
“The man whose public spirit is prompted altogether by humanity and benevolence, will respect the established powers and 
privileges even of individuals, and still more those of the great orders and societies, into which the state is divided. 
Though he should consider some of them as in some measure abusive, he will content himself with moderating what he 
often cannot annihilate without great violence. When he cannot conquer the rooted prejudices of the people by reason 
and persuasion, he will not attempt to subdue them by force; but will religiously observe what, by Cicero, is justly called 
the divine maxim of Plato, never to use violence to his country no more than to his parents. He will accommodate, as 
well as he can, his public arrangements to the confirmed habits and prejudices of the people; and will remedy, as well as 
he can, the inconveniencies which may flow from the want of those regulations which the people are averse to submit to. 
When he cannot establish the right, he will not disdain to ameliorate the wrong; but like Solon, when he cannot 
establish the best system of laws, he will try to establish the best that the people can bear.” 
Can you state in plain language what Smith is saying a person like this ought to 
do when faced with a difficult public policy problem?
How common are “men whose public spirit is prompted…by humanity and 
benevolence”, as Smith describes them here, in government and public policy? 
Do you agree that this is the right approach? When might there be exceptions? 


