprived not only of all the assets of other States, but also of practically
all its own, so that the owners of its real estate would be nothing but colo-
nies of foreigners. This State will be poor, lacking everything and deprived
of all means of acquisition. It can happen sometimes that States where
commerce flourishes see their money disappear for a certain time. But it
returns immediately because the countries that have taken it at a certain
rate of interest owe it and are obliged to return it. But in the countries we
are talking about, the money never returns, because those who take it owe
them nothing.

[46] It should not be surprising that all false religions have always had
something childish! or absurd about them. There is this difference between

3. See Voyages (OC, 2:1093) for his description.

4. The work of Bernardino Ramazzini (1663-1714), Italian physician, had been published in 1692;
Montesquieu’s extract is lost. The work, whose title may be translated On the amazing bubbling waters
of the springs of Mutina (ancient Modena), was never translated into French or English.

l4s]
1. “Put in the Laws” (M.). This pensée is in fact the source of Laws, 20.23, where Montesquieu adds
the examples of Poland and Japan.

[46]
1. First version: “low.”



Pensées 47—49 19

religions and human sciences, that religions come from the people first-
hand and pass from there to the enlightened, {who systematize them},
whereas the sciences are born among the enlightened, whence they can be
spread among the people.

[47] BORING. There are quite a few types. Some are so uniform in their
conversation that nothing ever comes of it. Others are so lazy that they
let everything drop; in vain do you exhaust yourself trying to revive the
conversation; you toss out some topics to them, they abandon them all.
Others make us go into the void, zrabunt per inania.'

[48] In Rome, everyone was permitted to accuse those suspected of
intending to stifle the liberty of the Republic.! But since all those ac-
cusations produced only debates, they only added to the divisions and
armed the leading families against each other. The remedies against na-
scent factions were very long, since they had recourse only to speeches. In
Venice,? on the other hand, the Council of Ten? stifles not only factions
but unrest. It is highly prudent of the Venetians never to combine honors
and power in the same person.

[49] {By an overly long war, Hannibal' accustomed the Romans to war.
He pressed too hard to attack Saguntium, he should have shored up his
power in Spain beforehand.?

Rome, which alone was at war constantly, defeated all the republics,
one after the other. She then defeated the kings by means of kings: Philip
with the help of Attalus,’ and Antiochus* with the help of Attalus and
Philip.}

[47]
1. “Drag us through the emptiness.”

[48]

1. [“I've put this in what I wrote on the Roman Republic”] (M.); cf. Considerations, IX, 93.

2. This one may have been written during Montesquieu’s trip to Venice, between August 16 and
September 13, 1728; cf. Voyages (OC, 2:977-1016).

3. On the Council of Ten, see Voyages (OC, 2:980): “The formidable Council of Ten is not the
formidable Council of Ten . . . Its laws are no longer observed, for if a disgruntled man who finds
himself in office has them executed, the relative of the victim or the victim himself who is elected after
him avenges himself immediately. The problem is thus in the constant change in offices that are voted
on every sixteen months.”

[49]
1. Hannibal (ca. 247-183 B.c.), Carthaginian general and political leader.

2. Hannibals siege of Saguntium (219 B.c.) precipitated the Second Punic War.
3. Attalus, King of Pergamum (241-197 B.C.).
4. Antiochus III the Great (ca. 242187 B.C.).
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[so] pLAGIARIST. One can make that objection with very little in-
genuity.

Thanks to petty talents, there are no more original authors. There is
no one up until Descartes' who did not derive his entire philosophy from
the Ancients. They find the doctrine of the circulation of the blood in
Hippocrates,” [and, if the differential and integral calculus were not saved
by their sublimity from the pettiness of these people, they would find it in
its entirety in Euclid].?> And what would become of commentators without
this privilege? They could not say: “Horace* said this . . . —This passage is
related to another by Theocritus,” where it is said . . . : I am committed to
finding in Cardano® the thoughts of whatever author, even the least subtle.”

To those authors who have seemed original in several places in their
works, one owes the justice of acknowledging that they have not stooped
so low as to descend to the condition of copyists.

[sx] There are three tribunals that are almost never in agreement: that
of the laws, that of honor, and that of religion.

[s2] siNGULAR PEOPLE. There are people so bizarre that they are the
grotesque figures of our species.

{Their minds generally diverge from all minds.}

As soon as a man thinks and has a character, they say: “He’s a singu-
lar man.”

Most people resemble each other in that they do not think: eternal
echos, who have never said anything but have always repeated; crude arti-
sans of others’ ideas.

Singularity has to consist in a fine manner of thinking that has eluded
others, for a man who can distinguish himself only by a special footwear
would be a fool in any country.

The thoughts and actions of a singular man are so particular to him that
another man could not employ them without betraying and diminishing

himself.

[50]

1. René Descartes, French philosopher (1596-1650).

2. Hippocrates (ca. 460—ca. 377 B.C.), Greek physician.

3. Euclid, Greek mathematician, third century B.c.

4. Quintus Horatius Flaccus (65-8 B.c.), Latin poet.

5. Theocritus (ca. 312—ca. 250 B.C.), Greek poet, author of Zdylls.

6. Gerolamo Cardano (1501-76), physician, mathematician, and philosopher; see Catalogue,
1418—20, for Montesquieu’s possessions. Here he refers to De Subtilitate [On subtlety].



Pensées 53—58 21

[53] LaziNess. “Valet of the Society!—Say, what do you have better to
do?” I should rather excuse the laziness of monks' who are occupied only
with eternity. But that which has no purpose serves only to make a man
unhappy.

[s4] The obsession with astrology is a pompous extravagance. We think
our actions are important enough to merit being written in the great book
of Heaven. And there is no one, down to the poorest artisan, who does not
believe that the immense and luminous bodies that roll overhead are made
only to announce to the World the hour when he will emerge from his
shop—or again, that in an hour, he will emerge from his shop.

[ss] The Jesuits and Jansenists are going to carry their quarrels all the
way to China.!

[s6] In France, it is not noble names but well-known ones that give
luster: a celebrated prostitute or a celebrated player! honors her house by
placing it among the ranks of the well known.

[s7] If the immortality of the soul' were an error, I would be very up-
set not to believe it. I do not understand how atheists think. I admit that
I am not as humble as the atheists. But for me, I do not want to swap and
will not go on to swap the idea of my immortality for that of a day’s felicity.
I am very charmed to believe myself immortal like God himself. Indepen-
dent of revealed truths, metaphysical ideas give me a very strong expecta-
tion of my eternal happiness, which I would not want to renounce.

[s8] Whatever I said about happiness' being founded on our machin-
ery, I do not on that account say that our soul cannot also contribute to our

(53]

1. On this theme, see Laws, especially 14.7. When he was criticized for his views on monasticism
by the University of Paris Faculty of Theology, and in a report to Rome’s Congregation of the Index,
Montesquieu defended himself, but by indicating that his views “did not include the transcendence
of the Church, which must enjoy, relative to the civil power, all the freedom necessary for the accom-
plishment of its supernatural mission.” See Bréthe, 2:401 n. 25. Laws was placed on the Index early
in 1752.

[ss]
1. On this dispute and on the Jesuit initiative in China, see Derathé, 2:526 n. 18.

[s6]
1. Joueuse indicates a female player, without indicating what is being played.—mc

[57]
1. “I've put this in my Pensées morales” (M.); cf. pensées 220—24.

[58]

1. See pensée 30.
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happiness by the habit that it takes on. The reason is that since most sor-
rows are greatly amplified by the imagination (which appears very clearly
in women and children, who despair over the least pains and the least
sorrows), they are also greatly amplified by fear of the aftereffects. Now
one can accustom one’s soul to examine things as they are. One cannot
vanquish one’s imagination—that is impossible—but one can diminish
its fitfulness. One of the most effective reflections for hardening ourselves
against our misfortunes is reflection on the immensity of things and the
pettiness of the sphere we inhabit. Since these are things that philoso-
phy proves to us by the senses themselves, we are much more affected by
them than when they are proven to us by theological and moral reasoning,
which reach only pure mind.

[s9] Itis not two hundred years since French women made the decision
to wear petticoats; they soon got rid of that obstacle.

[60] As soon as polygyny is prohibited and monogamous divorce' is
also prohibited,? it is absolutely necessary to prohibit concubinage. For
who would want to get married if concubinage has been permitted??

[61] We never reflect disagreeably upon ourselves without vanity
immediately creating some distraction: we immediately look at ourselves
from a different angle. [And we seek to compensate ourselves in some
respect.]

[62] [Envy is normally more sensitive to glory than to shame. That
is because vanity inflates things in the one, but in the other it dimin-
ishes them.]

[63] Modesty is fitting for everyone, but you have to know how to
master it and never lose it. {Every man must be polite, but he must also
be free.}!

[64] Theologians maintain that there is no one whose atheism is a mat-
ter of feeling. But can one judge what happens in the hearts of all men?
The existence of God is not a clearer truth than these: man is composed of
two substances; the soul is spiritual. And yet, there are whole nations that

[60]

1. See Laws, 26.13, 506.

2. First version: “prohibited among the Christians, religion had to prohibit concubinage.”
3. “Put in the Laws” (M.); cf. 23.6, 430.

[63]
1. See pensée 74.
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doubt these two truths. This is because our inner feeling is not theirs, and
education has destroyed it. It is true that there are clear truths, but there
are blind people. There are natural feelings, but there are people who do
not feel.

[65] Saint-Evremond' speaks in French the way Saint Augustine? used
to speak in Latin. In reading them, one gets exhausted seeing the words al-
ways clashing, and finding their minds always enclosed within the bound-
aries of an antithesis.

[66] The Pythagoreans always hid behind their master. “Ipse dixit,”
they said. But Ipse dixit is always a nonsense.!

[67] If there was no time before the Creation, it would necessarily fol-
low that the world is as old as God and is coeternal with him.!

[68] We have no tragic author who imparts greater movements to the
soul than Crébillon;' who tears us more from ourselves; or who fills us
more with the vapor of the god who agitates it. He makes you enter into
the transports of the Bacchae. You cannot judge his work, because he be-
gins by disturbing the reflecting part of the soul. [He is the true tragic
author of our time, because he excites (the only one who knows how to
excite) the true passion of tragedy, which is terror.]

[69] To be always forming new desires and satisfying them as they are
formed is the height of felicity. The soul does not linger enough on its
anxieties to become overly sensitive to them, nor on its satisfactions to lose
its taste for them. Its movements are as mild as its rest is animated, which
prevents it from falling into that languor that drains us and seems to pres-
age our annihilation.

[70] Most men who are called fools are so only relatively.

[65]

1. Charles de Marguetel de Saint-Denis de Saint-Evremond (1610-1703), Epicurean writer and
conversationalist.

2. Saint Augustine, bishop of Hippo (354—430).

[66]

1. Disciples of Pythagoras, Greek philosopher and mathematician, sixth century B.C.; Ipse dixit
means “he himself said.”

(671
1. See pensées 12 and 41.

[68]
1. Prosper Jolyot de Crébillon (1674-1762), French playwright; Montesquieu possessed the 1713
edition of his Euvres (Catalogue, 2024); see pensées 1198 and 1215.



24 Pensées 71—76

[71] The world is full of men like Janus in the myth, who was depicted
with two faces.!

[72] The Stoics believed that the world was going to perish by fire.
Thus, minds were prepared to hear that prophecy of Jesus Christ, who
predicted that the end of the world would arrive in this fashion.

[73] The miser loves money for itself, not because of the utility he de-
rives from it. That is called appetere malum quia malum.'

[74] [One can be polite in society while preserving one’s freedom.]!

[7s] When Elizabeth provided judges to Mary Stuart, she weakened in
English minds the idea of sovereign grandeur.

{It is probable that Cromwell' would never have imagined having the
head cut off the one, if the head had not already been cut off the other.}

[76] One can say that everything is animated; everything is organized.
The slightest blade of grass makes millions of brains see. Everything is con-
stantly dying and being reborn. So many animals that have been recognized
only by chance' must give rise to conjectures about others. Matter, which
has experienced a general movement by which the order of the heavens has
formed, must have specific movements that lead it to organization.

Organization, whether in plants or animals, can scarcely be other than
the movement of liquids in tubes. Circulating liquids can easily form some
tubes, or stretch out other ones. That is how trees arise from cuttings. They
come from seedlings only by analogy with the cuttings,? the seedling be-
ing merely a part of the wood. {Reserving thought to man, it is difficult to
deny feeling to everything that exists.}

[71]
1. Janus was a Roman god represented with two opposing faces.

(73]
1. “Seeking evil for evil’s sake.”

[74]
1. See pensée 63 .

[75]

1. Elizabeth, queen of England (1558-1603); Mary Stuart (1542-86), daughter of James V of Scot-
land, who had married Francis II of France in 1558; and Oliver Cromwell (1599-1658), whose Parlia-
mentary colleagues voted to condemn Charles I to death in January 1649.

[76]

1. See Essai d'observations sur ['histoire naturelle [Experimental observations on natural history] in
OC, 3:100.

2. See ibid., 107.
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With regard to animals, circulation from mother to child occurs quite
naturally in a body such as t