
5 The constitutional republicanism of
Emmanuel Sieyes

Pasquale Pasquino

After Thermidor French politics and political theory were dominated by a
major challenge: namely, how to save the principle of the republic while
obliterating the experience of its practical realisation. The key problem
for French republicans, starting with Benjamin Constant and Germaine
de Stael, was to establish a disjunction between republicanism and the
Terror, or to make people forget the bloodshed associated with the
establishment of the republic by appealing to the hopes and principles of
1789.

In considering, as I shall do here,1 the early years of the revolution,
1789-91, there is an additional difficulty, because the Constituent
Assembly gave the French a government which had the form of a consti-
tutional monarchy2 rather than a republic - at least in the ordinary
modern sense of the two terms. Not only was representative sovereignty
shared between an elected legislative assembly and an hereditary
monarch, but the latter, in his capacity as head of the executive and
co-legislator, was entitled to a right of veto - a right to suspend his formal
sanction of laws proposed by the Assembly - for a period of four years.3

Among historians of the revolution, the Constituent Assembly has
never enjoyed much favour. Too moderate, and excessively bourgeois for
some, it has been considered by others to have been at the true origin of
the Terror. The first view, largely dominant in France until very recently,
is undoubtedly closer to historical reality, at least as far as the argument
about its moderation is concerned - and this in spite of the strong
ideological bias common to the Jacobin and Leninist disqualification of
1789. The second view seems to rest on the other hand upon a dubious
metaphysics of potentiality, which confuses a principle of historical caus-
ality with the truism post hoc ergo propter hoc.

1 See also the contribution of P. GuenifFey in this volume.
2 Cf. titre 3, art. 2 of the French constitution of 1791.
3 The best analysis of the constitution of 1791 is still the book by M. Troper, La Separation

des pouvoirs et Vhistoire constitutionnelle frangaise, Paris, 1980; see, in addition, his recent
article 'Sur l'usage des concepts juridiques dans l'analyse historique' (forthcoming).
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108 Pasquale Pasquino

My intention here is not to reopen the debate on the Constituent
Assembly, a debate in relation to which I should (if asked) side with
liberals like Constant and de Stael.4 I shall instead consider the political
theory of Sieyes before 1792, in order to show the sense in which it is
possible to talk of his republicanism.

Before doing so, however, I should like to deal briefly with a text which,
to my knowledge, has never been published, and which may throw light
on the true nature of the constitution of 1791: a constitution of which,
contrary to a common misconception (which has perhaps its origin in
Burke), Sieyes was by no means the author. We shall consider sub-
sequently the reasons why he chose not to criticise it publicly. This text is
a memoir drafted on 8 Germinal Year II (28 March 1794) and addressed
to the Committee of General Security by Jacques-Guillaume Thouret, the
man who made the greatest contribution to the provision of the consti-
tution during the summer of 1791. The memoir was written during the
trial which resulted in the author himself being sentenced to the guillotine.

I refer to the Decree approved in 1791 on which I reported to the Assembly, which
stated that the king was merely a fonctionnaire public [public official]5 ... I
supported it warmly because, by denaturing the ancient royalty, it established the
essence of a republican constitution under the guise of monarchy.6

Even if we allow for the circumstances in which Thouret drafted the
text, while imprisoned in the Luxemburg under threat of impending
death, we cannot doubt the historical value of his testimony: for without
actually abolishing the monarchy the Constituent Assembly divested it of
its sacred character by turning the head of the executive into a mere
fonctionnaire (official). The Feuillants - in particular Thouret and
Barnave - aimed to make the king part of a constitutional machine which
would prevent gouvernement d'assemblee (government by assembly);
exactly the kind of government which was to prevail under the Conven-
tion. Long before his trial, on 13 August 1791, Thouret made a very
important speech to the Assembly7 in which we read:

4 Cf. B. Manin, Un voile sur la liberte. La revolution francaise du liberalisme a la Terreur,
Paris, 1993.

5 This refers to the decree concerning the regency of the kingdom presented to the Assembly
by Thouret on 22 March 1791 (Archivesparlementaires, vol. 24, pp. 260-4). Here royalty is
defined as the 'supreme magistracy of the nation'; its hereditary character is a simple
delegation made in the 'public interest'; Moniteur, vol. 7, p. 684. (For full bibliographical
details of the Archives parlementaires and the Moniteur see ch. 4, nn. 22 and 15.)

6 Archives Nationales, Paris, F7 477529 (cf. in the same folder Thouret's memoir of 14
Frimaire); emphasis added.

7 This speech is not included in F. Furet and R. Halevi, eds., Orateurs de la revolution
francaise, I. Les constituants, Paris, 1989.
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Emmanuel Sieves: his constitutional republicanism 109

We must not include such a clause8 in the Constitution since a Constitution must
not sanction measures which may be acceptable during a revolution and only
during a revolution. When, after a long period of despotism, a nation wakes up
and gives itself a new constitution, its chief enemy in such circumstances is the
executive power, since it is the executive which is corrupted and the agent of
oppression. It is against it that the revolution has occurred, not to destroy it but to
drive it back and contain it in future within its proper limits . . . But when the
revolution is over and it is time to establish a true government, the constitution is
not merely a set of written clauses, but the living mechanism of the political
organisation. We believe that it is a serious mistake to continue to treat the
executive as the enemy of the commonwealth and national liberty. Is not the
executive power a power of the nation, emanating from it like the legislative one?
Is it not vital for the nation that it should be exercised, within the prescribed
limits, with all the vigour of which it is capable and with all the means that can be
put at its disposal? Would it be able to perform its function unless it is thus
constituted? And unless it does, and does so with great energy, who will guarantee
domestic order, and who will defend the commonwealth from the undertakings of the
legislative body! Finally, and in a few words, is not the executive power as
necessary to liberty as the legislative?

And further on he adds: 'The legislative power on the one hand, and the
executive on the other are the two essential components of the political
system.'9

If we take judgements of this kind into account it is difficult to talk, as it
is increasingly, of the legislativocentrisme10 of the Constituent Assembly,
especially because the opinion quoted above, far from being marginal,
was that of the head of the Comite de Constitution and its representative
at the Assembly. F. Furet and R. Halevi11 rightly describe Thouret as
'one of the key figures of the great debates and of the great texts which
reorganised the kingdom' and as 'one of the most influential architects of
the new legislation'. He was in fact not only an independent and moderate
voice, but also the best expert on public law in the Assembly.12

8 Thouret refers to the article passed by the Assembly on 7 April 1791 and left out - as noted
by de Saint-Martin - by the Comite de revision, presided over by Thouret, an article which
called for a strict separation of powers: 'No member of the current Assembly, nor of the
following Legislatures . . . may be promoted to the position of minister, nor may receive
any position or gifts . . . from the executive power or from its agents, while they are in the
Legislature and for four years after the end of their mandate.'

9 Archives parlementaires, vol. 29, pp. 399-400; emphasis added.
10 This clumsy word makes sense, if we understand by it the absolute supremacy of the

legislature vis-a-vis the other powers. The word legicentrisme, on the other hand, is either
a synonym for expressions such as rule of law or Rechtsstaat, or it has no clear sense,
unless it is the antonym of decretocentrisme specific to a despotic government.

11 Orateurs de la revolution francaise, p. 1573.
12 The same views are presented by Duport and also by Barnave in his famous speech on the

inviolability of the king given on 15 July 1791. Ibid., pp. 28-42 (esp. p. 31: 'this power
accorded to the King to limit the legislative power'); and Duport's speech given on 14 July
on the same subject, pp. 319-30 (esp. p. 323: 'it is necessary . . . to have alongside the
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110 Pasquale Pasquino

But just as Mounier and Lally-Tollendal had been unable to impress
upon the Assembly the difference between a bicameral system and a
society of orders during the summer of 1789,13 so Thouret and Barnave,
in spite of their good standing in the Assembly, were unable to persuade
French opinion of the need for a strong executive power, largely because
of the growing hostility to the person of Louis XVI. I shall return to this
point in discussing Sieyes's attitude after the king's flight to Varennes. I
shall now turn to the political and constitutional theory of the abbe.

Even the most reliable of recent studies of Sieyes's political theory - the
work by Murray Forsyth, Reason and revolution. The political thought of
the abbe Sieyes - represents the image of Sieyes as a supporter of
constitutional monarchy in 1789.14 Michelet, in a lecture at the College de
France on 6 May 1847,15 made the following judgement about the 'priest'
Sieyes, for whom he clearly had little sympathy: 'Externally a daring and
free spirit, Sieyes nevertheless remained the slave of his clerical garb and
his desire for a quiet life: he wanted the clergy, he wanted royalty.'

In contradistinction to this received opinion I would like to show:
1 That Sieyes was a republican. His principles in 1789-91 were not

compatible with the monarchical system - meaning by this the presence
at the head of the government of an hereditary representative; and that
he was to become, after Varennes, a 'monarchist of reason', to echo the
German term Vernunftrepublikaner used under the Weimar republic to
indicate those who, despite their principles, had nevertheless accepted
the republic.

2 That he was a modern republican and a liberal, since he spoke the
language of rights and of the limits of power, and built a theory of

legislative Body a brake, a way to stall its action if it be too hasty or arbitrary*: 'the
monarch . . . in order to stop or moderate the action of the legislative power'; and
pp. 324-5 on the despotism of the legislative body) (emphasis added). See, also, the
anecdote on Thouret, the day when the king came to swear allegiance to the constitution,
in Michaud, Biographie universelle, Paris, n.d., vol. 41, p. 446:

Thouret was chosen to present to the King the Constitution; and, named president
[of the Assembly]... for the fourth time, he welcomed the monarch when Louis XVI
went to the Assembly to declare his acceptance of the Constitution. Seated in a chair
very similar to that of the King, the president kept his legs crossed all the time; and
without moving from this position, he praised at length to the King the advantages
of a constitution which for the most part he himself had written.

See also Moniteur, vol. 9, pp. 662-3, on the session of 14 September: 'At the time that the
King will be sworn - said Thouret - the Assembly must be seated.'

13 Cf. P. Pasquino, 'La Theorie de la "balance du legislatif" du premier Comite de
constitution (1789)', in F. Furet and M. Ozouf (eds.), Terminer la revolution. Mounier et
Barnave dans la revolution francaise, Grenoble, 1990, pp. 67-89.

14 Leicester, 1987, p. 179.
15 Unpublished text which Francois Furet has kindly allowed me to consult.
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Emmanuel Sieyes: his constitutional republicanism 111

representative government upon popular 'authorisation', that is to say
upon the juridical mechanism of general and periodic elections.
I shall start from this second point, and in particular from the issue of

the limitation of power, which will allow me to develop and specify
arguments I have already discussed elsewhere.16 I shall refer to some
manuscripts of the abbe which I have since had the opportunity to
examine more closely.

One of the most remarkable texts to be found amongst his papers - now
in the Archives Nationales in Paris - is what 'seems to be the draft of a
newspaper article on his book What is the Third Estate? written by Sieyes
himself.'17 It is in fact a review of his book which no doubt Sieyes
intended to publish anonymously in order to draw the attention of the
public to the importance of his text - yet another sly device of the abbe.
The review was never published, a fact which is easily explained if we
consider the immediate and extraordinary success of the book. This text
deserves to be reproduced. Here I shall simply signal some of the passages
most relevant to my purpose. Here is how he begins:18

I have just finished reading the work entitled ••••*. At last, I find an author who
has provided me with some principles. I have always thought that political
morality was not just a matter of sentiment, but forms a true science and that this
science must be either incomplete or ill-known if in all possible circumstances it
did not offer us the remedy as well as an analysis of the disease. But I can also see
that this science could not be the product of superficial inquiry.

After a series of flattering comments of this kind - 'There are men of a
scholarly disposition who have devoted themselves silently to the study of
the great social morality for years' - a comment which of course refers to
the abbe himself, Sieyes proceeds to summarise the central arguments of
his book:

I learn from this work that what we must call a constitution is by no means an
attribute of the nation, but belongs to its government alone. It is the government,
not the nation, which is constituted.

I see too that the constituted power and the constituent power cannot be confused.
Consequently the body of the ordinary representatives of the people, that is to say
those who are entrusted with ordinary legislation, cannot without contradiction
and absurdity interfere with the constitution}9

16 Cf. P. Pasquino, 'E. Sieyes, B. Constant et le "gouvernement des modernes" \ in Revue
francaise de science politique, vol. 37, no. 2, (April 1987), pp. 214-29, and 'Le Concept de
nation et les fondements du droit public de la revolution: E. Sieyes', in F. Furet, ed.,
L'Heritage de la revolution francaise, Paris, 1989, pp. 309-33.

17 This comment in the margin of Sieyes's manuscript is in the hand of H. Fortoul, who had
access to the abbe's papers towards the middle of the nineteenth century.

18 Archives Nationales, 284 AP 4, doss. 8.
19 Emphasis added.
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112 Pasquale Pasquino

These statements are clearly of great interest. A work which has been
always presented as the manifesto of the revolution, as a cri de guerre
(Tocqueville's words) and as the very model of political radicalism, is
instead presented by its author as a tract of political and constitutional
science, in which a central role is attributed to the issue of the limitation of
legislative power]

All those who have even a superficial knowledge of Sieyes's political
writings are aware that he always attached a great importance to the
distinction - which he in fact claims to have introduced to political theory
- between pouvoir constituant and pouvoir constitue, as he states in his
Discours de Van III. No doubt Sieyes's claim was made in good faith.
There is however a much earlier work, published in London in 1660, in
which this distinction appears already in a clear form and which I should
like to recall briefly. I do not believe that this work could have directly
inspired Sieyes, but it helps us to understand the political and theoretical
relevance of this distinction, one which has completely escaped the atten-
tion of such recent interpreters of Sieyes as K. M. Baker and B. Baczko.20

The work I am referring to is Politico sacra et civilis or a modell of civil and
ecclesiasticall Government by George Lawson,21 who had published, three
years before, in 1657, another book, which like Politico sacra was a
polemical tract against Hobbes - entitled in fact An examination of the
political part of Mr Hobbs his Leviathan. Together with Philip Hunton,
Lawson is certainly the most important of those seventeenth-century
English political theorists we no longer read.

In this text, written in a curious mixture of Latin and English, Lawson
begins by establishing a distinction between two types of sovereignty or
authority (majestas) which he calls respectively real and personal.

On page 34 of Politico sacra, we have the schema shown in figure 1.
According to Lawson real sovereignty belongs to the community and is

superior to personal sovereignty, which is the power of constituted com-
monwealth. Real majesty is defined as the power to model a state (p. 35)
and this power of constitution is attributed to the community (in Sieyes's
language, the nation). This distinction has the explicit function of limiting
the power of the Parliament (the legislative power), whose members,
being the depositories of a simple personal sovereignty, 'cannot alter or
take away the cause whereby they have their being, nor can they meddle
with the fundamental Laws of the constitution, which if it once cease, they
cease to be a Parliament'.

20 K. M. Baker, Inventing the French revolution, Cambridge, 1990; B. Baczko, 'Le Contrat
social des francos', in K. M. Baker, ed., The French revolution and the creation of modern
political culture, vol. 1: The political culture of the Old Regime, Oxford, 1987, pp. 493-513.

21 Cf. C. Condren, George Lawson's Politico and the English Revolution, Cambridge, 1989.
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Figure 1

I shall not discuss here the radical criticism of Hobbes's theory of
representation implicit in this view. My aim is simply to show how the
distinction between constituent and constituted power is introduced
against the view (which Lawson attributed to Hobbes) of the absolute
sovereignty of the Assembly: The personal Soverain [that is to say the]
persons who are trusted with the exercise of it [legislative and executive
powers] . . . hath no power to make fundamental Laws concerning the
constitution, but only for the administration' (pp. 36, 39).

It is therefore this same preoccupation of limiting the power of repre-
sentatives which Sieves asserts in 1789 through his distinction between
pouvoir constituant and pouvoir constitue; a distinction which the manu-
script mentioned above considers as one of the central points of his book
on the Third Estate.

It is not necessary to make appeal to Sieyes's manuscripts to realise that
'His thought is essential to understanding the articulation of revolution-
ary philosophy with what preceded it - Enlightenment rationalism - and
what followed it - the liberal line of Constant-StaeT.22 It is sufficient to
read his Preliminaire de la Constitution of July 1789:23

In a large society individual liberty has three kinds of enemies to fear. The least
dangerous are malevolent citizens: in order to repress them, ordinary authority is
sufficient... Individual liberty is far more endangered by [the second enemy: the]
undertakings of the Officers encharged to exercise some part of public power.
Simple isolated public officials, entire bodies, the government itself in its entirety,
can cease to respect the rights of the citizen. A long experience proves that nations

22 Furet and Halevi, eds., Orateurs de la revolution frangaise, p. 1523.
23 Reprinted ibid.9 pp. 1004-18, which unfortunately does not reproduce the third and last

edition of the text which I cite here; emphasis added.
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114 Pasquale Pasquino

are not sufficiently cautioned against this sort of danger. How disgraceful to see a
public official turning against his fellow citizens the weapons or power he has
received to defend them and ... turning into instruments of oppression the means
entrusted to him for the common protection!

After this diagnosis, the author proposes his remedy: 'The separation,
and a good constitution of public powers are the only guarantee that
nations and citizens might be preserved from this extreme evil.'24 (The
third enemy of liberty mentioned in the text is a possible foreign enemy.)

When I described Sieyes's doctrine as a liberal theory of the state, I
meant a doctrine which, as shown in the text cited above, considers that
too great a power concentrated in the hands of those who govern or in the
institutions of the state represents a danger or a threat for order, security
and the freedom of individuals. In his essay Die Diktatur of 1921,25 Carl
Schmitt wrote that all excessive political power represents, for Montes-
quieu and his liberal followers, the enemy. We can also say that 'modern
constitutionalism' (or more precisely the doctrine of the Verfassungs-
staat), which rests upon the idea of fundamental rights and the
mechanism of the division/balance of powers, is in fact the answer to the
threat which comes from inside the polis, such as it is conceptualised by
the (in this respect exemplary) text by Sieyes.

Having clarified this, I shall now return to my initial point: Sieyes's
republicanism. Here too I shall comment on a manuscript and a published
text by the abbe, both written shortly after the flight of the king on 20
June 1791. The manuscript26 is once again of great interest. It contains the
text of a speech that Sieyes intended to read before the Assembly during
the debates on the revision of the constitution, in any case after 10
August, as is shown by a reference to a speech by Barnave which can be
precisely dated.

[Amongst the propositions of the Comite de constitution] there is one so impor-
tant, so strange and so subversive of our constitution, that I feel obliged to present
to you some observations upon which I rest my beliefs ... It is the ultimate answer
to this question: France has a representative Constitution, the representatives are
the legislative body and the King.

In this text Sieyes explains better than anywhere else one of the most
important concepts of his political theory: that of representation. This
concept does not only refer to the principle developed by the Scottish
political economists of the division of labour; but defines also the specific
24 3rd edn, Paris, 1789, pp. 29-30 . The edition published by Furet and Halevi (pp. 1010-11)

begins this paragraph with the words: *Une bonne constitution de tous les pouvoirs
publics ets . . . '

25 Reprinted Berlin, 1964.
26 Archives Nationales, 284 A P 4, doss. 12.
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Emmanuel Sieves: his constitutional republicanism 115

relation between governors and governed in his republican model of
representative government (emphasis added): 'All public officials are
representatives of the people in the broadest sense of the term, because all
powers emanate from the people* (representatives are not, therefore, gover-
nors sui juris).

On 10 August, on the other hand, Barnave had argued in the Assembly
that the representatives of the people were only those who were encharged
to will for it:27 an argument which allowed him to attribute the role of
sovereign representative to the king as well as to the legislative assembly.
This was, moreover, the position sanctioned by the constitution of Sept-
ember 1791. Sieves, for his part, did not accept the position of the Comite
de constitution. To begin with he pointed out that 'we find the exercise of
some will in all public functions', in the legislative body as well as in 'the
public official with the most limited authority'. Secondly, against the line
of thought which connects Rousseau to Condorcet, he stressed that 'the
application of the law does always imply the exercise of a will'. Finally,
and this is the most crucial point, he came more forcefully than Thouret
to demand a republican constitution:

According to the Comite the legislative body is divided in two branches, the
Assembly and the King. In this case, the legislative power is formed by two wills,
the national will exercised by the temporary system of the elected and the
hereditary royal will. At the time of the debates on the royal sanction [in 1789] the
nature of this sanction was not discussed. The King has the right of sanction, this
is true, but what was not discussed is that the exercise of this sanction implied a
legislative will, since if a legislative will can be attributed to an hereditary
magistrate, it is evident that this will cannot any longer be mistaken for the will of
the people.

And further: 'We must ask whether the possibility of forming the
common will which will be the law can be entrusted to anyone other
than men elected for a time by the people. The answer is evidently no.'2S

Hence follows the conclusion that: 'In this precise sense, the king can-
not therefore be a representative.' We can see here quite clearly that
Sieves refuses the role of legislative representative - 'the most essential
function of all', he writes - to an hereditary public magistrate. In fact
the 'election for a period of time' is considered as a necessary and com-
pulsory condition for prescribing the law and expressing the will of the
nation. No (legislative) representation without election: with this formula
we can summarise the republican argument expressed by Sieves in the
draft of his speech.

27 Archives parlementaires, vol. 29, p. 331.
28 Emphasis added.
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116 Pasquale Pasquino

The idea that election for a period of time should be the only
mechanism of authorisation of supreme power - the legislative - qualifies
the position of the abbe in 1791 as perfectly republican.29

It is true, however, that Sieves did not make his speech at the Assembly
in August 1791 and that, furthermore, he published, in the Moniteur of 16
July 1791, a reply to Thomas Paine30 which gained a certain popularity
and which was even translated into German in 1792 with the title Uber den
wahren Begriffeiner Monarchic ('On the true concept of monarchy')31 - a
text which apparently was much appreciated by Kant.32

But let us go back to Sieves: his reply to Paine was a minor masterpiece
of political ability. It shows, incidentally, that the abbe was by no means a
doctrinaire, as it is often claimed, but a politician capable of finding
compromises between theory and practice.

The problem for him in this particular case was how to avoid betraying
his principles while at the same time supporting the Feuillants after the
ill-fated flight of the king, which would inevitably radicalise the revo-
lutionary movement and hinder the realisation of a new constitutional
order. As Patrice GuenifTey shows above in this volume, it was after
Varennes that the pass-word republicanism began to appear with a certain
frequency, especially in debates in the press:33

If they ask me - and I suppose I shall be asked - what I think of the heredity of the
monarch, I shall reply without hesitation that in good theory it is wrong to

29 I d o not need to cite here the speech o f September 1789 against the royal veto, which is
sufficiently well known, and is consistent with the manuscript cited here.

30 Moniteur, no . 197 bis (vol. 9, pp. 137-9); cf. the issue o f 8 July 1791. Paine had asked
Sieves to take a public stance against the monarchy and in favour o f a representative
republican system.

31 Neues Gottingisches historisches Magazin, vol . 1 (1792), pp. 3 4 1 - 9 .
32 See the article 'Republik' by W. Mager, in O. Brunner et al., eds . , Geschichtliche Grund-

begriffe, Stuttgart, 1984, vol . 5, p. 608. Kant distinguishes, in any case, the idea o f
'Republikanismus' from that o f the oppos i t ion to monarchy: 'Republ ikanismus ist das
Staatsprinzip der Absonderung der ausfuhrenden Gewalt (der Regierung) v o n der gesetz-
gebenden. ' The same disjunction can also be found in Robespierre; see Mager,
'Republik', p . 596 (speech o f 13 July 1791): 'Le mot republique ne signifie aucune forme
particuliere de gouvernement: il appartient a tout gouvernement d 'hommes libres, qui ont
une patrie. Or, on peut etre libre avec un monarque c o m m e avec un senat. Qu'est-ce que
la constitution franchise actuelle? C'est une republique avec un m o n a r q u e / (I d o not need
to stress that for Rousseau the 'republic' is a form o f non-representative state - 'tyranny'
being the delegation o f sovereign power, i.e. legislative power; 'monarchy' o n the other
hand is simply a form o f government - o f executive power.)

33 See the dispute between Laclos and Brissot: the former wrote 'De la monarchic et du
republicanisme' in Journal des Amis de la Constitution, no . 33, 12 July 1791, as a reply to
Brissot's article 'Profession de foi de P. Brissot, sur la monarchic et le republicanisme', in
Patriote francais, nos . 696 and 697, 5 and 6 July 1791. Both texts are repuWished in
Laclos, (Euvres completes, ed. by L. Versini, Paris, 1979, pp . 6 8 0 - 9 3 .
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imagine that the hereditary transmission of any public office might be reconciled
with the principles of true representation.34

Undoubtedly, he adds, it would be possible to apply 'to the first public
function' an electoral mechanism capable of combining 'all the advan-
tages of election without any of its disadvantages'. However, in the
summer of 1791, the abbe was 'far from thinking that the circumstances
[were] favourable to a change in the established constitution on this
particular point' (p. 138). Such was the public position stated by Sieyes at
a time when the essential political task seemed to be that of ending the
revolution.35 This shows, I believe, convincingly enough that his mon-
archism of reason never led him to renounce his republican principles.
34 Moniteur, no. 197 bis (vol. 9, p. 138). This entire sentence, which is of crucial theoretical

importance, is omitted in the German translation cited above.
35 For a detailed analysis of Sieyes's response to Paine, see my 'Introduction' to the Italian

edition of Sieyes's political writings: E. Sieyes, Scrittipolitic^ Milan, 1993, esp. pp. 52-5.
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