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i n t roduc t ion

The Incorruptible
and the Tyrant

robesp ier r e is t he na me of the contradiction that continues to
characterize the attitude of the French to their Revolution. A hero to some,
reviled by others, Robespierre embodies at once the Revolution’s promise,
still alive today, and the bloody impasse to which it led. That the ambivalent legacy of this foundational moment should be summed up in one man
is the distinctive feature of the French political tradition: that which forms
the basis of its common understandings is at the same time what gives rise
to its most profound divisions.
To be sure, the nature of these divisions has greatly changed over the
course of the last two centuries, and Robespierre’s image with it. His reputation has been the hostage and, symbolically, the stake of the successive
battles through which the principles of 1789 came to be applied; royalists pitted against republicans to begin with, then moderate republicans
against progressive republicans, and, a fter that, socialists against republicans. At first, Robespierre symbolized the monstrosity of the revolutionary
movement in the eyes of the upholders of the ancien régime; the party of
the Revolution, for its part, made him the prophetic emblem of its strug
gle for republican liberty. Once the Republic had been established, for
better or for worse, divisions within the revolutionary movement itself
were given new life, setting Feuillants against Jacobins, Girondins against
Montagnards, Dantonists against Robespierrists. Many years later, with
the Bolshevik Revolution and the formation of a worldwide Communist
movement, Robespierre came to be seen as the herald, both execrated and
exalted, of social revolution.
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All these disputes now belong to the past. The last defenders of throne
and altar have been routed by the forces of a republic whose legitimacy
is accepted by virtually everyone. In parallel with this, on the left, recent
decades have witnessed the disarming of an avant-garde that sought to
supplement and complete political revolution by social revolution. But the
remarkable thing is that this general embrace of the principles of 1789 has
not eliminated division. Indeed, paradoxically, a strengthened allegiance
to the ideals of liberty and equality has had the effect of accentuating the
revulsion felt toward the extreme measures with which Robespierre’s
name remains associated. The Republic—lawful, liberal, peaceable—that
ended up being established is unanimous in its detestation of the guillotine, committees of public safety, coups d’état, and terror. Robespierre is a
reprobate in the view of most people today, something official memory is
reluctant to admit. This has not prevented him, however, from attracting
a not inconsiderable number of loyal supporters. For with the restoration
of the rights of man to a central place in the life of the nation, Robespierre,
who early on was the most fervent, rigorous, and implacable proponent of
these rights, came also to be seen as the champion of fundamental princi
ples. Even if the specter of 1793, the year of the Revolutionary Tribunal
and the Law of Suspects, cast him down into the circle of the damned, the
man whom popular opinion now gladly regards as a precursor of totalitarianism, the same logic of republican consensus nonetheless raised him
up again as a prophet of the triumphant justice of democratic values. Far
from disappearing, as one might have expected, the old divisions were
simply recomposed.
Is this to say that we are condemned to replay the Revolution all over
again, and, by giving it new life, to perpetuate the quarrel between Robespierrists and anti-Robespierrists, on the one side glorifying the advocate
of universal suffrage and the right of all to life and liberty, and on the other
bringing new charges against the unrelenting prosecutor of anyone pre eople? Not at all! Fortunately, the situation
sumed to be an e nemy of the p
opens up another possibility. It places us in a position to understand that it
is as pointless to take sides in this unresolvable dispute as it is futile to try
to settle it. Neither of the two camps can hope to prevail. Instead they are
doomed to coexist, b
 ecause they defend c auses that are equally justified in
reason. The very irreducibility of the quarrel allows us to go beyond it, by
granting each one its rightful share of the contradiction.
Examining the course of history over the past two centuries permits a
more detached perspective. The slow and difficult consolidation of democracy in Europe has taught us that it is the responsibility of the state to
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acknowledge the existence of two competing forces that pull it in opposite
directions, the one arising from what its founding principles require and
 ill tolerate. The apparently innothe other from what its political system w
cent doctrine enunciated by the Declaration of the Rights of Man and of
the Citizen, from which democracy draws its legitimacy, conceals a deeply
radical tendency that threatens to blind it to the practical conditions of
orderly government. The French Revolution gave the first warning of the
perils of this sort of excess, of which Robespierre was the outstanding
example. His greatness consists in the fact that, both as orator and actor,
he embodied the attempt to give liberty and equality their most complete
expression. His tragic fate was to embody the failure to make a v iable system of government from these principles, and the resort to terrorist vio
lence in order to fill the gap between idea and reality.
It has taken two centuries for us to learn the hard way how to arrange
matters so that liberty and equality may live together in harmony. T
 here
can be no question that the means for doing this are exactly the opposite of
the ones i magined by Robespierre and his companions. But now that they
have been firmly established, we may finally do justice to the grandeur of
this longing to achieve the impossible, without in the least ignoring the
horrors that followed in its train. At the same time, we are better able to
appreciate the creative dynamic of these rights, whose meaning and scope
sensible conservatives nonetheless struggle to grasp. Recognizing the Revolution’s ambition, measuring its cost—these two things must go together
if we are to profit from the progress that has been made in the interval.
Marc Bloch, appealing for an enlargement of patriotic feeling in Apologie pour l’histoire, ou métier d’historien (1949), famously rebuked two
classes of his fellow countrymen who, he claimed, will never understand
the history of France: those who cannot permit themselves to be stirred by
the memory of the crowning of French kings at Reims, and those who feel
no emotion on reading accounts of the Festival of Federation. It may fairly
be said, in retrospect, that he made things easier for himself by seeking to
reconcile the cause of the ancien régime and that of the Revolution on the
basis of their most amiable symbols. It is a harder t hing to reconcile admiration for the founders of the Republic and abhorrence of the terrifying
violence of Year II. And yet Bloch’s motivation was sound. We must press
on, however arduous the journey that lies ahead may be, not losing sight
along the way of the cleavage he rightly identified.
The moment has come at last when we are able to avoid a confrontation that can only lead to the impasse over means and ends in which the
legacy of the Revolution has until now been stuck, and which made the
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path to democracy in France so torturous and so obscure for the p
 eople
who led the way. Democracy has come to be established almost in spite
of them, without their having been aware of it. For some, celebrating the
ends made it unnecessary to consider the means, which were excused
as a concession either to brute necessity (no omelette without breaking
eggs) or to the adversity of circumstances; for others, denouncing the
means sufficed to invalidate the ends, which were seen to amount to noth ere just and
ing more than a lethal fantasy. The truth is that the ends w
this
truth
need
somehow to
the means were horrifying. The two parts of
be conciliated—a difficult task, for they correspond to contrary ways of
looking at the world, which naturally tend to diverge rather than come
together, to such a degree that they cannot help but continue to nourish
opposite points of view; but in each case a point of view capable in princi
ple of giving a fair hearing to its opposite, the one learning to temper the
pursuit of ends by taking means into account, and the other learning to
qualify its devotion to means by recognizing the desirability of the ends.
Eventually, the two sides could find a way to agree to disagree—exactly
the willingness that was most lacking in the Jacobins, who in this respect
resembled their adversaries.
The French face a choice with regard to a past that has for so long and
so violently divided them: whether to let it slip away into oblivion in the
hope of making a fresh start, this time on the basis of a standardized liberal
order—in a world s haped by European unification and globalization, the
temptation to proceed in this direction is strong; or to reappropriate a turbulent history by overcoming it—a more demanding alternative, to be sure,
but also a more promising and indeed a more realistic option, especially if
one believes that the imprint of such tragic beginnings is indelible and their
memory destined to go on haunting France far into the future. All the more
reason, then, to try to come to terms with the Revolution by trying to make
sense of the dual character of this enigmatic man, Robespierre, in whom is
concentrated the most problematic part of the French past—the part that
is at once the most inspirational and the most repellent.

Thought and Action
Let us be clear about one thing from the outset. It is futile to try to say
who Robespierre was, as Marc Bloch demanded in another memorable
apostrophe, imploring friends and enemies to declare a truce: “Robespi e’ve had enough; for pity’s sake, simply tell
errists, anti-Robespierrists, w
us who Robespierre was.” A natural and perfectly reasonable demand, but
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impossible to satisfy. No one will ever be able to tell us who Robespierre
really was. To begin with, his persona was constructed around an impenetrable secret. The share of mystery is great in every stage of his career,
from the initial participation in the Revolution—which nothing about
him, an apparently rather conventional and well-mannered provincial
lawyer, would have led anyone to expect—until the moment that the tide
of events finally turned against him, on 9 Thermidor. We are, and we will
remain, reduced to speculating about his motives. The most that we may
say with any confidence is who he was not. In this regard, at least, the
protracted battle between his admirers and detractors has been of some
use. It has efficiently stripped away all that is legendary about the man,
disposing of both the hagiographical clichés and the teratological fanta thers. We have
sies inspired by the piety of some and the animosity of o
before us a demythologized Robespierre, still no less inscrutable in his
deepest motivations, but now fully intelligible in respect of his outward
behavior. We may be thankful to his most recent biographers for having
provided us with trustworthy information.1
But the most solid material on which we can rely, in order to appreciate how vital Robespierre’s role in the Revolution really was, remains
the impressive mass of his speeches and writings, which by itself sets him
apart from the other figures of the period. In what follows, I shall concentrate on analyzing this singular corpus. My object is not to produce
yet another portrait of the man, but rather a view of his intellectual and
political development between 1789 and 1794, which, I trust, will illuminate the meaning of the events themselves. For it was through the figure of Robespierre that all that took place during these tumultuous years
was best expressed; all that constituted the motive force of events; all that
caused prodigious efforts to establish the reign of happiness and liberty to
end up in a murderous quandary. Robespierre’s life, and the manner of his
death, hold a lesson that goes well beyond his own time. It resonates down
through the present day, which has seen the reemergence in another form
of the question that the tragedy of the Revolution had left open—a question to which governments have struggled to find an answer ever since.
1. In this connection one cannot praise too highly two recent works, Robespierre by
Hervé Leuwers (Paris: Fayard, 2014) and Robespierre: La fabrication d’un monstre by
Jean-Clément Martin (Paris: Perrin, 2016), the first more classically biographical, the second more concerned with locating Robespierre politically in the context of revolutionary
events. They complement each other by illuminating, in a remarkably precise, balanced,
and nuanced way, the c areer of a man whom two centuries of polemical historiography had
ended up making almost impossible to understand.
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Confronted today with the need to reformulate it in the light of changing
circumstances, we discover that the fate of Robespierre is more relevant
than ever.
It has been said that t here are two Robespierres: the one “incorruptible,”
the other a “tyrant”—words that in his time meant “hero” and “monster,”
respectively. The two images correspond to the two stages of his revolutionary career: opponent of the monarchy, then ruler in his own turn. In the
first phase he earned a reputation for moral integrity, under the Constituent Assembly, by his unwavering defense of principles and of the rights of
the people; within the Convention, he incarnated the Mountain’s intransigence in the face of the Girondin faction. Later, with the elimination of the
Girondins in the aftermath of the insurrection of 31 May–2 June 1793 in
Paris, he became a member of the Committee of Public Safety two months
later, on 27 July, at the height of his popularity. The esteem in which he was
held caused him to be perceived as dominating the Committee—so com hole of the dictatorship of the “Twelve”
pletely that responsibility for the w
came to be imputed to him alone, with the result that, following his arrest
on 27 July 1794, he furnished the ideal scapegoat for the system of terror
that had grown up in the interval. Henceforth his name was to remain
inalterably associated with the image of a killing machine. The problem
historians face, and more generally all those who reflect upon the legacy of
the Revolution, is how to connect these two phases of Robespierre’s career,
which is to say the two f aces of the man they have bequeathed to posterity. How did the one lead to the other? What is the link between them, if
indeed there is one?
The answers that I give to these questions belong to the realm of ideas.
I use the term “ideas” in a broader and somewhat less familiar sense than
the one it usually has, closer to the notion of forces, where mental repre
sentations are inseparable from the actions to which they give rise. The
guiding thread that leads us from the intrepid orator of the Constituent
 ill try to show, is to be found
Assembly to the master of the Convention, I w
in a style of thought that animates both the individual and the society
of which he is a part. It is not only Robespierre’s own way of thinking
that needs to be taken into consideration, but also a way of thinking that
enveloped and went beyond him, representing, as it w
 ere, the mentality of
the Revolution itself. Robespierre was not a thinker in the conventional
sense. He did not elaborate a distinctive and coherent doctrine built up
from specific concepts and organized in a system. He did no more than
pass on received ideas, ideas that he shared in the main with the majority of his colleagues. The Revolution conceived of itself as a rupture, a
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redirection of the course of history in the name of an idea. Its intention,
ultimately, was to substitute an order designed in accordance with reason
for an order inherited from tradition. For this purpose, it could draw upon
a body of propositions expounded by natural law theorists. But under the
pressure of events, and of the urgent decisions they required to be made,
looking to books for solutions was not an option. As a practical matter, the
most that could be done was to adjust whatever could be borrowed from
them at a moment’s notice to the needs of the situation at hand, without
any concern for scholarly fastidiousness. This was the attitude that Robes
pierre and his fellow revolutionaries brought to bear in their various ways.
The Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen, ratified on 26
August 1789, was its first characteristic monument.
There is of course some Rousseau in Robespierre. Rousseau was the
only modern thinker for whom he had the highest regard, though prob
ably more as a model for living than as an intellectual authority. There
is also some Montesquieu, some Pufendorf, some Mably. But this alone
is not enough to explain how Robespierre’s austere eloquence was able
to hold the attention of so large an audience during this period. What
mattered above all was his ability to combine the ideas that he drew from
these authors with the very spirit of the events that were just then in the
process of unfolding. His manner of expression communicated the promise of the moment with a clearness and a precision that gradually elevated
him to a preeminent place among his peers. Robespierre embodies the
French Revolution in its most original aspect, the one that made it the
Revolution of the Rights of Man—a decisive juncture in the transition
from immemorial submission to divine authority to the idea of power
legitimately created and exercised by human beings. Robespierre is the
interpreter par excellence of this moment, its most systematic and most
radical spokesman. From this there followed his incomparable prestige,
uniting personal virtue, particularly self-abnegation in the service of the
people, with unfailing intellectual steadfastness.
The tragedy of Robespierre is that his dedication to noble purposes
ended up leading him astray when the moral supremacy that came from it
brought him to power u
 nder the dramatic circumstances of 1793. Increasingly he found himself trapped by an untenable vision of popular government lastingly established on the ruins of the old monarchy. Some aspects
of this vision were of his own invention and had the effect of isolating
him; others derived from a common way of thinking that he more than
anyone else helped to impose. By unraveling them, it will be possible to
discern both the causes of his downfall and the reasons why his enemies
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l ater became entangled in the same difficulties—difficulties that were to be
long-lasting and whose persistence was to constitute the distinctive mark
of French political history. Throughout the entire course of its development, the Republic was to be plagued by the urge to embrace a theoretical
radicalism that thwarted all attempts to give it practical effect.
The indelible imprint left by the Revolution consists in just this. The
possibility that a regime of liberty founded on reason and rights might
fail was incomprehensible to the very persons who sought to bring it into
existence, convinced as they were of the self-evident correctness of the
principles they imagined to justify their undertaking. As a consequence,
the failure was fated to repeat itself. From this situation t here arose a
dilemma, whether to carry on in the pursuit of the Revolution’s ambitions
or to admit the justice of objections to its premises. This tension between
two ways of “finishing the Revolution” was to be permanent—finishing
it either by seeing it through to the end, on better terms and in the hope
of more favorable circumstances, or by forswearing once and for all so
many pretensions that had regularly been invalidated by experience. Thus
a division was to be perpetuated in various forms, similar in inspiration,
between an idealism blind to the conditions u
 nder which it could be realized and a realism utterly unaware of the ideals it was meant to achieve. It
is true that this chronic tendency of French history seems now at least in
part to have been dispelled. France appears to have found a way, if not to
resolve the dilemma, then at least to make it more tractable. But it could
just as well be the case, as we will see, that this dilemma is merely assuming a new form in the context of events that have permitted some measure
of reconciliation. At all events, it has yet to be resolved.
There is not only a retrospective interest, then, in reexamining the
historical origins of a peculiarly French predicament. We also have to
consider the Revolution’s formative influence on political modernity, the
implications of which we are yet far from having fathomed. The c areer
of Robespierre, from his ascent to his fall, is uniquely instructive in this
regard. It offers the singular possibility of grasping from within—within a
way of thinking placed in the service of action—the sources of a rift that
has divided the French p
 eople down to the present day. Still t oday, no one
divides France more than Robespierre.

I n de x

Adresse aux Français (Robespierre), 21,
46, 50
Adresse aux représentants de la Commune
(Robespierre), 60
The Advent of Democracy (Gauchet), xiv
À la nation artésienne (Robespierre), 9
Amar, Jean Pierre André, 116
Les Amours du chevalier de Faublas
(Louvet du Couvray), 64
Analyse raisonnée de la constitution
française (Clermont-Tonnerre), 21–22
Apologie pour l’histoire (Bloch), 3
Aron, Raymond, xi–xii
assignat (promissory note), 44, 74, 75
L’avis aux Français (Pétion de Villeneuve), 9
Babeuf, François-Noël, 176
Barère de Vieuzac, Bertrand, 94, 96, 103,
122, 155–56, 160–61; as Committee of
Public Safety spokesman, 92, 134–35,
163; de-Christianization backed by,
100–101; foreign interests denounced
by, 103, 134–35, 136, 151; Revolutionary
Army proposed by, 95
Barnave, Antoine Pierre Joseph Marie, 18
Basire, Claude, 116
Bastille, storming of (1789), viii, 12, 65
Battle of Fleurus (1794), 147
Batz, Jean-Pierre de, Baron de Sainte-Croix,
117, 142
Billaud-Varenne, Jacques-Nicolas, 93–94,
130, 133, 151, 161, 162, 166; as Committee
of Public Safety member, 95, 116; mass
arrests backed by, 95; Robespierre vs.,
145
Blanc, Louis Jean Joseph Charles, 167
Bloch, Marc, 3, 4
Bolshevik Revolution, 1, 167
Bourdon de l’Oise, François-Louis, 140,
141, 159
Brissot de Warville, Jacques-Pierre, 50–52,
60, 67, 68, 77, 173; draft constitution of,
73; as Jacobins’ target, 95; king’s execution opposed by, 66, 69; Robespierre’s

antipathy toward, 71; war against
Austro-Prussian coalition backed by,
35, 37–41, 43, 47–48, 79
Brunswick, Karl Wilhelm Ferdinand,
Duke of, 41
Burke, Edmund, xix
Buzot, François Nicolas Léonard, 18, 73, 82
calendar reform, 98–99, 130
Cambon, Pierre-Joseph, 155, 156, 159
Capet, Louis, 66
Carnot, Lazare Nicolas Marguerite,
Comte de, 155
Cassat (“the Elder”), Louis-François,
185–86
Chabot, François, 116, 141
Chaumette, Pierre-Gaspard, 94–95, 99,
100, 105, 141, 149, 155
Chénier, Marie Joseph Blaise de, 139
Civil Constitution of the Clergy, 25–26,
44, 45, 170
Clermont-Tonnerre, Stanislas Marie
Adélaïde, Comte de, 21–22
Cloots, Anacharsis (Jean-Baptiste du
Val-du-Grâce, Baron de), 108
Coburg (Friedrich Josias, prince of
Sachsen-Coburg-Saalfeld), 109
Collot d’Herbois, Jean-Marie, 151, 161–66;
assassination attempt against, 134, 135,
142; as Committee of Public Safety
member, 95, 116
Committee of General Security, 106, 134,
148, 153–54, 157, 166; Committee of
Public Safety vs., 116, 151; growing power
of, 121; prison plots linked to, 143;
Robespierre’s opponents in, 142;
Saint-Just’s mistrust of, 125
Committee of Public Safety, 108, 122, 132,
134, 138, 140, 147, 157, 166, 177; abolition
proposals aimed at, 97–98; as collective
dictatorship, ix–x; Committee of
General Security vs., 116, 151; Cordeliers
arrested by, 107; Desmoulins’s attack
on, 102; economic controls imposed

[ 195 ]

[ 196 ]
Committee of Public Safety (continued)
by, 176; ground rules lacking for, 80;
growing power of, 89, 105, 110, 115, 121,
124; radical opponents of, 94–95, 115,
174, 184; Revolutionary Tribunal
overseen by, 124; Robespierre’s absences
from, 115, 145, 148, 152, 155, 160;
Robespierre’s influence within, 6, 88–90,
92, 103, 114, 130, 174–75, 185; sans-
culottes vs., 106, 121, 184
Communists, 1
Condorcet, Marie Jean Antoine Nicolas
de Caritat, Marquis de, xii, 27, 51–52,
73, 79, 81, 82
Confessions (Rousseau), 55, 170
Conspiracy of the Equals (1796), 176
Constant, Benjamin, xii
Constituent Assembly: convening of, 10;
elections to, 42; as Estates General’s
successor, viii, 12; final session of, 22,
33; legitimacy sought by, 12, 13;
membership qualifications for, 26, 44;
size of, ix; unfinished business of, 44;
unrepresentativeness of, 171
Le Contrat social (Rousseau), 12
Corday d’Armont, Marie-Anne Charlotte
de, 89, 134, 142
Cordeliers, 18, 97–98, 102, 105, 115, 150, 174
Courtois, Edme-Bonaventure, 165
Couthon, Georges-Auguste, 107, 125, 138,
146, 149, 150, 158–60; arrest of, 163; at
General Police Bureau, 145; Revolutionary Tribunal reforms proposed by,
139; uprightness and virtue invoked
by, 141, 148; wrongful accusations
conceded by, 102
Cult of the Supreme Being, 49, 130–36,
138–44, 148–54, 177, 184
Danton, Georges-Jacques, xvi, 18, 81, 102,
110, 126, 141, 156, 165, 170; influence of,
61, 80, 89; moderation urged by, 101;
trial and execution of, x, 105–6, 116–20,
144
David, Jacques-Louis, 139, 175
death penalty, ix, 22, 28–30, 67, 149
Le Débat (journal), xii, xv
Declaration of the Rights of Man and of
the Citizen (1789), viii, xvi, 3, 7, 82, 83,
106–7; Robespierre’s invocations of, 11,
19, 20, 36, 81, 85, 91, 169

index
Le Défenseur de la Constitution (newspaper),
35, 36, 40
Delaunay, Joseph, 116
Derrida, Jacques, xv
Desmoulins, Lucie Simplice Camille Benoît,
108, 113; arrest and execution of, x,
105–6, 116; Committee of Public Safety
vs., 192; foreign interests denounced
by, 101; Robespierre praised by, 21, 29
Dire contre le veto royal (Robespierre),
11, 15
Directory, 180
The Disenchantment of the World
(Gauchet), xiv
Dubois-Crancé, Edmond Louis Alexis,
71–72, 149
Dufourny de Villiers, Louis-Pierre, 119–20
Dumas, René-François, 163
Dumouriez, Charles-François du Périer,
77, 81, 87, 173
Duplay, Maurice, 19, 108, 134
Duport, Adrien Jean-Françoise, 16, 18
École des Hautes Études en Sciences
Sociales (EHEESS), xi, xii, xiii
Les Ennemis de la patrie démasqués
(Robespierre), 9, 10
Enragés, 74, 76, 90, 95, 96
Estates General, viii, xvii, 12
Exagérés, 92, 102, 109, 114, 115–16, 153, 160
Fabre d’Églantine, Philippe François
Nazaire, 102, 108, 110, 116–17, 153
Festival of the Supreme Being (1794),
138–39, 143, 177, 178
Feuillants, 1, 18, 63, 156
Foucault, Michel, xiv, xv
Fouché, Joseph, duke of Otranto, 141,
149, 155
Fouquier-Tinville, Antoine-Quentin, 145
Fragments sur les institutions républicaines (Saint-Just), 125, 131, 138n1
Friedrich Josias (Coburg), prince of
Sachsen-Coburg-Saalfeld, 109
Furet, François, xi–xii, xv–xix, 189
Gauchet, Marcel, xi–xx
Gensonné, Armand, 71
Gerle, Christophe-Antoine, 143
Girondins, 1, 54, 69, 187; ineptitude of,
172–73, 175; Montagnards vs., 6, 73–87,

index

[ 197 ]

89, 90, 174; sans-culottes vs., ix; trial
and execution of, 96
Gobel, Jean Baptiste Joseph, 99
Gorsas, Antoine-Joseph, 53
Grégoire, Henri Jean-Baptiste, 16, 31
Guadet, Marguerite-Élie, 48–49, 50, 71
Guizot, François, xii

Leuwers, Hervé, xvii
Lindenberg, Daniel, xiii
Lindet, Jean-Baptiste Robert, 155
Louis XVI, king of France, ix, 42, 66–71,
171, 172
Louvet de Couvray, Jean-Baptiste, 64–65,
66, 172

Hanriot, François, 107, 163, 164
Hébert, Jacques-René, 94–100, 107, 153,
156, 165; arrest and execution of,
105, 115; Committee of Public Safety
dissolution backed by, 97–98; Dantonists
attacked by, 102; Desmuolins vs., 108–9;
Robespierre’s attack on, 141
Hérault de Séchelles, Marie-Jean, 90
Histoire des Girondins (Lamartine), 77

Mably, Gabriel Bonnet de, 7
Macron, Emmanuel, xiii
Madness and Democracy (Gauchet), xiv
Mallarmé, François René Augustin, xi,
xii, 156
Manin, Bernard, xii
Marat, Jean-Paul, 18, 64–65, 76, 78,
84, 95–96, 170; assassination of, 89;
Girondins vs., 80–81; in the Panthéon,
166; Robespierre viewed by, 17, 57n1
Maréchal, Sylvain, 53–54
Marie Antoinette, queen of France, 96
Martin, Jean-Clément, xvi
Marx, Karl, 176
Mathiez, Albert, x, xvi
McPhee, Peter, xvi
Merleau-Ponty, Maurice, xiii
Merlin de Douai, Philippe-Antoine, 93–94
Michelet, Jules, x, 167
Mirabeau, Honoré-Gabriel Riqueti, Comte
de, 18, 52
Mitterrand, François, 189
Montagnards, ix, 1, 95, 163; divisions
within, 54, 103, 146; draft constitution
of, 91, 93; Girondins vs., 6, 73–87, 89,
90, 174; Paris Commune vs., 89, 115;
sans-culottes aligned with, 69, 174
Montesquieu, Charles de Secondat, Baron
de, xii

Indulgents, 102, 107, 110, 118, 153, 160;
arbitrary arrests opposed by, 124;
Exagérés vs., 109, 116; Robespierre’s
views of, 104, 147–48; trial of, 144
Institute for the History of the French
Revolution, x
Jacobins, 1, 30, 64–65, 172–74; divisions
within, 35, 37–40, 61; rigidity of, 4;
Robespierre’s leadership of, ix, 18, 19,
24, 34; sans-culottes aligned with, 175,
176; terror declared by, 95, 96–97
Julien of Toulouse, Jean, 116
Jullien de Paris, Marc-Antoine, 133–34
Lacoste, Élie, 142
Lacroix, Jean-François de, 117, 141
Lafayette, Marie Joseph Paul Yves Roch
Gilbert du Motier, Marquis de, 41, 63, 68
Lamartine, Alphonse Marie Louis de Prat
de, 77, 167
Lasource, Marc-David, 61
Law of Suspects (1793), 2, 96, 102, 124
Law of the General Maximum (1793), 86
Le Bas, Philippe François Joseph, 163
Le Chapelier, Isaac René Guy, 18, 30, 34
Lecointre de Versailles, Laurent, 159
Lefort, Claude, xii, xiii, xvii
Legendre, Louis, 118–19
Legislative Assembly, 41, 44, 48, 51, 59, 71
Leopold II, Holy Roman Emperor, 49
Lettres de Maximilien Robespierre à ses
commettants (newspaper), 61, 70, 76, 82

Napoleon Bonaparte, emperor of the
French, xix, 180
National Convention, ix, 59; abolition
proposals aimed at, 93; Commune
dependent on, 89, 93; Girondins vs.
Montagnards in, 73–87, 89, 93; Marat
elected to, 64; Marat reinstated in, 81,
84; monthly reelections of, 92; Robes
pierre arrested by, x; Robespierre
elected president of, 138; Robespierre
elected to, 6, 60
National Guard, 24, 44, 63, 107
Necker, Jacques, 14

[ 198 ]
Nietzsche, Friedrich, xiv
Nora, Pierre, xi, xii, xv
The Opium of the Intellectuals (Aron), xii
Pache, Jean-Nicolas, 81, 94–95
Panis, Étienne-Jean, 159
Paris Commune, x, 94, 95, 99, 100, 107,
164, 171; during bread shortages, 15;
Committee of Public Safety vs., 174,
184; National Convention vs., 63, 81,
86, 87, 103, 115, 179; Robespierre’s
representation of, 59–61, 63, 64, 89
Payan, Claude-François de, 133, 134
Le Père Duchesne (newspaper), 99
Pétion de Villeneuve, Jérôme, 9, 18, 31,
34, 78
Philippeaux, Pierre, 102–3, 105–6, 117
Pitt, William, the Younger, 98, 102, 154
Plain (political group), 73, 89, 145, 152–53,
161, 163
Du pouvoir exécutif dans les grands États
(Necker), 14
Prieur, Pierre-Louis, 155
Pufendorf, Samuel von, 7
Qu’est-ce que le tiers état? (Sieyès), 9
Ramel de Nogaret, Dominique-Vincent, 156
Rapport présenté à la Convention
(Courtois), 165
Rapport sur la police Générale (Saint-Just),
122
Rapport sur la situation politique de la
République (Robespierre), 99
Rapport sur la théorie du gouvernement
démocatique (Billaud-Varenne), 130
Rapport sur le gouvernement (Saint-Just),
123
Rapport sur les principes de morale politique (Robespierre), 111
Rapport sur les principes du gouvernement
révolutionnaire (Robespierre), 94,
103, 111
Raynal, Abbé (Guillaume-Thomas-
François), 46
Réal, André, 48
Revolutionary Army, 95, 96, 115
Revolutionary Tribunal, 1, 78, 80, 119–20,
124; changes made and proposed
for, 96, 97, 105, 139; death sentences

index
handed down by, 142; Marat acquitted
by, 81; prison plots linked to, 143
Révolutions de Paris (newspaper), 53, 54
Robespierre, Augustin Bon Joseph de, 163
Robespierre, Maximilien François Marie
Isidore de: active-versus-passive-
citizenry distinction opposed by, 24,
30; ancient models invoked by, 129–30;
arrest and execution of, x, 164; asceticism of, ix, 10, 168; Committee of Public
Safety and, 6, 88–92, 98, 103, 114, 115,
130, 145, 148, 152, 155, 160, 174–75, 185;
constitutionalism viewed by, 12–13,
15, 62, 73–74, 85, 103–4; counterrevolutionaries overestimated by, 16, 35;
Cult of the Supreme Being initiated
by, 49, 130–36, 138–44, 148–54, 177,
184; Danton’s downfall and, 116–20;
death penalty opposed by, 29–30;
as Desmoulins’s mentor, 108; draft
constitution of, 82–84; early career
of, 9; economic and tax policies of,
74–75, 90–91; eroding support for,
144–45, 152, 161; established authorities detested by, 10, 24–25, 70, 85; foreign interests denounced by, 101, 108,
109–10, 114, 117, 148, 154, 183–84; fall of
monarchy viewed by, 40, 41–42; inscrutability of, 4–5; judicial reforms backed
by, 27–29; king’s execution backed by,
66–73; last speech of, 152–60; legislative supremacy espoused by, 25–26;
martial law opposed by, 15–16; martyrdom foreseen by, 52–53, 115, 135, 137;
monarchy accepted by, 11–12, 23–24,
25, 36–37; in Montagnard-Girondin
conflict, 73–87; moral solitude of, 10,
47–48, 55–57; new assembly backed
by, 42–43; as orator, 3, 6, 7, 22, 32–33,
187–88; Paris Commune represented
by, 59–61, 63, 64, 89; philosophes
opposed by, 49, 52; police bureau overseen by, 125; popular acclaim sought
and earned by, 17, 32–33, 50; as populist, xix–xx, 44–47; posthumous reputation of, vii, 8, 55, 165–68; press freedom
backed by, 30–31; psychology of, 54–58;
religious views of, 49–50, 99–100, 126,
128–29, 130–31, 132–33, 176, 178–80;
revolution’s failings criticized by, xvii;
right to subsistence posited by, 74, 83;

index
Rousseau revered by, vii, 7, 12, 40, 52,
126–27; royal veto opposed by, 11–12,
14–15; self-justifying speech by, 50–53;
slavery viewed by, 31–32; term limits
backed by, 22, 25, 29; as tragic figure,
viii, xvii, 3, 7; universal suffrage backed
by, 15, 16–17, 26, 42; violence justified
by, 10–11, 19–20, 65, 76–77, 112–13;
virtue and terror linked by, xviii, 113,
186, 187, 188; virtue stressed by, 7, 27,
36, 45, 49, 57, 61, 62, 68–69, 85, 100,
111–14, 126–28, 131, 136–37, 150, 169–70,
172, 179, 182–83, 185; war against
Austro-Prussian opposed by, 37–40, 43,
44, 47, 48, 77
Robespierre (Leuwers), 5n1
Robespierre (Martin), 5n1
Roederer, Pierre-Louis, 23
Roland de la Platière, Jean-Marie, 68, 71
Ronsin, Charles-Philippe, 102, 106, 110
Rosanvallon, Pierre, xi, xii
Rousseau, Jean-Jacques, 55; as deist, 49,
51; Robespierre’s admiration for, vii, 7,
12, 40, 52, 126–27
Roux, Jacques, 96
Ruamps de Surgeres, Pierre-Charles,
140
Saint-Just, Louis Antoine Léon de, x, 78,
107, 113, 121–22, 133, 145–46, 148, 154,
158; Billaud-Varenne vs., 162; Danton
attacked by, 118; economic constraints
acknowledged by, 173; Girondins’ draft
constitution attacked by, 84; king’s
execution backed by, 66–67; mediation offered by, 150–51; police bureau
formed by, 124–25; as political theorist, 129–30, 178; property seizures
backed by, 106; as realist and idealist,
75, 93, 122–24, 129; religious freedom

[ 199 ]
backed by, 131; Robespierre’s arrest
and, 164
sans-culottes, 108, 116, 117, 146, 149, 160,
163, 183–84; Committee of Public
Safety vs., 106, 121; Girondins vs., ix,
174; Jacobins aligned with, 175, 176;
as Marat’s heirs, 95–96; Montagnards
aligned with, 69, 174; Paris Commune
aligned with, 115; Robespierre aligned
with, ix, x, xviii; vehement rhetoric of, 107
Sartre, Jean-Paul, xii
Sieyès, Emmanuel Joseph, 9, 188–89
Society for Robespierrist Studies, x
Society of Friends of the Constitution, 18
Sorbonne, x
Stalin, Joseph, x, xvii
Sur les rapports des idées religieuses et
morales (Robespierre), 111
Swain, Gladys, xiv, xv
Tallien, Jean-Lambert, 141–42, 162
Taylor, Charles, xiv
Tennis Court Oath (1789), 10
Théot, Catherine, 142–43, 145, 154
Third Republic, xix
Thuriot de la Rosière, Jacques-Alexis, 97
Tocqueville, Alexis de, xii, xix, xx
Treaty of Ryswick (1697), 20
Tuileries insurrection (1792), 59, 61
universal suffrage, ix, 2, 15–17, 26, 27, 42
Vadier, Marc-Guillaume Alexis, 142–43, 159
Vendée rebellion (1793), 74, 80, 86, 91,
102, 143, 173, 183
Vergniaud, Pierre-Victurnien, 71, 78, 87
Le Vieux Cordelier (newspaper), 101, 102,
106, 116
Vincent, François-Nicolas, 102, 106, 110
Voltaire, 52

