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4 A THEOLOGICO-POLITICAL TREATISE. 

i 
of this sort they conjure up perpetually, till one might 
think Nature as mad as themselves, they interpret her so 
fantastically. 

Thus it is brought prominently before us, that super
stition's chief victims are those persons who greedily covet 
temporal advantages; they it is, who (especially when they 
are in danger, and cannot help themselves) are wont with 
prayers and womanish tears to implore help from God: 
upbraiding Reason as blind, because she cannot show a sure 
path to the shadows they pursue, and rejecting human 
wisdom as vain ; but believing the phantoms of imagination, 
dreams, and other childish absurdities, to be the very oracles 
of Heaven. As though God had turned away from the wise, 
and written His decrees, not in the mind of man but in 
the entrails of beasts, or left them to be proclaimed by the 
inspiration and instinct of fools, madmen, and birds. Such 
is the unreason to which terror can drive mankind! 

Superstition, then, is engendered, preserved, and fostered 
by fear. If anyone desire an example, let him take Alex-

' ander, who only began superstitiously to seek guidance 
from seers, when he first learnt to fear fortune in the passes 
of Sysis (Curtius, v. 4); whereas after he had conquered 
Darius he consulted prophets no more, till a second time 
frightened by reverses. "When the Scythians were pro
voking a battle, the Bactrians had deserted, and he him
self was lying sick of his wounds, "he once more turned to 
superstition, the mockery of human wisdom, and bade 
Aristander, to whom he confided his credulity, inquire the 
issue of affairs with sacrificed victims." Very numerous 
examples of a like nature might be cited, clearly showing 
the fact, that only while under the dominion of fear do 
men fall a prey to superstition; that all the portents ever 
invested with the reverence of misguided religion are mere 
phantoms of dejected and fearful minds; and lastly, that 
prophets have most power among the people, and are most 
formidable to rulers, precisely at those times when the 
state is in most peril. I think this is sufficiently plain to 
all, and will therefore say no more on the subject. 

The origin of superstition above given affords us a clear 
reason for the fact, that it comes to all men naturally, 
though some refer its rise to a dim notion of God, uni-

\ 

\ 
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vetsal to mankind and also tends to show, that it is no less ' . . 
inconsistent and variable than other mental hallucmat10ns 
and emotional impulses, and further that it ?an ~nly ~e 
maintained by hope, hatred, anger, and deceit ; smce it 
springs, not from reason, but solely from the mor~ powerful 
phases of emotion. Furthermore, we may readily under
stand how difficult it is, to maintain in the same course men 
prone to every form of credulity. For, as. the ma~s of \ 
mankind remains always at about the same p1~ch of misery, 
it never assents long to any one remedy, but 1s _alw~ys best 
pleased by a novelty which has not yet proved 1llus1ve. 

This element of inconsistency has been the cause of 
many terrible wars and revolutions ; for, as Curtius well 
says (lib. iv. chap. 10): "The mob has no ruler more 
potent than superstition," and is ea:sily ~ed, on the plea of 
religion, at one moment to adore its kings _as, gods, and 
anon to execrate and abjure them as humamty s common 
bane. Immense pains have therefore been taken to counter
act this evil by investing religion, w:hether ~rue or !alse, 
with such pomp and ceremony, that 1t may rise superior to 
every shock, and be always observed with s~udious reve
rence by the whole people--a system which has ~een 
brought to great perfection by the Turks, fo~ ther cons1~er 
even controversy impious, and so clog men s mmds with 
dogmatic formulas, that they leave no room for sound 
reason, not even enough to doubt with. . 

But if, in despotic statecraft, the supreme and essential 
mystery be to hoodwink th_e subjects, ~nd to mask the_ f~ar, 
which keeps them down, with the spec10us garb of relig10n, 
so· that men may fight as bravel;y-for slavery as fo: safetf, 
and count it not shame but highest honour to risk their 
blood and their lives for the vainglory of a tyrant; yet in 
a free state no more mischievous expedient could be planned 
or attempted. "Wholly repu~ant to, the ~enera~ freed?m 
are such devices as enthralling men s mmds with preJu
dices, forcing their judgment, or employing any of the 
weapons of quasi-religious sedition; indee~, such sediti~ns 
only spring up, when law enters the domam of speculative \ 
thought, and opinions are put on trial and condemned on 
the. same footing as crimes, while th?se who defend an_d 
follow them are sacrificed, not to public safety, but to their 
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l opponents' hatred and cruelty. If deeds only could be 

l 
made the grounds of criminal charges, and words were 
always allowed to pass free, such seditions would be divested 
of every semblance of justification, and would be separated 
from mere controversies by a hard and fast line. 

Now, seeing that we have the ra happine~ _Qf liv.ing in a . 
republic, where everyone's jua.gment is free and unshackleJ, 
Wfiere each may worship God as his conscience dictates, 
and where freedom is esteemed before all things dear and 
precious, I have believed that I should be undertaking no 
ungrateful or unprofitable task, in demonstrating that not 
only can such freedom be granted without prejudice to the 
public peace, but also, that without such freedom, piety 
cannot :flourish nor the public peace be secure. 

Such is the chief conclusion I seek to establish in this 
treatise ; but, in order to reach it, I must first point out 
the misconceptions which, like scars of our former bondage, 
still disfigure our notion of religion, and must expose the 
false views about the civil authority which many have 
most impudently advocated, endeavouring to turn the mind 
of the people, still prone to heathen superstition, away from 
its legitimate rulers, and so bring us again into slavery. 
As to the order of my treatise I will speak presently, but 
first I will recount the causes which led me to write. 

I have often wondered, that persons who make a boast of 
professing the Christian religion, namely, love, joy, peace, 
temperance, and charity to all men, should quarrel with 
such rancorous animosity, and display daily towards one 
another such bitter hatred, that this, rather than the vir
tues they claim, is the readiest criterion of their faith. 
Matters have long since come to such a pass, that one can 
only pronounce a man Christian, Turk, Jew, or Heathen, by 
his general appearance and attire, by his frequenting this 
or that place of worship, or employing the phraseology of 
a particular sect-as for manner of life, it is in all cases 
the same. Inquiry into the cause of this anomaly leads 
me unhesitatingly to ascribe it to the fact, that the minis
tries of the Church are regarded by the masses merely as dig
nities, her offices as posts of emolument-in short, popular 
religion may be summed up as respect for ecclesiastics. 
The spread of this misconception inflamed every worthless 
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standing is naturally corrupt, I inquired whether the Uni
versal Religion, the Divine Law revealed through the Pro
phets and .Apostles to the whole human race, differs from 
that which is taught by the light of natural reason, whether 
miracles can take place in violation of the laws of nature, 
and if so, whether they imply the existence of God more 
surely and clearly than events, which we understand plainly 
and distinctly through their immediate natural causes. 

Now, as in the whole course of my investigation I found t 
nothing taught expressly by Scripture, which does not I 
agree with our understanding, or which is repugnant 
thereto, and as I saw that the prophets taught nothing, 
which is not very simple and easily to be grasped by all, and 
further, that they clothed their teaching in the style, and 
confirmed it with the reasons, which would most deeply 
move the mind of the masses to devotion towards God, I 
became thoroughly convinced, that~he Bible leaves reason 
absolutely free,Ehat ) it has nothing m common with philo
sophy, in fact, tha 0 Revelation and Philosophy stand on ,\' 
totally differen footings :] In order to set this forth categori
cally and exhaust the wn:ble question, I point out the way in 
which the Bible should be interpreted, and show that all 
knowledge of spiritual questions should be sought from it 
alone, and not from the objects of ordinary knowledge. 
Thence I pass on to indicate the false notions, which have 
arisen from the fact that the multitude-ever prone to 
superstition, and caring more for the shreds of antiquity 
than for eternal truths-pays homage to the Books of tp.e 
Bible, rather than to the Word of God. I show that the Word 
of God has not been revealed as a certain number of books, 
but was displayed to the prophets as a simple idea of the 
Divine mind, namely, obedience to God in singleness of 
heart, and in the practice of justice and charity; and I 
further point out, that this doctrine is set forth in Scrip
ture in accordance with the opinions and understandings of 
those, among whom the .Apostles and Prophets preached, 
to the end that men might receive it willingly, and with 
their whole heart. 

Having thus laid bare the bases of belief, I draw the 
conclusion that Revelation has obedience for its sole object, 
and therefore, in purpose no less than in foundation and 
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unjust, pious or impious ; lastly, I conclude by showing, 
that they best retain this right and secure safety to their 
state by allowing every man to think what he likes, and 
say what he thinks. 

Such, Philosophical Reader, are the questions I submit 
to your notice, counting on your approval, for the subject 
matter of the whole book and of the several chapters is im
portant and profitable. I would say more, but I do not want 
my preface to extend to a volume, especially as I know that 
its leading propositions are to Philosophers but common
places. To the rest of mankind I care not to commend my 
treatise, for I cannot expect that it contains anything to 
please them : I know how deeply rooted are the prejudices 
embraced under the name of religion; I am aware that in 
the mind of the masses superstition is no less deeply rooted 
than fear; I recognize that their constancy is mere obsti
nacy, and that they are led to praise or blame by impulse 
rather than reason. Therefore the multitude, and those 
of' like passions with the multitude, I ask not to read 
my book ; nay, I would rather that they should utterly 
neglect it, than that th ey should misinterpret it after their 
wont. They would gain no good themselves, and might 
prove a stumbling-block to others, whose philosophy is 
hampered by the belief that Reason is a mere handmaid 
to Theology, and whom I seek in this work especially to 
benefit. But as there will be many who have neither the 
leisure, nor, perhaps, the inclination to read through all I 
have written, I feel bound here, as at the end of my 
treatise, to declare that I have written nothing, which I do 
not most willingly submit to the examination and judgment 
of my country's rulers, and that I am ready to retract any
thing, which they shall decide to be repugnant to the laws 
or prejudicial to the public good. I know that I am a 
man and, as a man, liable to error, but against error I 
have taken scrupulous care, and striven to keep in entire 
accordance with the laws of my country, with loyalty, and 
with morality. 
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only p13rceived God's revelation by the aid of imagination, 
that is, by words and figures either real or imaginary. We 
find no other means mentioned in Scriptu!e, and therefore 
must not invent any. As to the particular law of Nature 
by which the communications took place, I confess my 
ignorance. I might, indeed, say as others do, that they 
took place by the power of God; but this would be mere 
trifling, and no better than explaining some unique speci
men by a transcendental term. Everything takes place 
by the power of God. Nature herself is the power of God 
under another name, and our ignorance of the power of 
God is co-extensive with our ignorance of Nature. It is \ 
absolute folly, therefore, to ascribe an event to the power 
of God when we know not its natural cause, which is the 
power of God. 

However, we are not now inquiring into the causes of 
prophetic k7lowledge. We are only attempting, as I have 
said, to examine the Scriptural documents, and to draw 
our conclusions from them as from ultimate natural facts; 
the causes of the documents do not concern us. 

As the prophets perceived the revelations of God by the 
aid of imagination, they could indisputably perceive much 
that is beyond the boundary of the intellect, for many 
more ideas can be constructed from words and figures than 
from the principles and notions on which the whole fabric 
of reasoned knowledge is reared. 

Thus we have a clue to the fact that the prophets per
ceived nearly everything in parables and allegories, and 
clothed spiritual truths in bodily forms, for such is the 
usual method of imagination. We need no longer wonder 
that Scripture and the prophets speak so strangely and 
obscurely of God's Spirit or Mind (cf. Numbers xi. 17, 
1 Kings xxii. 21, &c.), that the Lord was seen by Micah as 
sitting, by Daniel as an old man clothed in white, by 
Ezekiel as a fire, that the Holy Spirit appeared to those 
with Christ as a descending dove, to the apostles as fiery 
tongues, to Paul on his conversion as a great light. All 
these expressions are plainly in harmony with the current 
ideas of God and spirits. 

Inasmuch as imagination is fleeting and inconstant, we 
find that the power of prophecy did not remain with a 
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CHAPTER II. 

OF PROPHETS, 

IT follows from the last chapter that, as I have said, the 
prophets were endowed with unusually vivid imagina

tions, and not with unusually perfect minds. This conclu
sion is amply sustained by Scripture, for we are told that 
Solomon was the wisest of men, but had no special faculty 
of prophecy. Heman, Calcol, and Dara, though men of 
great talent, were not prophets, whereas uneducated 
countrymen, nay, even women, such as Hagar, Abraham's 
handmaid, were thus gifted. Nor is this contrary to ordi
nary experience and reason. Men of great imaginativ ~ 
power are less fitted for abstract reasoning, whereas thos 
who excel in intellect and its use keep their imagination 
more restrained and controlled, holding it in subjection, so 
to speak, lest it should usurp the place of reason. 

Thus to suppose that knowledge of natural and spiritual 
phenomena can be gained from the prophetic books, is an 
utter mistake, which I shall endeavour to expose, as I think 
philosophy, the age, and the question itself demand. I 
care not for the girdings of superstition, for superstition is 
the bitter enemy of all true knowledge and true morality. 
Yes; it has come to this! Men who openly confess that 
they can form no idea of God, and only know Him through 
created things, of which they know not the causes, can 
unblushingly accuse philosophers of Atheism. 

Treating the question methodically, I will show that pro
phecies varied, not only according to the imagination and 
physical temperament of the prophet, but also according 
to hi·s particular opinions ; and further that prophecy never 
rendered the prophet wiser than he was before. But I will 
first discuss the assurance of truth which the prophets re
ceived, for this is akin to the subject-matter of the chapter, 
a,nd will serve to elucidate somewhat our present point. 
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for God revealed to Moses while angry, the terrible 
slaughter of the firstborn, and did so without the interven
tion of a harp. To Cain in his rage, God was revealed, and to 
Ezekiel, impatient with anger, was revealed the contumacy 
and wretchedness of the Jews. Jeremiah, miserable and 
weary of life, prophesied the disasters of the He brews, so 
that Josiah would not consult him, but inquired of a 
woman, inasmuch as it was more in accordance with 
womanly nature that God should reveal His mercy thereto. 
So, Micaiah never prophesied good to Ahab, though other 
true prophets had done so, but invariably evil. Thus we 
see that individual prophets were by temperament more 
fitted for one sort of revelation than another. 

The sty le of the prophecy also varied according to the 
eloquence of the individual prophet. The prophecies of 
Ezekiel and Amos are not written in a cultivated style like 
those of Isaiah and Nahum, but more rudely. Any Hebrew 
scholar who wishes to inquire into this point more closely, 
and compares chapters of the different prophets treating of 
the same subject, will find great dissimilarity of style. 
Compare, for instance, chap. i. of the courtly Isaiah, verse 
11 to verse 20, with chap. v. of the countryman Amos, 
verses 21-24. Compare also the order and reasoning of 
the prophecies of Jeremiah, written inidumooa (chap. xlix.), 
with the order and reasoning of Obadiah. Compare, lastly, 
Isa. xl. 19, 20, and xliv. 8, with Hosea viii. 6, and xiii. 2. 
And so on. 

A due consideration of these passage will clearly show us l 
that God has no particular style in spea1."'i.ng, but, accord
ing to the learning and capacity of the prophet, is cultivated, 
compressed, severe, untutored, prolix, or obscure. 

There was, moreover, a certain variation in the visions 
vouchsafed to the prophets, and in the symbols by which 
they expressed them, for Isaiah saw the glory of the Lord 
departing from the Temple in a different form from that 
presented to Ezekiel. The Rabbis, indeed, maintain that 
both visions were really the same, but that Ezekiel, being 
a countryman, was above measure impressed by it, and 
therefore set it forth in full detail; but unless there is a 
trustworthy tradition on the subject, which I do not for a 
moment believe, this theory is plainly an invention. Isaiah 
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saw seraphim with six wings, Ezekiel _b~asts with four 
wino-s • Isaiah saw God clothed and s1ttmg on a royal 
thr;n~ Ezekiel saw Him in the likeness of a fire; each 

l 
doubtl~ss saw God under the form in which he usually 
imagined Him. . 

Further, the visions varied in clearness as well as m de-
tails• for the revelations of Zechariah were too obscure to 
be u~derstood by the prophet without ex:J?l~nation, as ay
pears from his narration of them ; the v1s1ons of Daruel 
could not be understood by him even after they had b~en 
explained, and this obscurity did not 3:-rise from the diffi
culty of the matter revealed (for bemg m~rely_ h~an 
affairs, these only transcended huma:1 ~a;pac1t7 1~ bemg 
future) but solely in the fact that Daruel s 1magmat10n was 
not so ~apable for prophecy while he was awake as while 
he was asleep ; and this is furthe~ ~vident from the !act 
that at the very beginning of the vision he was so terrified 
that he almost despaired of his strength. Thus, on account 
of the inadequacy of his imagination _and his strength, the 
things revealed were so obscure to him that he could not 
understand them even after they had been explained. 
Here we may note that the words_ hea~d by Daniel, ~er~, 
as we have shown above, simply 1magmary, so that 1t 1s 
hardly wonderful that in his frightened state he imagined 
them so confusedly and obscurely that afterwards he_could 
make nothing of them. Those who say that God did not 
wish to make a clear revelation, do not seem to have read 
the words of the angel, who expressly says that he came to 
make the prophet understand what should befall his people 
in the latter days (Dan. x. 14). 

The revelation remained obscure because no one was 
found, at that time, with imagination sufficiently strong to 
conceive it more clearly. 

Lastly, the prophets, to whom it was reveal~d that God 
would take away Elijah, wished to persuade Elisha tha~ he 
had been taken somewhere where they would :find him; 
showing sufficiently clearly that they had not understood 
God's revelation aright. 

There is no need to set this out more amply, for nothing 
is more plain in the Bible than that God endowed some 
prophets with far greater gifts of prophecy than others. 
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But I will show in greater detail and leno-th for I consider 
~he point more important, that the prophe~ie; varied accord
mg to the opinions previous~y embraced by the prophets, 
~nd that the .Pr~phets held diverse and even contrary opin
ions and preJud1?es. (I speak, be it understood, solely of 
1:1-atters speculative, for in regard to uprightness and mora
lity the case is widely different.) From thence I shall con
clude that prophecy n~ver rendered the prophets more 
learned, but reft them with their former opinions, and that { 
we are, therefore, not at all bound to trust them in mattern 
of intellect. 

Everyone has been s~rang~ly. hasty in affirming that the 
prophets knew everything w1thlll the scope of human intel
lect; and, although certain p~ssages .of Scripture plainly 
affirm that the prophets were lll certalll respects ignorant, 
such persons would rather say that they do not understand 
the passages than admit that there was anythino-which the 
prophets did not k~ow; or_ else .they try to wrest the Scrip
tural words away from their evident meanino-. 

If either .of these proceedings is allowable ;e may as well 
sh:1-t our Bibles, for vainly shall we attempt to prove any
thmg from them if t?-eir plainest passages may be classed 
among ob~cure and :mpenetrable mysteries, or if we may 
:put any mter:pret3:-t10n on them which we fancy. For 
lllstance, nothlllg 1s more clear in the Bible than that 
Joshua, and perhaps also the author who wrote his history 
thoug~t that the sun revolves round the earth, and that th~ 
earth_ 1s fixe~, and further that the sun for a certain period 
:emallled still. M~ny, who. will not admit any movement 
m the heavenly bodies, explalll away the passage till it seems 
to me3:-n something quite different; others, who have learned 
to philosophize more correctly, and understand that the 
earth moves while the sun is still, or at any rate does not 
re~olve ro:und the earth, try with all their might to wrest 
this ~~anmg from Scripture, though plainly nothing of the 
sort 1s llltended. Such quibblers excite my wonder! Are 
we, forsooth, bound to believe that Joshua the soldier was 
a learned astronomer? or that a miracle could not be re
vealed to him, or that the light of the sun could not remain 
longer than usual above the horizon, without his knowing 
the cause? To me both alternatives appear ridiculous, and 
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to him that God was about to destroy the whole human I 
race, for Noah thought that beyond the limits 0£ Palestine 
the world was not inhabited. 

Not only in matters 0£ this kind, but in others more 
important, the prophets could be, and in £act were, igno
rant; for they taught nothing special about the Divine 
attributes, but held quite ordinary notions about God, and 
to these notions their revelations were adapted, as I will 
demonstrate by ample Scriptural testimony; from all which 
one may easily see that they were praised and commended, 
not so much for the sublimity and eminence 0£ their intel
lect as for their piety and faithfulness . 

.A.dam, the first man to whom God was revealed, did not 
know that He is omnipotent and omniscient ; for he hid 
himself from Him, and attempted to make excuses for his 
fault before God, as though he had had to do with a man; 
therefore to him also was God revealed according to his under
standing-that is, as being unaware 0£ his situation or his 
sin, for .A.dam heard, or seemed to hear, the Lord walking 
in the garden, calling him and asking him where he was; 
and then, on seeing his shamefacedness, asking him whether 
he had eaten 0£ the forbidden fruit. .A.dam evidently only 
knew the Deity as the Creator 0£ all things. To Cain also 
God was revealed, according to his understanding, as igno
rant 0£ human affairs, nor was a higher conception 0£ the 
Deity required for repentance 0£ his sin. 

To Laban the Lord rev_ealed Himself as the God 0£ 
.Abraham, because Laban believed that each nation had its 
own special divinity (see Gen. xxxi. 29). .Abraham also 
knew not that God is omnipresent, and has foreknowledge 0£ 
all things; for when he heard the sentence against the in
habitants 0£ Sodom, he prayed that the Lord should not 
execute it till He had ascertained whether they all merited 
such punishment; for he said (see Gen. xviii. 24), "Perad
venture there be fifty righteous within the city," and in 
accordance with this belie£ God was revealed to him ; as 
.Abraham imagined, He spake thus: "I will go down now, 
and see whether they have done altogether according to the 
cry 0£ it which is come unto Me; and, if not, I will know." 
Further, the Divine testimony concerning .Abraham asserts 
nothing but that he was obedient, and that he" commanded 
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Deity, or that Moses should have taught them anything 
beyond a rule of right living; inculcating it not like a 
philosopher, as the result of freedom, but like a lawgiver 
compelling them to be moral by legal authority. Thus the 
rule of right living, the worship and love of God, was to 
them rather a bondage than the true liberty, the gift and 
grace of the Deity. Moses bid them love God and keep 
His law, because they had in the past received benefits 
from Him (such as the deliverance from slavery in Egypt), 
and further terrified them with threats if they transgressed 
His commands, holding out many promises of good if they 
should observe them; thus treating them as parents treat 
irrational children. It is, therefore, certain that they knew 
not the excellence of virtue and the true happiness. 

Jonah thought that he was fleeing from the sight of 
God, which seems to show that he too held that God had 
entrusted the care of the nations outside Judrna to other 
substituted powers. No one in the whole of the Old Testa
ment speaks more rationally of God than Solomon, who in \ 
fact surpassed all the men of his time in natural ability. 
Yet he considered himself above the law (esteeming it only '"" 
to have been given for men without reasonable and intel
lectual grounds for their actions), and made small account 
of the laws concerning kings, which are mainly three: nay, 
he openly violated them (in this he did wrong, and acted 
in a manner unworthy of a philosopher, by indulging.in sen
sual pleasure), and taught that all Fortune's favours to 
mankind are vanity, that humanity has no nobler gift than 
wisdom, and no greater punishment than folly. See Pro
verbs xvi. 22, 23. 

But let us return to the prophets whose conflicting 
opinions we have undertaken to note. 

The expressed ideas of Ezekiel seemed so diverse from 
those of Moses to the Rabbis who have left us the extant 
prophetic books (as is told in the treatise of Sabbathus, i. 
13, 2), that they had serious thoughts of omitting his pro
phecy from the canon, and would doubtless have thus 
excluded it if a certain Hananiah had not undertaken to 
explain it; a task which (as is there narrated) he with 
great zeal .and labour accomplished. How he did so does 
not sufficiently appear, whether it was by writing a com-
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mentary which has now perished, or by altering Ezekiel's 
words and audaciously striking out phrases according to 
his fancy. However this may be, chapter xviii. certainly 
does not seem to agree with Exodus xxxiv. 7, Jeremiah 
xxxii. 18, &c. 

Samuel believed that the Lord never repented of any
thing He had decreed (1 Sam. xv. 29), for when Saul was 
sorry for his sin, and wished to worship God and ask for 
forgiveness, Samuel said that the Lord would not go back 
from his decree. 

To Jer emiah, on the other hand, it was revealed that, 
"If that nation against whom I (the Lord) have pro
nounced, turn from their evil, I will repent of the evil that 
I thought to do unto them. If it do evil in my sight, that 
it obey not my voice, then I will repent of the good where-
1vith I said I would benefit them" (Jer. xviii. 8-10). Joel 
(ii. 13) taught that the Lord repented Him only of evil. 
Lastly, it is clear from Gen. iv. 7 that a man can over
come the temptations of sin, and act righteously; for this 
doctrine is told to Cain, though, as we learn from Josephus 
and the Scriptures, he never did so overcome them. And 
this agrees with the chapter of Jeremiah just cited, for it 
is there said that the Lord repents of the good or the evil 
pronounced, if the men in question change their ways and 
manner of life. But, on the other hand, Paul (Rom. ix. 
10) teaches as plainly as possible that men have no control 
over the temptations of the flesh save by the special voca
tion and grace of God. And when (Rom. iii. 5 and vi. 19) 
he attributes righteousness to man, he corrects himself as 
speaking merely humanly and through the infirmity of the 
flesh. 

We have now more than sufficiently proved our point, 
that God adapted revelations to the understanding and 
opinions of the prophets, and that in matters of theory 
without bearing on charity or morality the prophets could 
be, and, in fact, were, ignorant, and held conflicting opinions. 
It therefore follows that we must by no means go to the 
prophets for knowledge, either of natural or of spiritual 
phenomena. 

We have determined, then, that we are only bound to 
believe in the prophetic writings, the object and substance 
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God's power no less by being wrought for other nations 
also; lastly, the Hebrews would have been just as much 
bound to worship God if He had bestowed all these gifts 
equally on all men. 

When God tells Solomon (1 Kings iii. 12) that no one 
shall be as wise as he in time to come, it seems to be only 
a manner of expressing surpassing wisdom; it is little 
to be believed that God would have promised Solomon, for 
his greater happiness, that He would never endow anyone 
with so much wisdom in time to come ; this would in no 
wise have increased Solomon's intellect, and the wise king 
would have given equal thanks to the Lord if everyone had 
been gifted with the same faculties. 

Still, though we assert that Moses, in the passages of the 
Pentateuch just cited, spoke only according to the under
standing of the Hebrews, we have no wish to deny that 
God ordained the Mosaic law for them alone, nor that He 
spoke to them alone, nor that they witnessed marvels 
beyond those which happened to any other nation; but we 
wish to emphasize that Moses desired to admonish the 
Hebrews in such a manner, and with such reasonings as 
would appeal most forcibly to their childish understanding, 
and constrain them to worship the Deity. Further, we 
wished to show that the Hebrews did not surpass other 
nations in knowledge, or in piety, but evidently in some 
attribute different from these; or (to speak like the Scrip
tures, according to their understanding), that the Hebrews 
were not chosen by God before others for the sake of the 
true life and sublime ideas, though they were often thereto 
admonished, but with some other object. What that object 
was, I will duly show. 

But before I begin, I wish in a few words to explain 
what I mean by the guidance of Goel, by the help of God, 
external and inward, and, lastly, what I understand by 
fortune. 

I 
By the help of God, I mean the fixed and unchangeable 

order of nature or the chain of natural events: for I have 
said before and shown elsewhere that the universal laws of 

I nature, according to which all things exist and are deter-
mined, are only another name for the eternal decrees of 
God, which always involve eternal truth and necessity. 
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Jews, reference is only made to their government, and to 
the period when so many miracles happened to them, for in 
respect of intellect and virtue-that is, in respect of blessed
ness-God was, as we have said already, and are now de
monstrating, equally gracious to all. Scripture itself bears 
testimony to this fact, for the Psalmist says (cxlv. 18), 
"The Lord is near unto all them that call upon Him, to 
all that call upon Him in truth." So in the same Psalm, 
verse 9, "The Lord is good to all, and His tender mercies 
are over all His works." In Ps. xxxiii. 15, it is clearly 
stated that God has granted to all men the same intellect, 
in these words, "He fa..-ihioneth tneir hearts alike." The \ 
heart was considered by the Hebrews, as I suppose every
one knows, to be the seat of the soul and the intellect. 

Lastly, from Job xxxviii. 28, it is plain that God had or
dained for the whole human race the law to reverence God, 
to keep from evil doing, or to do well, and that Job, 
although a Gentile, was of all men most acceptable to God, 
because he excelled all in piety and religion. Lastly, from 
Jonah iv. 2, it is very evident that, not only to the Jews 
but to all men, God was gracious, merciful, long-suffering, 
and of great goodness, and repented Him of the evil, for 
Jonah says: "Therefore I determined to flee before unto 
Tarshish, for I know that Thou art a gracious God, and 
merciful, slow to anger, and of great kindness," &c., and 
that, therefore, God would pardon the Ninevites. We 
conclude, therefore (inasmuch as God is to all men equally 
gracious, and the Hebrews were only chosen by Him in re
spect to their social organization and government), that the \ 
individual Jew, taken apart from his social organization 
and government, possessed no gift of God above other men, 
and that there was no difference between Jew and Gentile. 
As it is a fact that God is equally gracious, merciful, and 
the rest, to all men ; and as the function of the prophet 
was to teach men not so much the laws of their country, as 
true virtue, and to exhort them thereto, it is not to be 
doubted that all nations possessed prophets, and that the 
prophetic gift was not peculiar to the Jews. Indeed, his
tory, both profane and sacred, bears witness to the fact. 
Although, from the sacred histories of the Old Testament, 
it is not evident that the other nations had as many pro-
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those whom the Gentiles called augurs and soothsayers 
were true prophets, while those whom Scripture often 
accuses and condemns were false soothsayers, who deceived 
the Gentiles as false prophets deceived the Jews; indeed, 
this is made evident from other passages in the Bible, 
whence we conclude that the gift of prophecy was not 
peculiar to the Jews, but common to all nations. The 
Pharisees, however, vehemently contend that this Divine 
gift was peculiar to their nation, and that the other nations 
foretold the future (what will superstition invent next?) 
by some unexplained diabolical faculty. The principal pas
sage of Scripture which they cite, by way of confirming 
their theory with its authority, is Exodus xxxiii. 16, where 
Moses says to God, "For wherein shall it be known here 
that I and Thy people have found grace in Thy sight? is 
it not in that Thou goest with us? so shall we be separated, 
I and Thy people, from all the people that are upon the 
face of the earth." From this they would infer that Moses 
asked of God that He should be present to the Jews, and 
should reveal Himself to them prophetically; further, that 
He should grant this favour to no other nation. It is 
surely absurd that Moses should have been jealous of 
God's presence among the Gentiles, or that he should have 
dared to ask any such thing. The fact is, as Moses knew 
that the disposition and spirit of his nation was rebellious, 
he clearly saw that they could not carry out what they had 
begun without very great miracles and special external aid 
from God; nay, that without such aid they must necessarily 
perish : as it was evident that God wished them to be pre
served, He asked for this special external aid. Thus he 
says (Ex. xxxiv. 9), "If now I have found grace in Thy 
sight, 0 Lord, let my Lord, I pray Thee, go among us; for 
it is a stiffnecked people." The reason, therefore, for his 
seeking special external aid from God was the stiffnecked
ness of the people, and it is made still more plain, that he 
asked for nothing beyond this special external aid by God's 
answer-for God answered at once (verse 10 of the same 
chapter)-"Behold,I make a covenant: before all Thy people 
I will do marvels, such as have not been done in all the 
earth, nor in any nation." Therefore Moses had in view 
nothing beyond the special election of the Jews, as I have 
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I It now only remains to us to answer the arguments of 
those who would persuade themselves that the election of 
the Jews was not temporal, and merelyin respect of their 
commonwealth, but eternal; for, they say, we see the Jews 
after the loss of their commonwealth, and after being scat
tered so many years and separated from all other nations, 
still surviving, which is without parallel among other 
peoples, and further the Scriptures seem to teach that God 
has chosen for Himself the Jews for ever, so that though 
they have lost their commonwealth, they still nevertheless 
remain God's elect. 

The passages which they think teach most clearly this 
eternal election, are chiefly :-

(1.) Jer. xxxi. 36, where the prophet testifies that the seed 
of Israel shall for ever remain the nation of God, com
paring them with the stability of the heavens and nature; 

(2.) Ezek. xx. 32, where the prophet seems to intend that 
thouo-h the Jews wanted after the help afforded them to 
turn° their backs on the worship of the Lord, that God 
would nevertheless gather them together again from all the 
lands in which they were dispersed, and lead _them to the 
wilderness of the peoples-as He had led their fathers to 
the wilderness of the land of Egypt-and would at length, 
after purging out from among ~hem the rebel~ and trans
gressors, bring them thence to his Holy mountam, where the 
whole house of Israel should worship Him. Other passages 
are also cited, especially by the Pharisees, but I t~k I shall 
satisfy everyone if I answe 7 these two, ?'nd t~s I shall 
easily accomplish after showmg from Scripture itself that 
God chose not the Hebrews for ever, but only on the con
dition under which He had formerly chosen the Canaanites, 
for these last, as we have shown, had priests who religiously 
worshipped God, and whom God at length rejected because 
of their luxury, pride, and corrupt worship_. 

Moses (Lev. xviii. 27) warned the Israelites that they be 
not polluted with whoredoms, lest the land spue them out 
as it had spued out the nations who had dwelt there before, 
and in Deut. viii. 19, 20, in the plainest terms He threi:i,tens 
their total ruin, for He says, '' I testify against you that ye 
shall surely perish. As the nations which the Lord de
stroyeth before your face, so shall ye perish." In like 

I 
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manner many other passages are found in the law which 
expressly show that God chose the Hebrews neither abso
lutely nor for ever. If, then, the prophets foretold for 
them a new covenant of the knowledge 6f God, love, and 
grace, such a promise is easily proved to be only made to the 
elect, for Ezekiel in the chapter which we have just quoted 
expressly says that God will separate from them the rebel
lious and transgressors, and Zephaniah (iii. 12, 13), says 
that "God will take away the proud from the midst of 
them, and leave the poor." Now, inasmuch as their election 
has regard to true virtue, it is not to be thought that it 
was promised to the Jews alone to the exclusion of others, 
but we must evidently believe that the true Gentile pro
phets (and every nation, as we have shown, possessed such) 
promised the same to the faithful of their own people, who 
were thereby comforted. Wherefore this eternal covenant 
of the knowledge 0£ God and love is universal, as is clear, 
moreover, from Zeph. iii. 10, 11: no difference in this re
spect can be admitted between Jew and Gentile, nor did 
the former enjoy any special election beyond that which we 
have pointed out. 

When the prophets, in speaking of this election which re
gards only true virtue, mixed up much concerning sacri
fices and ceremonies, and the rebuilding of the temple and 
city, they wished by such :figurative expressions, after the 
manner and nature of prophecy, to expound matters spiri
tual, so as at the same time to show to the Jews, whose 
prophets they were, the true restoration of the state and of 
the temple to be expected about the time of Cyrus. 

At the present time, therefore, there is absolutely nothing \ 
which the Jews can arrogate to themselves beyond other I 
people. 

As to their continuance so long after dispersion and the 
loss of empire, there is nothing marvellous in it, for they so 
separated themselves from every other nation as to draw 
down upon themselves universal hate, not only by their 
outward rites, rites conflicting with those of other nations, 
but also by the sign of circumcision which they most scrupu
lously abserve. 

That they have been preserved in great measure by 
Gentile hatred, experience demonstrates. When the king 
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of Spain formerly compelled the Jews to embrace the State 
religion or to go into exile, a large number of Jews accepted 
Catholicism. Now, as these renegades were admitted to all 
the native privileges of Spaniards, and deemed worthy of 
filling all honourable offices, it came to pass that they 
straightway became so intermingled with the Spaniards as 
to leave of themselves no relic or remembrance. But 
exactly the opposite happened to those whom the king of 
Portugal compelled to become Christians, for they always, 
though converted, lived apart, inasmuch as they were con
sidered unworthy of any civic honours. 

The sign of circumcision is, as I think, so important, 
that I could persuade myself that it alone would preserve 
the nation for ever. Nay, I would go so far as to believe 
that if the foundations of their religion have not emascu
lated their minds they may even, if occasion offers, so 
changeable are human affairs, raise up their empire afresh, 
and that God may a second time elect them. 

0£ such a possibility we have a very famous example in 
the Chinese. They, too, have some distinctive mark on 
their heads which they most scrupulously observe, and by 
which they keep themselves apart from everyone else, and 
have thus kept themselves during so many thousand years 
that they far surpass all other nations in antiquity. They 
have not always retained empire, but they have recovered 
it when lost, and doubtless will do so again after the spirit 
of the Tartars becomes relaxed through the luxury of 
riches and pride. 

Lastly, i£ any one wishes to maintain that the Jews, from 
this or from any other cause, have been chosen by God for 
ever, I will not gainsay him if he will admit that this choice, 
whether temporary or eternal, has no regard, in so far as it 
is peculiar to the Jews, to aught but dominion and physical 
advantages (for by such alone can one nation be distin
guished from another), whereas in regard to intellect and 
true virtue, every nation is on a par with the rest, and God 
has not in these respects chosen one people rather than 
another. 
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that the human mind in respect to its perception of things 
as true and false, can readily be conceived as without such 
laws, but not without necessary law as we have just defined it. 

(2.) I have stated that these laws depend on human decree 
because it is well to define and explain things by their proxi
mate causes. The general consideration of fate and the 
concatenation of causes would aid us very little in forming 
and arranging our ideas concerning particular questions. 
Let us add that as to the actual co-ordination and concate
nation of things, that is how things are ordained and linked 
together, we are obviously ignorant; therefore, it is more 
profitable for right living, nay, it is necessary for us ~o con
sider tbings as contingent. So much about law m the 
abstract. 

Now the word law seems to be only applied to natural 
phenomena by analogy, and is commonly taken to signify 
a command which men can either obey or neglect, inasmuch 
as it restrains human nature within certain originally ex
ceeded limits, and therefore lays down no rule beyond human 

I 
strength. Thus it is expedient to define law more particu
larly as a plan of life laid down by man for himself or 
others with a certain object. 

However, as the true object of legislation is only per
ceived by a few, and mos~ men are _almost ~~capable _of 
grasping it, though they hve under its cond1t10ns, legis
lators, with a view to exacting general obedience, have wisely 
put forward another object, very different from that ':hich 
necessarily follows from the nature of law: they promise to 
the observers of the law that which the masses chiefly de
sire, and threaten its violators with that which they chiefly 
fear: thus endeavouring to restrain the masses, as far as 
may be, like a horse with a curb; whence it follows that 
the word law is chiefly applied to the modes of life enjoined 
on men by the sway of others; hence those who obey the 
law are said to live under it and to be under compulsion. 

/ 
In truth a man who renders everyone their due because 
he fears 

1

the gallows, acts under the sway and compulsion 
of others, and cannot be called just. But a man who does 
the same from a knowledge of the true reason for laws and 
their necessity, acts from a firm purpose and of his own 
accord, and is therefore properly called just. This, I take 

,. 
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it, is Paul's meaning when he says, that those who live 
under the law cannot be justified through the law, for jus
tice, as commonly defined, is the constant and perpetual 
will to render every man his due. Thus Solomon says 
(Prov. xxi. 15), "It is a joy to the just to do judgment," 
but the wicked fear. 

Law, then, being a plan of living which men have for a 
certain object laid down for themselves or others, may, as 
it seems, be divided mto human law and Divine law. 

By human law I mean a plan of living which serves only \ 
to render Ii£ e and the state secure. 

By Divine law I mean that which only regards the highest 
good, in other words, the true knowledge of God and love. 

I call this law Divine because of the nature of the highest 
good, which I will here shortly explain as clearly as I can. 

Inasmuch as the intellect is the best part of our being, it 
is evident that we should make every effort to perfect it as 
far as possible if we desire to search for what is really pro-

1 fl.table to us. For in intellectual perfection the highest \ <.. 
good should consist. Now, since all our knowledge, and the · 
certainty which removes every doubt, depend solely on the 
knowledge of God ;-firstly, because without God nothing 
can exist or be conceived; secondly, because so long as we 
have no clear and distinct idea of God we may remain in 
universal doubt-it follows that our highest good and per
fection also depend solely on the knowledge of God. Fur
ther, since without God nothing can exist or be con
ceived, it is evident that all natural phenomena involve 
and express the conception of God as far as their essence 
and perfection extend, so that we have greater and more 
perfect knowledge of God in proportion to our knowledge 
of natural phenomena: conversely (since the knowledge of 
an effect through its cause is the same thing as the know
ledge of a particular property of a cause) the greater our 
knowledge of natural phenomena, the more perfect is our 
knowledge of the essence of God (which is the cause of all 
things). So, then, our highest good not only depends on 
the knowledge of God, but wholly consists therein; and it 
further follows that man is perfect or the reverse in propor
tion to the nature and perfection of the object of his special 
desire ; hence the most perfect and the chief sharer in the 
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much as He accommodated Himself to the comprehension 
of the people, and though He spoke somewhat more clearly 
than the other prophets, yet He taught what was revealed 
obscurely, and generally through parables, especially when 
He was speaking to those to whom it was not yet given to 
understand the kingdom of heaven. (See Matt. xiii. 10, &c.) 
To those to whom it was given to understand the mysteries 
of heaven, He doubtless taught His doctrines as eternal 
truths, and did not lay them down as laws, thus freeing 
the minds of His hearers from the bondage of that law 
which He further confirmed and established. Paul appa
rently points to this more than once (e.g. Rom. vii. 6, and 
iii. 28), though he never himself seems to wish to speak 
openly, but, to quote his own words (Rom. iii. 5, and vi. 19), 
"merely humanly." This he expressly states when he calls 
God just, and it was doubtless in concession to human 
weakness that he attributes mercy, grace, anger, and 
similar qualities to God, adapting his language to the 
popular mind, or, as he puts it (1 Cor. iii. 1, 2), to carnal 
men. In Rom. ix. 18, he teaches undisguisedly that God's 
anger and mercy depend not on the actions of men, but on 
God's own nature or will; further, that no one is justified ( 
by the works of the law, but only by faith, which he seems 
to identify with the full assent of the soul; lastly, that no 
one is blessed unless he have in him the mind of Christ 
(Rom. viii. 9), whereby he perceives the laws of God as 
eternal truths. We conclude, therefore, that God is de
scribed as a lawgiver or prince, and styled just, merciful, 
&c., merely in concession to popular understanding, and 
the imperfection of popular knowledge; that in reality 
God acts and directs all things simply by the necessity of 
His nature and perfection, and that His decrees and voli
tions are eternal truths, and always involve necessity. So 
much for the first point which I wished to explain and de
monstrate. 

Passing on to the second point, let us search the sacred 
pages for their teaching concerning the light of nature and 
this Divine law. The first doctrine we find in the history 
of the first man, where it is narrated that God commanded 
Adam n-0t to eat of the fruit of the tree of the knowledge 
of good and evil; this seems to mean that God commanded 
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I 
Adam to do and to seek after righteousness because it was 
good, not_ because the contrary was evil: that is, to seek the 
good for its own sake, not from fear of evil. We have seen 
tha~ he who act_s rightly from the true knowledge and love 
of right, acts with fr_ee~om and constancy, whereas he who 
acts ~rom fear of evil, 1s under the constraint of evil, and 
acts m bondage under external control. So that this com
mandment of God to Adam comprehends the whole Divine 
1:atural law, and absolutely agrees with the dictates of the 
hgl:t of nature; _nay, it would be easy to explain on this 
basis the whole history or allegory of the first man. But I 
prefer to pass over the subject in silence, because, in the 
~rst place, I can:1-ot be absolutely certain that my explana
t10n woul~ be m accordance with the intention of the 
sacred :vr1t~r; an~, secondly, because many do not admit 
t~1at this h1s~ory 1s an allegory, maintaining it to be a 
simple narrative of facts. It will be better, therefore, to 
ad~uce other_passages of Scripture, especially such as were 
written by him, who speaks with all the strength of his 
natural ~nderstanding, in which he surpassed all his con
temporaries, and whose sayings are accepted by the people 
as of equal weight with those of the prophets. I mean Solo
mon, whose prudenc~ an~ wisdom are commended in Scrip
t1;1-re rather than his piety and gift of prophecy. He, in 
his p~overbs calls the huma~ intellec~ the well-spring of 
~,rue hfe, and _dec~ares that misfortune 1s made up of folly. 

U nder~tanding: 1s a well-spring of life to him that hath it; 
bu_t the mstruct10n of fools is folly," Prov. xvi. 22. Life 
bemg taken to mean the true life (as is evident from 
Deut._ xxx. 19), the fruit of the understandinry consists 
only m the t~ue life, and its absence constitut~s punish
ment. All this absolutely agrees with what was set out in 
our_ ~ourth po_in~ concerning natural law. Moreover our 
pos1t10n that 1t 1s the well-spring of life, and that the in
tellect alone lays down laws for the wise, is plainly taught 
b1 th~ sage, for _he sa)'."s \frov. xiii. 14): "The law of the 
WISe 1~ a fountam of life -that is, as we gather from the 
precedmg text, the understanding. In chap. iii. 13, he ex
pressly teaches th~t the_ understanding renders man blessed 
and happy, and gives him true peace of mind. "Happy is 
t,he man that findeth wisdom, and the man that getteth 

I 
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understanding," for "Wisdom gives length of days, and 
riches and honour; her ways are ways of pleasantness, and 
all her paths peace" (xiii. 16, 1'7). According to Solomon, 
therefore, it is only the wise who live in peace and equa
nimity, not like the wicked whose minds drift hither and 
thither, and (as Isaiah says, chap. lvii. 20) "are like the 
troubled sea, for them there is no peace." 

Lastly, we should especially note the passage in chap. ii. 
of Solomon's proverbs which most clearly confirms our con
tention: "If thou criest after knowledge, and liftest up thy 
voice for understanding ... then shalt thou understand the 
fear of the Lord, and find the knowledge of God; for the 
Lord giveth wisdom; out of His mouth cometh knowledge 
and understanding." These words clearly enunciate (1), 
that wisdom or intellect alone teaches us to fear God wis'ely 
-that is, to worship Him truly; (2), that wisdom and know
ledge fl.ow from God's mouth, and that God bestows on us 
this gift; this we have already shown in proving that our 
understanding and our knowledge depend on, spring from, 
and are perfected by the idea or knowledge of God, and 
nothing else. Solomon goes on to say in so many words 
that this knowledge contains and involves the true prin
ciples of ethics and politics: "When wisdom entereth into \ 
thy heart, and knowledge is pleasant to thy soul, discretion 
shall preserve thee, understanding shall keep thee, then \ 
shalt thou understand righteousness, and judgment, and 
equity, yea every good path." All of which is in obvious 
agreement with natural knowledge: for after we have come 
to the understanding of things, and have tasted the excel
lence of knowledge, she teaches us ethics and true virtue. 

Thus the happiness and the peace of him who cultivates 
his natural understanding lies, according to Solomon also, 
not so much under the dominion of fortune (or God's ex
ternal aid) as in inward personal virtue (or God's internal 
aid), for the latter can to a great extent be preserved by 
vigilance, right action, and thought. 

Lastly, we must by no means pass over the passage in 
Paul's Epistle to the Romans, i. 20, in which he says: 
"For the invisible things of God from the creation of the 
world are clearly seen, being understood by the things that 
are made, even His eternal power and Godhead ; so that 
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Not less striking testimony is given in Psalm xl. 7-9, where 
the Psalmist addresses God : " Sacrifice and offering Thou 
didst not desire ; mine ears hast Thou opened; burnt offer
ing and sin-offering hast Thou not required; I delight to 
do Thy will, 0 my God; yea, Thy law is within my heart." 
Here the Psalmist reckons as the law of God only that 
which is inscribed in his heart, and excludes ceremonies 
therefrom, for the latter are good and inscribed on the 
heart only from the fact of their institution, and not 
because of their intrinsic value. 

Other passages of Scripture testify to the same truth, 
but these two will suffice. We may also learn from the 
Bible that ceremonies are no aid to blessedness, but only 
have reference to the temporal prosperity of the kingdom; 
for the rewards promised for their observance are merely 
temporal advantages and delights, blessedness being re
served for the universal Divine law. In all the five books 
commonly attributed to Moses nothing is promised, as I 
have said, beyond temporal benefits, such as honours, fame, 
victories, riches, enjoyments, and health. Though many 
moral precepts besides ceremonies are contained in these 
five books, they appear not as moral doctrines universal to 
all men, but as commands especially adapted to the under
standing and character of the Hebrew people, and as 
having reference only to the welfare of the kingdom. For 
instance, Moses does not teach the Jews as a prophet not 
to kill or to steal, but gives these commandments solely 
as a lawgiver and judge; he does not reason out the doc
trine, but affixes for its non-observance a penalty which 
may and very properly does vary in different nations. So, 
too, the command not to commit adultery is given merely 
with reference to the welfare of the state ; for if the moral 
doctrine had been intended, with reference not only to the 
welfare of the state, but also to the tranquillity and 
blessedness of the individual, Moses would have condemned 
not merely the outward act, but also the mental acquies
cence, as is done by Christ, Who taught only universal 
moral precepts, and for this cause promises a spiritual 
instead of a temporal reward. Christ, as I have said, was 
sent into the world, not to preserve · the state nor to lay 
down laws, but solely to teach the universal moral law, so 
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ideas so firmly and incontrovertibly true, that no power can 
be postulated or conceived sufficient to impugn them. They 
ought certainly so to appear to us when we infer from them 
God's existence, if we wish to place our conclusion beyond 
the reach of doubt; for if we could conceive that such ideas 
could be impugned by any power whatsoever, we should 
doubt of their truth, we should doubt of our conclusion, 
namely, of God's existence, and should never be able to be 
certain of anything. Further, we know that nothing either 
agrees with or is contrary to nature, unless it agrees with 
or is contrary to these primary ideas ; wherefore if we would 
conceive that anything could be done in nature by any 
power whatsoever which would be contrary to the laws of 
nature, it would also be contrary to our primary ideas, and 
we should have either to reject it as absurd, or else to cast 
doubt (as just shown) on our primary ideas, and conse
quently on the existence of God, and on everything how
soever perceived. Therefore miracles, in the sense of events 
contrary to the laws of nature, so far from demonstrating 
to us the existence of God, would, on the contrary, lead us 
to doubt it, where, otherwise, we might have been abso
lutely certain of it, as knowing that nature follows a fixed 
and immutable order. 

Let us take miracle as meaning that which cannot be ex
plained through natural causes. This may be interpreted 
in two senses: either as that which has natural causes, but 
cannot be examined by the human intellect; or as that 
which has no cause save God and God's will. But as all 
things which come to pass through natural causes, come to 
pass also solely through the will and power of God, it comes 
to this, that a miracle, whether it has natural causes or not, 
is a result which cannot be explained by its cause, that is a 
phenomenon which surpasses human understanding; but 
from such a phenomenon, and certainly from a result sur
passing our understanding, we can gain no knowledge. For 
whatsoever we understand clearly and distinctly should be 
plain to us either in itself or by means of something else 
clearly and distinctly understood; wherefore from a miracle 
or a phenomenon which we cannot understand, we can gain 
no knowledge of God's essence, or existence, or indeed any
thing about God or nature; whereas when we know that 

11 
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doctrines, however absurd, and with the opinions of those 
to whom the revelation was given, or those whom the Holy 
Spirit wished to convince. 

This we have illustrated by many Scriptural instances, 
and can further cite Paul, who to the Greeks was a Greek, 
a,nd to the Jews a Jew. But although these miracles could 
convince the Egyptians and Jews from their standpoint, 
they could not give a true idea and knowledge of God, but 
only cause them to admit that there was a Deity more 
powerful than anything known to them, and that this Deity 
took special care of the Jews, who had just then an unex
pectedly happy issue of all their affairs. They could not 
teach them that God cares equally for all, for this can be • 
taught only by philosophy: the Jews, and all who took 
their knowledge of God's providence from the dissimilarity 
of human conditions of life and the inequalities of fortune, 
persuaded themselves that God loved the Jews above all 1 

men, though they did not surpass their fellows in true 
human perfection. 

I now go on to my third point, and show from Scripture 
that the decrees and mandates of God, and consequently 
His providence, are merely the order of nature-that is, 
when Scripture describes an event as accomplished by God 
or God's will, we must understand merely that it was in 
accordance with the law and order of nature, not, as most 
people believe, that nature had for a season ceased to act, 
or that her order was temporarily interrupted. But Scrip
ture does not directly teach matters unconnected with its 
doctrine, wherefore it has no care to explain things by their 
natural causes, nor to expound matters merely speculative. 
Wnerefore our conclusion must be gathered by inference 
from those Scriptural narratives which happen to be written 
more at length and circumstantially than usual. Of these 
I will cite a few. 

In the :first book of Samuel, ix. 15, 16, it is related that 
God revealed to Samuel that He would send Saul to him, 
yet God did not send Saul to Samuel as people are wont 
to send one man to another. His "sending" was merely 
the ordinary course of nature. Saul was looking for the 
asses he had lost, and was meditating a return home with
out them, when, at the suggestion of his servant, he went 
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that Moses should scatter ashes in the air (Exod. ix. 10) ; 
the locusts also came upon the land of Egypt by a com
mand of God in accordance with nature, namely, by an 
east wind blowing for a whole day and night; and they 
departed by a very strong west wind (Exod. x. 14, 19). By 
a similar Divine mandate the sea opened a way for the 
Jews (Exod. xiv. 21), namely, by an east wind which blew 
very strongly all night. 

So, too, when Elisha would revive the boy who was 
believed to be dead, he was obliged to bend over him 
several times until the flesh of the child waxed warm, and 
at last he opened his eyes (2 Kings iv. 34, 35). 

Again, in John's Gospel (chap. ix.) certain acts are men
tioned as performed by Christ preparatory to healing the 
blind man, and there are numerous other instances show
ing that somet~g further than the absolute fiat of God 
is required for working a miracle. 

Wherefore we may believe that, although the circum
stances attending miracles are not related always or in 
full detail, yet a miracle was never performed without them. 

This is confirmed by Exodus xiv. 27, where it is simply 
stated that "Moses stretched forth his hand, and the 
waters of the sea returned to their strength in the morn
ing," no mention being made of a wind; but in the song 
of Moses (Exod. xv. 10) we read, "Thou didst blow with 
Thy wind (i.e. with a very strong wind), . and the sea 
covered them." Thus the attendant circumstance is omitted 
in the history, and the miracle is thereby enhanced. 

But perhaps someone will insist that we find many 
things in Scripture which seem in nowise explicable by 
natural causes, as for instance, that the sins of men and 
their prayers can be the cause of rain and of the earth's 
fertility, or that faith can heal the blind, and so on. But 
I think I have already made sufficient answer: I have 
shown that Scripture does not explain things by their 
secondary causes, but only narrates them in the order and 
the style which has most power to move men, and espe
cially uneducated men, to devotion; and therefore it speaks 
inaccurately of God and of events, seeing that its object is 
not to convince the reason, but to attract and lay hold of 
the imagination. If the Bible were to describe the destruc-
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tion of an empire in the style of political historians, the 
masses would remain unstirred, whereas the contrary is the 
case when it adopts the method of poetic description, and 
refers all things immediately to God. When, therefore, the 
Bible says that the earth is barren because of men's sins, 
or that the blind were healed by faith, we ought to take no 
more notice than when it says that God is angry at men's 
sins, that He is sad, that He repents of the good He has 
promised and done; or that on seeing a sign he remembers 
something He had promised, and other similar expressions, 
which are either thrown out poetically or related according 
to the opinion and prejudices of the writer. 

We may, then, be absolutely certain that every event 
which is truly described in Scripture necessarily happened, 
like everything else, according to natural laws; and if any
thing is there set down which can be proved in set terms 
to contravene the order of nature, or not to be deducible 
therefrom, we must believe it to have been foisted into 
the sacred writings by irreligious hands; for whatsoever is 
contrary to nature is also contrary to reason, and whatsoever 
is contrary to reason is absurd, and, ipso facto, to be 
rejected. 

There remain some points concerning the interpretation 
of miracles to be noted, or rather to be recapitulated, for 
most of them have been already stated. These I proceed 
to discuss in the fourth division of my subject, and I am 
led to do so lest anyone should, by wrongly interpreting a 
miracle, rashly suspect that he has found something in 
Scripture contrary to human reason. 

[ 

It is very rare for men to relate an event simply as it 
happened, without adding any element of their own judg
ment. When they see or hear anything new, they are, 
unless strictly on their guard, so occupied with their own 

/ preconceived opinions that they perceive something quite 
different from the plain facts seen or heard, especially if 
such facts surpass the comprehension of the beholder or 
hearer, and, most of all, if he is interested in their happen
ing in a given way. 

, Thus men relate in chronicles and histories their own 
opinions rather than actual events, so that one and the 
same event is so differently related by two men of different 
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opinions,_ t~at it seems like two separate occurrences ; and, \ 
further, it 1s very easy from historical chronicles to gather 
the personal opinions of the historian. 

~ _could cite many instances in proof of this from the 
wnt~ngs both of natural philosophers and historians, but 
I will content myself with one only from Scripture and 
leave the reader i;o judge of the rest. ' 

!n_ the time of Joshua the Hebrews held the ordinary 
opm10n that t~e sun moves with a daily motion, and that 
the earth rema:ms at re~t; to this preconceived opinion they 
adapted t~e miracle whi?h occurred during their battle with 
the :five kings. They did not simply relate that that day 
was longer than usual, but asserted that the sun and moon 
stood still, or ceased from their motion-a statement which 
would be of great service to them at that time in convinc
ing and proving by experience to the Gentiles, who wor
shipped the sun, that the sun was under the control of 
another deity who could compel it to change its daily 
course. Thus, p~rtly t~r?ugh religious motives, partly 
through preconceived opm10ns, they conceived of and re
lated the occurrence as something quite different from what 
really happened. 

Thus in order to interpret the Scriptural miracles and 
understan~ ~rom the narration of them how they really 
happened, 1t 1s necessary to know the opinions of those who 
:first rela~e~ the~, and have :e?orded them for us in writing, 
L?-d to distmgmsh ~uch opnnons from the actual impres
s10n made upon their senses, otherwise we shall confound 
opinions and judgments with the actual miracle as it really 
occurred : nay, further, we shall confound actual events 
with sym°?olica~ and imaginary ones. For many things are 
narrated m Scripture as real, and were believed to be real 
whi?h were in fact only symbolical and imaginary. As: 
for mstance, that God came down from heaven (Exod. xix. 
28, Deut. v. 28), and that Mount Sinai smoked because 
God d~~cended upon_ it surrounded with :fire; or, again~ 
that EliJah ascended mto heaven in a chariot of :fire with 
horses of :fire ; all these things were assuredly merel; sym
bols adapted to the opinions of those who have handed 
them down to us as they were represented to them, namely, 
as real. All who have any education know that God has 
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ing the writings of the Holy Ghost, as in defending human ' 
commentaries, so that religion is no longer identified with 
charity, but with spreading discord and propagating insen- 1 

sate hatred disguised under the name of zeal for the Lord, 
and eager ardour. 

To these evils we must add superstition, which teaches 
men to despise reason and nature, and only to admire and 
venerate that which is repugnant to both: whence it is not 
wonderful that for the sake of increasing the admiration 
and veneration felt for Scripture, men strive to explain it 
so as to make it appear to contradict, as far as possible, 
both one and the other: thus they dream that most pro
found mysteries lie hid in the Bible, and weary themselves 
out in the investigation of these absurdities, to the neglect 
of what is useful. Every result of their diseased imagina
tion they attribute to the Holy Ghost, and strive to defend 
with the utmost zeal and passion; for it is an observed 
fact that men employ their reason to defend conclusions 
arrived at by reason, but conclusions arrived at by the 
passions are def ended by the passions. 

If we would separate ourselves from the crowd and escape 
from theological prejudices, instead of rashly accepting 
human commentaries for Divine documents, we must con
sider the true method of interpreting Scripture and dwell 
upon it at some length : for if we remain in ignorance of 
this we cannot know, certainly, what the Bible and the 
Holy Spirit wish to teach. 

I may sum up the matter by saying that the method of 
interpreting Scripture does not widely differ from the 
method of interpreting nature-in fact, it is almost the 
same. For as the interpretation of nature consists in the 
examination of the history of nature, and therefrom de
ducing definitions of natural phenomena on certain fixed 
axioms, so Scriptural interpretation proceeds by the exami
nation of Scripture, and inferring the intention of its 
authors as a legitimate conclusion from its fundamental 
principles. By working in this manner everyone will 
always advance without danger of error-that is, if they 
admit no principles for interpreting Scripture, and dis
cussing its contents save such as they find in Scripture 
itself-and will be able with equal security to discuss what 
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history, or which is n~t clearly deducible from it, _then, _I 
say, it will be time to gird ourselves for the task of mv~s~i- ___, 
gating the mind of the prophets and of the _Holy Spmt. 
But in this further arguing, also, we shall reqmre a method 
very like tha~ employed _in ~nterpreting nature from her 
history. As m the exammat10n of nat_ural phenomena we 
try first to investigate what is most umversal and common 
to all nature-such, for instance, as motion and rest, and 
their laws and rules, which nature always observes, and 
through which she continually work_s-and ~hen we proc~ed 
to what is less universal; so, too, m the history of Scnp
ture we seek first for that which is most universal, and 
serv~s for the basis and foundation of all Scripture, a doc
trine, in fact, that is commended by all the prophets as 
eternal and most profitable to all men. For example, that 
God is one, and that He is omnipotent, that He alone 
should be worshipped, that He has a care for ~11 men, and 
that He especially loves those who adore Hill?- ~nd love 
their neighbour as themselves, &c. These and similar doc
trines, I repeat, Scripture everywhere so clearl)'." and ex
pressly teaches, that no one was ever in doubt of its mean
ing concerning them. 

The nature of God, His manner of regarding and pro
viding for things, and similar doctrines, S?ripture nowhere 
teaches professedly, and as eternal doctnne; on th~ con
trary, we have shown that the prophets themselves did not 
agree on the subject; therefore,we~ustnot lay do~ any 
doctrine as Scriptural on such subJects, though it may 
appear perfectly clear on rational groun~s. . 

From a proper knowledge of this umversal do_ctrme of 
Scripture, we must then proceed to other doctrmes less 
universal, but which, nevertheless, have reg~rd to the 
general conduct of life, and flow from the umversa~ doc
trine like rivulets from a source ; such are all particular 
external manifestations of true virtue, which need a given 
occasion for their exercise; whatever is obscure or am
biguous on such points in Scripture must be explained a~d 
defined by its universal doctrine; with reg_ard to contra?-ic
tory instances, we must _observe the. occasion and the ti~e 
in which they were wntten. For mstance, when Christ 
says, "Blessed are they that mourn, for they shall be com-
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forted " we do not know, from the actual passage, what 
sort of mourners are meant; as, however, Christ afterwards 
teaches that we should have care for nothing, save only for 
the kingdom of God and His righteousnes_s, whic_h is com
mended as the highest good (see Matt. vi. 33), it follows l 
that by mourners He only meant those who mourn for the 
kingdom of God and righteousness n~glected by man: for 
this would be the only cause of mourmng to those who love 
nothing but the Divine kingdom and justice, a,nd who 
evidently despise the gifts of fortune. So, too, when 
Christ says: "But if a man strike you on t~e right cheek, 
turn to him the left also," and the words which follow. 

If He had given such a command, as a lawgiver, to 
judges, He would thereby have ab~ogated the law of Moses, 
but this He expressly says He did not do (Matt. v. 17). 
Wherefore we must consider who was the speaker, what 
was the occasion and to whom were the words addressed. 
Now Christ said' that He did not ordain laws as a legislator, 
but inculcated precepts as a teacher : inasmuch as He did 
not aim at correcting outward actions so much as the frame 
of mind. Further, these words were spoken to men who 
were oppressed, who lived in a corrupt commonwealth on 
the brink of ruin, where justice was utterly neglected. The 
very doctrine inculcated here by Christ just before the de
struction of the city was also taught by Jeremiah before 
the first destruction of Jerusalem, that is, in similar circum
stances, as we see from Lamentations iii. 25-30. 

Now as such teaching was only set forth by the prophets 
m times of oppression, and was even then never laid down 
as a law· and as, on the other hand, Moses (who did not 
write in' times of oppression, but--mark this-strove to 
found a well-ordered commonwealth), while condemning 
envy and hatred of one's neighbour, yet ordained that an 
eye should be given for an eye, it follow~ most clearly fr~m 
these purely Scriptura~ grounds _th:i,t this _p~ec~pt of Christ 
and Jeremiah concernmg submiss10n to lllJunes was only 
valid in places where justice is neglected, and in a time of 
oppression, but does not hold good in a well-ordered state. 

In a well.-ordered state where justice is administered 
every one is bound, if he would be accounted just, to de
mand penalties before the judge (see Lev. v. 1), not for the 
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I 
never been tended or trodden by men, and has thus, by the 
lapse of time, become very difficult, and almost impass
able, as, indeed, I have shown in the difficulties I draw 
attention to. 

There only remains to examine the opinions of those who 
differ from me. 

The first which comes under our notice is, that the light 
of nature has no power to interpret Scripture, but that a 
supernatural faculty is required for the task. -what is 
meant by this supernatural faculty I will leave to its pro
pounders to explain. Personally, I can only suppose that 
they have adopted a very obscure way of stating their com
plete uncertainty about the true meaning of Scripture. If 
we look at their interpretations, they contain nothing 
supernatural, at least nothing but the merest conjectures. 

Let them be placed side by side with the interpretations 
of those who frankly confess tha.t they have no faculty 
beyond their natural ones; we shall see that the two are 
just alike-both human, both long pondered over, both 
laboriously invented. To say that the natural reason is in
sufficient for such results is plainly untrue, firstly, for the 
reasons above stated, namely, that the difficulty of inter
preting Scripture arises from no defect in human reason, 
but simply from the carelessness (not to say malice) of men 
who neglected the history of the Bible while there were 
still materials for inquiry; secondly, from the fact (ad
mitted, I think, by all) that the supernatural faculty is a 
Divine gift granted only to the faithful. But the prophets 
and apostles did not preach to the faithful only, but chiefly 
to the unfaithful and wicked. Such persons, therefore, were 
able to understand the intention of the prophets and 
apostles, otherwise the prophets and apostles would have 
seemed to be preaching to little boys and infants, not to 
men endowed with reason. Moses, too, would have given 
his laws in vain, if they could only be comprehended by the 
faithful, who need no law. Indeed, those who demand 

J 
supernatural faculties for comprehending the meaning of 
the prophets and apostles seem truly lacking in natural 

J faculties, so that we should hardly suppose such persons the 
:possessors of a Divine supernatural gift. 

The opinion of Maimonides was widely different. He 
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as it teaches what is necessary for obedience and salvation, 
cannot have been corrupted. From these considerations 
everyone will be able to judge that I have neither said 
anything against the Word of God nor given any foothold 
to impiety. 

A thing is called sacred and Divine when it is designed \ 
for promoting piety, and continues sacred so long as it is 
religiously used : if the users cease to be pious, the thing 
ceases to be sacred: if it be turned to base uses, that which 
was formerly sacred becomes unclean and profane. For 
instance, a certain spot was named by the patriarch Jacob 
the house of God, because he worshipped God there re
vealed to him : by the prophets the same spot was called 
the house of iniquity (see Amos v. 5, and Hosea x. 5), 
because the Israelites were wont, at the instigation of 
Jeroboam, to sacrifice there to idols. Another example puts 
the matter in the plainest light. Words gain their meaning 
solely from their usage, and if they are arranged according 
to their accepted signification so as to move those who read 
them to devotion, they will become sacred, and the book so 
written will be sacred also. But if their usage afterwards 
dies out so that the words have no meaning, or the book 
becomes utterly neglected, whether from unworthy motives, 
or because it is no longer needed, then the words and the 
book will lose both their use and their sanctity : lastly, if 
these same words be otherwise arranged, or if their cus
tomary meaning becomes perverted into its opposite, then 
both the words and the book containing them become, 
instead of sacred, impure and profane. 

From this it follows that nothing is in itself absolutely \ 
sacred, or profane, and unclean, apart from the mind, but 
only relatively thereto. Thus much is clear from many 
passages in the Bible. Jeremiah (to select one case out of 
many) says (chap. vii. 4), that the Jews of his time were 
wrong in calling Solomon's Temple, the Temple of God, for, 
as he goes on to say in the same chapter, God's name 
would only be given to the Temple so long as it was fre
quented by men who worshipped Him, and defended jus
tice, but that, 1f it became the resort of murderers, thieves, 
idolaters, and other wicked persons, it would be turned 
into a den of malefactors. 



176 A THEOLOGICO•POLITICAL TREATISE. [CHAP. XIII. 

seems like an academy, and religion like a science, or rather 
a dispute. 

It is not to be wondered at that men, who boast of pos
sessing supernatural intelligence, should be unwilling to 
yie~d the palm of kno:wledge_ to philosophers who have only 

lthe1r ordillary faculties; still I should be surprised if I 
found them teaching any new speculative doctrine, which 
was not a commonplace to those Gentile philosophers 
whom, in spite of all, they stigmatize as blind; for, if one 
inquires what these mysteries lurking in Scripture may be, 
one is confronted with nothing but the reflections of Plato 
or Aristotle, or the like, which it would often be easier for 
an ignorant man to dream than for the most accomplished 
scholar to wrest out of the Bible. 

However, I do not wish to affirm absolutely that Scrip
~ure contains no doctrines_ in the sphere of philosophy, for 
ill the last chapter I poillted out some of the kind, as 
fund~mental principles; but I go so far as to say that such 
doctnnes are very few and very simple. Their precise 
nature and definition I will now set forth. The task will 
be easy, for we know that Scripture does not aim at im
parting scientific knowledge, and, therefore, it demands 
from men nothing but obedienclJ, and censures obstinacy, 
but not ignorance. 

Furthermore, as obedience to God consists solely in love 
to our neighbour-for whosoever loveth his neighbour, as 
a means of obeying God, hath, as St. Paul says (Rom. xiii. 
8), fulfilled the law,-it follows that no knowledge is com
mended in the Bible save that which is necessary for 
e~abling all men to obey God in the manner stated, and 
without which they would become rebellious, or without the 
discipline of obedience. 

Other speculative questions, which have no direct bea,r
ing on this object, or are concerned with the knowledge of 
natural events, do not affect Scripture, and should be 
entirely separated from religion. 

Now, though everyone, as we have said, is now quite 
able to see this truth for himself, I should nevertheless 
wish, considering that the whole of Religion depends 
thereon, to explain the entire question more accurat ely and 
clearly. To this end I must first prove that the intellectual 

.I 
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or accurate knowledge of God is not a gift, bestowed upon 
all good men like obedience; and, further,_ that the know
ledge of God, required by Him through His prophets fro1:3-
everyone without exception, as needful to be known,_ is 
simply a knowledge of His Divine justice _and chanty. 
Both these points are easily prove~ from Scnptur:· The 
:first plainly follows from Exodus vi. 2, where God, ill order 

. to show the singular grace bestowed upon Moses, says to 
him: "And I appeared unto Abr:tham, unto Isaa:c, and 
unto Jacob by the name of El SadaJ. (A. V. God Almi~hty); 
but by my name Jehovah was I not known to them -for 
the better understanding of which passage I may rema~k 
that El Sadai, in Hebrew, signifies the God who suffice~, ill 
that He gives to every man that w~ch suffice_s f?r him ; 
and although Sadai is often used by itself, to sigmfy God, 
we 'cannot doubt that the word El (God) is everywhe~e 
understood. Furthermore, we must note that ~ehovah is 
the only word found in Scripture with the meanmg of the 
absolute essence of God, without reference to cr~at~d 
things. The Jews maintain, for this reason, that this 1s, 
strictly speaking, the only name of God; that the rest of 
the words used are merely titles ; and, i1;1 truth, t~e o~her 
names of God, whether they be substantives or adJectives, 
are merely attributive, :=tnd belong to H~m, in so far_ as He 
is conceived of in relat10n to created thillgs, or mamfeste_d 
through them. 'Ihus El, or Eloah, signifies powerful, as ~s 
well known, and only applies to God in respect to ~s 
supremacy, as when we ca~l Paul an apost~e; th~ fa~ulties 
of his power are set forth ill an accompanymg adJective, as 
El, great, awful, just, merciful, &c., or else all are ur:d er
stood at once bv the use of El in the plural number, with a 
singular signifi~ation, an expression frequently adopted in 
Scripture. 

Now as God tells Moses that He was not known to the 
patriar~hs by the name of J~hovah, it follo~s that they 
were not cognizant of any attribute of God which expresses 
His absolute essence, but only of His deeds and promises
that is, of His power, as manifested in visible things. Go~ 
does not thus speak to Moses in order to accuse the patri
archs of infidelity, but, on the contrary, as a means of ex
tolling their belief and faith, inasmuch as, though they 
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CHAPTER XIV. 

DEFINITIONS OF FAITH, THE FAITH, AND THE FOUNDATIONS 

OF FAITH, WHICH IS ONCE FOR ALL SEPARATED FROM 
PHILOSOPHY. 

FOR a true knowledge of faith it is above all things 
necessary to understand that the Bible was adapted 

to the intelligence, not only of the prophets, but also of 
the diverse and fickle Jewish multitude. This will be 
recognized by all who give any thought to the subject, for 
they will see that a person who accepted promiscuously 
everything in Scripture as being the universal and abso
lute teaching of God, without accurately defining what 
was adapted to the popular intelligence, would find it 
impossible to escape confounding the opinions of the masses 
with the Divine doctrines, praising the judgments and 
comments of man as the teaching of God, and making a. 

I 
wrong use of Scriptural authority. Who, I say, does not 
perceive that this is the chief reason why so many sectaries 
teach contradictory opinions as Divine documents, and 
support their contentions with numerous Scriptural texts, 
till it has passed in Belgium into a proverb, geen ketter 
sander letter-no heretic without a text? The sacred books 
were not written by one man, nor for the people of a single 
period, but by many authors of different temperaments, at 
times extending from first to last over nearly two thousand 
years, and perhaps much longer. We will not, however, 
accuse the sectaries of impiety because they have adapted 
the words of Scripture to their own opinions ; it is thus 
that these words were adapted to the understanding of 
the masses originally, and everyone is at liberty so to 
treat them if he sees that he can thus obey God in matters 
relating to justice and charity with a more full consent : 
but we do accuse those who will not grant this freedom 
to their fellows, but who persecute all who differ from 
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them, as God's enemies, however honourable and _virtuous 
be their lives; while, on the other hand, they chensh those 
who agree with them, however foolish they may be, as 
God's elect. Such conduct is a.s wicked and dangerous to 
the state as any that can be conceived. . . . 

In order, therefore, to establish the li~ts to which mdi
vidual freedom should extend, and to decide what persons, 
in spite of the diversity of their opini?ns, are_ to be lo~ked 
upon as the faithful, we must define faith and its essentials. 
This task I hope to accomplish in the presei:t c~apter, a~d 
also to separate faith from philosophy, which is the chief 
aim of the whole treatise. . 

In order to proceed duly to th~ demonstr~tion let ~s 
recapitulate the chief aim an~ obJect of Scnptu~e; this 
will indicate a standard by which we may define fa~th. 

We have said in a former chapter that the aim and 
object of Scripture is only to teach obedience. Thus much, 
I think, no one can question. Who does not see !hat 1?oth 
Testaments are nothing else but schools f?r t~.s obJect, 
and have neither of them any aim beyond mspinng man
kind with a voluntary obedience? . For (not to repeat 
what I said in the last chapter) I will remark that Moses 
did not seek to convince the Jews by reaso~, but bound 
them by a covenant, by oaths, and by conf~rrmg b~nefits ; 
further, he threatened the people wit~ pumshment ~ they 
should infringe the law, and promised rewards if t~ey 
should obey it. All these are n?t means for tea:ching 
knowledge, but for inspiring obedi~nce. T:1'1e doctnne of 
the Gospels enjoins nothing but simple faith, namely,_ to 
believe in God and to honour Him, which is the same thing 
as to obey Him. There is no occasion f ?r. me to. throw 
further light on a question so plain by citmg Sc~iptural 
texts commending obedience, such as may be fou_nd m great 
numbers in both Testaments. Moreover, the Bible teaches 
very clearly in a great many passages what everyoi:e 
ought to do in order to ,obey_ God; the whole duty is 
summed up in love to one s neighbour. It cannot, ther~ 
fore be denied that he who by God's command loves his 
neighbour as himself is truly obedient and_ bles~ed accord
ing to the law, whereas he who ~ates his neighbour or 
nealects him is rebellious and obstmate. C, 
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Lastly, it is plain to everyone that the Bible was not 
written and disseminated only for the learned, but for 
men of every age and race; wherefore we may rest assured 
that we are not bound by Scriptural command to believe 
anything beyond what is absolutely necessary for fulfilling 
its main precept. 

This precept, then, is the only standard of the whole 
Catholic faith, and by it alone all the dogmas needful to be 
believed should be determined. So much being abundantly 
manifest, as is also the fact that all other doctrines of the 
faith can be legitimately deduced therefrom by reason alone, 
I leave it to every man to decide for himself how it comes 
to pass that so many divisions have arisen in the Church: 
can it be from any other cause than those suggested at the 
beginning of Chap. VII.? It is these same causes which 
compel me to explain the method of determining the dogmas 
of the faith from the foundation we have discovered, for if 
I neglected to do so, and put the question on a regular 
basis, I might justly be said to have promised too lavishly, 
for that anyone might, by my showing, introduce any doc
trine he liked into religion, under the pretext that it was a 
necessary means to obedience: especially would this be the 
case in questions respecting the Divine attributes. 

In order, therefore, to set forth the whole matter metho
dically, I will begin with a definition of faith, which on the 
principle above given, should be as follows: -

Faith consists in a knowledge of God, without which 
obedience to Him would be impossible, and which the mere 
fact of obedience to Hirn implies. This definition is so 
clear, and follows so plainly from what we have already 
proved, that it needs no explanation. The consequences 
involved therein I will now briefly show. (I.) Faith is not 
salutary in itself, but only in respect to the obedience it 
implies, or as James puts it in bis Epistle, ii. 17, "Faith 
without works is dead" (see the whole of the chapter 
quoted). (II.) He who is truly obedient necessarily possesses 
true and saving faith; for if obedience be granted, faith 
must be granted also, as the same Apostle expressly says in 

t 
these words (ii. 18)," Show me thy faith without thy works, 
and I will show thee my faith by my works." So also John, 
l Ep. iv. 7 : "Everyone that loveth is born of God, and 

d 

it 



CHAP. XIV.] DEFINITIONS OF FAITH. 187 

is ignorant of or disbelieves in His existence cannot obey 
Him or know Him as a Judge. 

II. That He is One. Nobody will dispute that this 
doctrine is absolutely necessary for entire devotion, admira
tion, and love towards God. For devotion, admiration, and 
love spring from the superiority of one over all else. 

III. That He is omnipresent, or that all things are open 
to Him, for if anything could be supposed to be concealed 
from Him, or to be unnoticed by Him, we might doubt or 
be ignorant of the equity of His judgment as directing all 
things. 

IV. That He has supreme right and dominion over all 
things, and that He does nothing under compulsion, but 
by His absolute fiat and grace. All things are bound to 
obey Him, He is not bound to obey any. 

V. That the worship of God consists only in justice and 
charity, or love towards one's neighbour. 

VI. That all those, and those only, who obey God by 
their manner of life are saved; the rest of mankind, who 
live under the sway of their pleasures, are lost. If we did 
not believe this, there would be no reason for obeying God 
rather than pleasure. 

VII. Lastly, that God forgives the sins of those who re
pent. No one is free from sin, so that without this belief 
all would despair of salvation, and there would be no 
reason for believing in the mercy of God. He who firmly 
believes that God, out of the mercy and grace with which 
He directs all things, forgives the sins of men, and who 
feels his love of God kindled thereby, he, I say, does really 
know Christ according to the Spirit, and Christ is in him. 

No one can deny that all these doctrines are before all 
things necessary to be believed, in order that every man, 
without exception, may be able to obey God according to 
the bidding of the Law above explained, for if one of these 
precepts be disregarded obedience is destroyed. But as to 
what God, or the Exemplar of the true ife, may be, whether 
fire, or spirit, or light, or ilioug t, or what not, this, I say, 
has nothing to do with faith any more than has the ques
tion how He comes to be the Exemplar of the true life, 
whether it be because He has a just and merciful mind, or 
because all things exist and act through Him, and conse-
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quently that we understand through Him, and through 
Him see what is truly just and good. Everyone may think 
on such questions as he likes, 

Furthermore, faith is not affected, whether we hold that 
God is omnipresent essentially or potentially ; that He 
directs all things by absolute :fiat, or by the necessity of 
His nature; that He dictates laws like a prince, or that He 
sets them forth as eternal truths; that man obeys Him by 
virtue of free will, or by virtue of the necessity of the 
Divine decree; lastly, that the reward of the good and the 
punishment of the wicked is natural or supernatural: 
these and such like questions have no bearing on faith, 
except in so far as they are used as means to give us 
license to sin more, or to obey God less. I will go further, 
and maintain that every man is bound to adapt these 
dogmas to his own way of thinking, and to interpret them 
according as he feels that he can give them his fullest and 
most unhesitating assent, so that he may the more easily 
obey God with his whole heart. 

Such was the manner, as·we have already pointed out, in 
which the faith was in old time revealed and written, in 
accordance with the understanding and opinions of the 
prophets and people of the period ; so, in like fashion, 
every man is bound to adapt it to his own opinions, so that 
he may accept it without any hesitation or mental repug
nance. We have shown that faith does not so much re
quire truth as piety, and that it is only quickening and 
pious through obedience, consequently no one is faithful 
save by obedience alone. The best faith is not necessarily 

I possessed by him who displays the best reasons, but by 
him who displays the best fruits of justice and charity. 
How salutary and necessary this doctrine is for a state, in 
order that men may dwell together in peace and concord; 
and how many and how great causes of disturbance and 

/ crime are thereby cut off, I leave everyone to judge for 
himself! 

Before we go further, I may remark that we can, by 
means of what we have just proved, easily answer the 
objections raised in Chap. I., when we were discussing 
God's speaking with the Israelites on Mount Sinai. For, 
though the voice heard by the Israelites could not give 
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she rebels, is to be entirely subjected to Scripture, I ask, 
are we to effect her submission by her own aid, or without 
her, and blindly? If the latter, we shall surely act fool
ishly and injudiciously; if the former, we assent to Scrip
ture under the dominion of reason, and should not assent 
to it without her. Moreover, I may ask now, is a man to 
assent to anything against his reason? What is denial if 
it be not reason's refusal to assent? In short, I am asto
nished that anyone should wish to subject reason, the 
greatest of gifts and a light from on high, to the dead letter 
which may have been corrupted by human malice; that it 
should be thought no crime to speak with contempt of 
mind, the true handwriting of God's Word, calling it cor
rupt, blind, and lost, while it is considered the greatest of 
crimes to say the same of the letter, which is merely the 
reflection and image of God's Word. Men think it pious to 
trust nothing to reason and their own judgment, and 
impious to doubt the faith of those who have transmitted 
to us the sacred books. Such conduct is not piety, but 
mere folly. And, after all, why are they so anxious? What 
are they afraid of? Do they think that faith and religion 
cannot be upheld unless men purposely keep themselves in 
ignorance, and turn their backs on reason ? If this be so, 
they have but a timid trust in Scripture. 

However, be it far from me to say that religion should 
seek to enslave reason, or reason religion, or that both 
should not be able to keep their sovereignity in perfect 
harmony. I will revert to this question presently, for I wish 
now to discuss Alpakhar's rule. 

He requires, as we have stated, that we should accept as 
true, or reject as false, everything asserted or denied by 
Scripture, and he further states that Scripture never ex
pressly asserts or denies anything which contradicts its 
assertions or negations elsewhere. The rashness of such 
a requirement and statement can escape no one. For (pass
ing over the fact that he does not notice that Scripture 
consists of different books, written at different times, for 
different people, by different authors: and also that his 
requirement is made on his own authority without any 
corroboration from reason or Scripture) he would be bound 
to show that all passages which are indirectly contradictory 
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therein, and the signs by which it is confirmed. For as we 
see that the prophets extol charity and justice above all 
things, and have no other object, we conclude that they did 
not write from unworthy motives, but because they really 
thought that men might become blessed through obedience 
and faith: further, as we see that they confirmed their 
teaching with signs and wonders, we become persuaded 
that they did not speak at random, nor run riot in their 
prophecies. We are further strengthened in our conclusion · \ 
by the fact that the morality they teach is in evident agree
ment with reason, for it is no accidental coincidence that 
the Word of God which we find in the prophets coincides 
with the Word of God written in our hearts. We may, I 
say, conclude this from the sacred books as certainly as did 
the Jews of old from the living voice of the prophets: for 
we showed in Chap. XII. that Scripture has come down to 
us intact in respect to its doctrine and main narrat:ves. 

Therefore this whole basis of theology and Scripture, l 
though it does not admit of mathematical proof, may yet 
be accepted with the approval of our judgment. It would 
be folly to refuse to accept what is confirmed by such ample 
prophetic testimony, and what has proved such a comfort 
to those whose reason is comparatively weak, and such a 
benefit to the state ; a doctrine, moreover, which we may 
believe in without the slightest peril or hurt, and should 
reject simply because it cannot be mathematically proved: l 
it is as though we should admit nothing as true, or as a 
wise rule of life, which could ever, in any possible way, be 
called in question; or as though most of our actions were 
not full of uncertainty and hazard. 

I admit that those who believe that theology and philo
sophy are mutually contradictory, and that therefore either 
one or the other must be thrust from its throne--! admit, 
I say, that such persons are not unreasonable in attempting 
to put theology on a firm basis, and to demonstrate its truth 
mathematically. Who, unless he were desperate or mad, 
would wish to bid an incontinent farewell to reason, or to 
despise the arts and sciences, or to deny reason's certitude? 
But, in the meanwhile, we cannot wholly absolve them from 
blame, inasmuch as they invoke the aid of reason for her 
own defeat, and attempt infallibly to prove her fallible. 
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brought a very great consolation to mankind. All are able 
to obey, whereas there are but very few, compared with the 
aggregate of humanity, who can acquire the habit of virtue 
under the unaided guidance of reason. Thus if we had not 
the testimony of Scripture, we should doubt of the salva- } 
tion of nearly all men. 

'--
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CHAPTER XVI. 

OF THE FOUNDATIONS OF A STATE; OF THE NATURAL AND 
CIVIL RIGHTS OF INDIVIDUALS j AND OF THE RIGHTS OF 

THE SOVEREIGN POWER. 

HITHERTO our care has been to separate philosophy 

( 
from theology, and to show the freed~m of tl~ought 

which such separation insures to both. It is now time to 
determine the limits to which such freedom of thought and 
discussion may extend itself in .the ideal state. ~or the 
due consideration of this question we must examme the 
foundations of a state, first turning our attention t~ ~he 
natural rights of individuals, and afterwards to religion 
and the state as a whole. 

By the right and ordinance of nat1:1re, I me!el~ 1;1-ean 
those natural laws wherewith we conceive every mdividual 
to be conditioned by nature, so as to live and ac~ ~n a given 
way. For instance, fishes are n~ 3:lly conditioned for 
swimming and the gre a r :for devourmg the less ; t ere
~re -ft es' en3oy the water, and th~ ~reater. evour the less 
by sovereign natural right. For .it is .certam tha nature, 

I taken in the abstract, has sovereign nght to do all:yt mg 
she can; in other words, her ri$ht is co-extensive with her 

ower., The PE'!er _gf nature ~s the powe; o oa, w ich 
has sovereign right over all things ; and, masmuch as the 
power of nature is simply the a.ggregate of the powe:s ~£ 
all her individual components, it follows that eve!Y. mdi_: 
vidual has sovereign right to do .. all tha.tb.e can; mother 

~ or , e rigfils of an individual ext~~d to the utn:io~t 
limits of his power as it has been conditioned. . N ~W: it is 
the sovereign law and right of nature that each mdividual 
should endeavour to preserve itself a~ it is, wi~hout regard 
to anything but itself; therefore this sovereign law and 
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right belongs to every individual, namely, to exist and act 
according to its natural conditions. We do not here 
acknowledge any difference between mankind and other 
individual natural entities, nor between men endowed with 
reason and those to whom reason is unknown; nor between 
fools, madmen, and sane men. Whatsoever an individual I 
does by the laws of its nature it has a sovereign right to do, 
inasmuch as it acts as it was conditioned by nature, and 
cannot act otherwise. Wherefore among men , so long as 
they are considered as livin under the sway of nat ~ he 
who does not yet know reason, or w o has not yet acquired 
the habit of virtue, acts solely according to the laws of his 
desire with as sovereign a right as he who orders his life 
entirely by the laws of reason. 

That is, as the wise man has sovereign right to do all 
that reason dictates, or to live according to the laws of 
reason, so also the ignorant and foolish man has sovereign 
right to do all that desire dictates, or to live according to 
the laws of desire. This is identical with the teaching of 
Paul, who acknowledges that previous to the law-that is, 
so long as men are considered of as living under the sway 
of nature, there is no sin. 

'rhe natural rjght of t_he i:q_dirid.u.alJD.~n i!lJh.us.ileter- 1 '' 

mined, not by sound reason, but b desire and nower~ 
7:1:;:re no t natural y con tione so as to act accor · g to the 
laws and rules of reason; nay, on the contrary, all men 
are born ignorant, and before they can learn the right way 
of life and acquire the habit of virtue, the greater part of 
their life, even if they have been well brought up, has 
passed away. Nevertheless, they are in the meanwhile 
bound to live and preserve themselves as far as they can 
by the unaided impulses of desire. Nature has given them 
no other guide, and has denied them the present power of 
living according to sound reason ; so that they are no 
more bound to live b the dictates of an enligli tene mn ld, 
han a cat is bound to live byt lre "\Y.S of the nature of a. 

--lion."" 
- Whatsoever, therefore, an individual ( considered as under 
the sway of nature) thinks useful for himself, whether led 
by sound r eason or impelled by the passions, that he has a 
sovereign right to seek and to take for himself as he best 
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can, whether by force, cunning, entreaty, or any other 

I means; consequently he. may regard _as an enemy anyone 
who hinders the accomplishment of his purpose. 

It follows from what we have said that the right and 
ordinance of nature, under which all men are born, and 
under which they mostly live, only ~roh~bits such thin~s 

' as no one desires, and no one can attam: 1t does not forbid 
, strife, nor hatred, nor anger, nor deceit, nor, indeed, any of 

the means suggested by desire. . 
1 This we need not wonder at, for n!_!,~ 1s not bounded 

by the laws of~an reas?n, which ~ill?-s only ~t lll:an's 
-true benefit and preservat10n ; her limits are mfimtely 

?.11 wider and have reference to the eternal order of nature, 
wher~in man is but a s:e~~k; it is b~ ~he necessi~Y. of this 

' ' · alone that all individuals are cond1t10ned for livmg and 
acting in a particular way. If anything! t~e:refore, in 
nature seems to us ridiculous, absurd, or evil, 1t 1s because 
we only know in part, and are almost entirely ignorant of 
the order and interdependence of nature as a whole, an~ also 
because we want everything to be 3:rrange~ accordmg_ to 
the dictates of our human reason; m reality t w~h 

1 , l reason co iders evil, is not evil in respect to the order and 
· , aws o nature as a w ole, Jm .t only in __ re~_Ez..QUo t e ~ 

o our reason :- - -
- --..,,~evertneless no one can doubt that it is much better for 

us to live acco~ding to the laws and assured dictates of 
reason, for, as we said, they have men's true good for 
their object. Moreover, everyone wishes to live 3:s far as 
possible securely beyond the reach of ~eJJ. and this :would 

' 

be quite impossible so long as everyone did every-:thmg he 
liked and reason's claim was lowered to a par with those 
of h~tred and anger; there is no one who is no~ ill at ease 
in the midst of enmity, hatred, anger, and deceit, and who 
does not seek to avoid them as much as he can. When we 
reflect that men without mutual help, or the aid of reason, 
must needs live most miserably, as we clearly proved _in 
Chap. V., we shall plainly see that men must necessarily 
come to an agreement to live t?gether as securely_ and 
well as possible if they are to enJoy _as _a _whole the righ~s 
which naturally belong to them as md1v1duals, and th~1r 
life should be no more conditioned by the force and desire 
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of individuals, but by the power and will of the whole body. 
This end they will be unable to attain if desire be their 
only guide (for by the laws of desire each man is drawn in 
a different direction) ; they must, therefore, most firmly de
cree and establish that they will be guided in everything 
by reason (which nobody will dare openly to repudiate lest 
he should be taken for a madman), and will restrain any I 
desire which is injurious to a man's fellows, that they will 
do to all as they would be done by, and that they will de
fend their :r;i.eighbour's rights as their own. 

How such a compact as this should be entered into, 
how ratified and established, we will n.ow inquire. 

Now it is a universal law of human nature that no one 
ever neglects anything which he judges to be good, except 
with the hope of gaining a greater good, or from the fear of a 
greater evil; nor does anyone endure an evil except for the 
sake of avoiding a greater evil, or gaining a greater good. 
That is, everyone will, of two goods, choose that which he 1 

thinks the greatest; and, of two evils, that which he thinks 
the least. I say advisedly that which he thinks the greatest 
or the least, for it does not necessarily follow that he judges 
right. This law is so deeply implanted in the human mind 
th~t it ought to be counted among eternal truths and 
ax10ms. 

As a necessary consequence of the principle just enun- l 

ciated, no one can honestly promise to forego the right which 
he has over all things,1 and in general no one will abide by 
his promises, unless under the fear of a greater evil, or the 
hope of a greater good. An example will make the matter 
clearer. Suppose that a robber forces me to promise that 
I will give him my goods at his will and pleasure. It is 
plain (inasmuch as my natural right is, as I have shown, 
co-extensive with my power) that if I can free myself from 
this robber by stratagem, by assenting to his demands, I 
have the natural right to do so, and to pretend to accept 
his conditions. Or again, suppose I have genuinely pro
mised someone that for the space of twenty days I will 
not taste food or any nourishment ; and suppose I after
wards find that my promise was foolish, and cannot be 
kept without very great injury to myself; as I am bound 
by natural law and right to choose the least of two evils, I 

1 See Note 26. 
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have complete right to break my compact, and act as if 
my promise had never been uttered. I say that I should 
have perfect natural right to do so, whether I was actuated 
by true and evident reason, or whether I was actuated by 
mere opinion in thinking I had promised rashly ; whether 
my reasons were true or false, I should be in fear 0£ a 
greater evil, which, by the ordinance of nature, I should 
strive to avoid by every means in my power. 

We may, therefore, conclude that a com a · 1 
made ~lid-Py_ its utiliti ID.thom wllich--it-beoomes null 
and ;;oid. It is, therefore, foolish to ask a man to keep 
ms :fait1i with us for ever, unless we also endeavour that 
the violation 0£ the com act we enter into shall involve 
for e VlO a or mo e a,rm tlian_good. This consideration 

should have very great weight in forming a state. However, 
if all men could be easily led by reason alone, and could 
recognize what is best and most useful for a state, there 
would be no one who would not forswear deceit, for every
one would keep most religiously to their compact in their 
desire for the chief good, namely, the preservation 0£ the 
state and would cherish good faith above all things as the 
shield and buckler 0£ the commonwealth. However, it is 
far from being the case that all men can always be easily 
led by reason alone; everyone is drawn away by his pl~a
sure, while avarice, ambition, envy, hatred, and the h~e 
so engross the mind that reason has no place therem. 
Hence, though men make promises with all the appear
ances 0£ good faith, and agree that they will keep to their 

I 
engagement,_p.o ~me can absol~~he man's 
ct:omise unless there is som _ ng behind it. Everyone 

has by nature a rig t o act deceit y, and to break his 
compacts, unless he be restrained by the hope 0£ some 
greater good, or the fear 0£ some greater evil. 

However, as we have shown that the natural right 0£ the 
individual is only limited by his power, it is clear that by 
transferring, either willingly or under compulsion, this 
power into the hands 0£ another, he in so doing necessarily 
cedes also a part 0£ his right ; and further, that the sove
reign right over all men belongs to him who has sovereign 
power, wherewith he can compel men by force, or restrain 
them by threats 0£ the universally feared punishment of 
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death; such sovereign right he will retain only so long as 
he can maintain his power 0£ enforcing his will; otherwise 
he will totter on his throne, and no one who is stronger 
than he will be bound unwillingly to obey him. 

. In _this manner a _society can be for.med without a.ny 
v10lat10n 0£ natural nght, and the covenant can always be 
strictly kept-that is, if each individual hands over the 
whole 0£ his power to the7:5ody po 'fac, t e latter will then 

r- p~ssess sovereign na':t"Uful right over all things ; that is, it \ 
W:ll have sole and unquestione~ dominion, and everyone 
Will be bound to obey, under pam 0£ the severest punish
me~t. A body politic 0£ this kind is called a Democracy, 
which may be defined as a society which wields all its 
power as a whole. The sovereign power is not restrained 
by any laws, but everyone is bound to obey it in all things; 
such is the state 0£ things implied when men either tacitly 
or expressly handed over to it all their power 0£ sel£
defence, or in other words, all their right. For i£ they 
had wished to retain any right for themselves, they ought 

· to have taken precautions for its defence and preserva
tion; as they have not done so, and indeed could not have 
done so without dividing and consequently ruining the 
state , they placed themselves absolutely at the mercy of 
the sovereign power; and, therefore, having acted (as we 
ha':e shown) as reason and necessity demanded, they are 
obliged to fulfil the commands 0£ the sovereign power, 
however absurd these may be, else they will be public 
enemies, and will act against reason, which urges the pre
servation 0£ the state as a primary duty. For reason bids 
us choose the least 0£ two evils. 

Furthermore, this danger 0£ submitting absolutely to the 
d~minio:'1 and will 0£ another, is one which may be incurred 
With a light heart: for we have shown that sovereigns only 
possess this right 0£ imposing their will, so long as they 
have the £ull power to enforce it: if such power be lost 
their right to command is lost also, or lapses to those who 
have assumed it and can keep it. Thus it is very rare for 
sovereigns to impose thoroughly irrational commands, for 
they are bound to consult their own interests, and retain 
their power by consulting the public good and acting 
according to the dictates of reason, as Seneca says, "vio-



206 A. THEOLOGICO-POLITICA.L TREATISE. [ CHAP. XVI. 

lenta imperia nemo continuit diu." No one can long 
r retain a tyrant's sway. 

In a democracy, irrational commands are still less to be 
feared: for it is almost impossible that the majority of a 
people, especially if it be a large one, should agree in an 

1 
irrational design: and, moreover, the basis and aim of a 

I 

democracy is to avoid the desires as irrational, and to bring 
men as far as possible under the control of reason, so that 
they may live in peace and harmony: if this basis be 

1 removed the whole fabric falls to ruin. 
Such being the ends in view for the sovereign power, the 

duty of subjects is, as I have said, to obey its commands, 
and to recognize no right save that which it sanctions. 

It will, perhaps, be thought that we are turning subiects 
jy,~o slaves: for slaves obey commarias and: free men I1ve 
as tliey like ; but this idea is based on a misconception, for 
the true slave is he who is led away by his pleasures and 
can neither see what is good for him nor act accordingly: 
he alone is free who lives with free consent under the entire 
guidance of reason. 

Action in obedience to orders does take away freedom in 
a certain sense, but it does not, therefore, make a man a 
slave, all depends on the object of the action. If the 
object of the action be the good of the state, and not the 
good of the agent, the latter is a slave and does himself no 
good: but in a state or kingdom where the weal of the 
whole people, and not that of the ruler, is the supreme law, 
obedience to the sovereign power does not make a man a 
slave, of no use to himself, but a subject. Therefore, 
that state is the freest whose laws are founded on sound 

'i.._ reason, so that every member of it~• if he will, be free· 1 

that is, live with full consent under the entire guidance ~f 
reason. 

Children, though they are bound to obey all the com
mands of their parents, are yet not slaves: for the com
mands of parents look generally to the children's benefit. 

We must, therefore, acknowledge a great difference be
tween a slave, a son, and a subject; their positions may be 
thus defined. A ...slave is one who is bound to obey his 
master's orders, though they are-given solely in the master's 
interest: a son is one who obeys his father's orders, given 

1 See Note 2i. 

A<--.-..-,,/('~< ''5 -
CHAP. XVI.] OF THE FOUNDATIONS OF A. STA.TE, 207 

in_his own int~rest ;___~ subject obeys ~he orders of the sove- l 
reign power, given for the common mterest, wherein he is 
included. 

I think I have now shown sufficiently clearly the basis of ' 
a democracy: I have especially desired to do so, for I be
lieve it to be of all forms of government the most natural, 1 
and the most consonant with individual liberty. _In it no 
one transfers his natural righ.t so absolute! that he h~o I 
- r er voice in -affairs, he OlllJ. hands 1t over to the ma orit 
~f_~ society, whereof he is a unit. .T}mi.:aJl...m.en remain, 
as t ey were in the state of nature, eg_uals. 

This is the only form of government which I have treated ~ 
of at. engtn,forit-is tl?-e one- most alrj.n_io !11:Y purpose of 
showmg the benefits of freedom in a state. - . 

I may pass over the fundamental principles of other 
forms of government, for we may gather from what has 
been said whence their right arises without going into its 
origin. The possessor of sovereign power, whether he be 
one, or many, or the whole body politic, has the sovereign 
right of imposing any commands he pleases: and he who 
has either voluntarily, or under compulsion, transferred the 
right to defend him to another, has, in so doing, renounced 
his natural right and is therefore bound to obey, in all 
things, the commands of the sovereign power ; and will be 
bound so to do so long as the king, or nobles, or the people 
preserve the sovereign power which formed the basis of the 
original transfer. I need add no more. 

The bases and rights of dominion being thus displayed, 
we shall readily be able to define private civil right, wrong, 
justice, and injustice, with their relations to the state; and 
also to determine what constitutes an ally, or an enemy, or 
the crime of treason. 

By private civil right we can only mean the liberty every • 
man osse~ses to pre_serve bii:;-e:~is~enc , a liberty limited by 

1iie echcts of the sovereign power, and preserved only by its 
authority : for when a man has transferred to another his 
right of living as he likes, which was only limited by his 
power, that is, has transferred his liberty and power of self
defence, he is bound to live as that other dictates, and to 
trust to him entirely for his defence. Wrong takes place 
when a citizen, or subject, is forced by another to undergo 
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some loss or pain in contradiction to the authority of the 
law, or the edict of the sovereign power. 

Wrong is conceivable only in an organized community: 
nor can it ever accrue to subjects from any act of the sove
reign, who has the right to do what he likes. It can only 
arise, therefore, between private persons, who are bound by 
law and right not to injure one another. Justice consists 
in the habitual rendering to every man his ]Ji,wful due: in-

/ justice consists in depriving a man, under ~ce of 
legality, of what the laws, rightly interpreted, would allow 

! 

him. These last are also called equity and iniquity, be
cause those who administer the laws are bound to show no 
respect of persons, but to account all men equal, and to de
fend every man's right equally, neither envying the rich 
nor despising the poor. 

The men of two states become allies, when for the sake 
of avoiding war, or for some other advantage, they covenant 
to do each other no hurt, but on the contrary, to assist each 
other if necessity arises, each retaining his independence. 

J Such a covenant is valid so long as its basis of danger or 
1 advantage is in force : no one enters into an engagement, 

or is bound to stand by his compacts unless there be a hope 
of some accruing good, or the fear of some evil : if this 
basis be removed the compact thereby becomes void: this 
has been abundantly shown by experience. For although 
different states make treaties not to harm one another, they 
always take every possible precaution against such treaties 

I 
being broken by the stronger party, and do not rely on the 
compact, unless there is a sufficiently obvious object and 
advantage to both parties in observing it. Otherwise they 
would fear a breach of faith, nor would there be any wrong 
done thereby: for who in his proper senses, and aware of 
the right of the sovereign power, would trust in the pro
mises of one who has the will and the power to do what he 
likes, and who aims solely at the safety and advantage of 
his dominion? Moreover, if we consult loyalty and religion, 
we shall see that no one in possession of power ought to 
abide by his promises to the injury of his dominion; for he 
cannot keep such promises without breaking the engage
ment he made with his subjects, by which both he and they 
are most solemnly bound. 
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An enemy is one who lives apart from the stat e, and 
does not recognize its authority either as a subj ect or as an 
ally. It is not hatred which makes a man an enemy, but 
the rights of the state. The rights of the state are the 
same in regard to him who does not recognize by any com
pact the state authority, as they are against him who has 
done the state an injury: it has the right to force him as 
best it can, either to submit, or to contract an alliance. 

Lastly, treason can only be committed by subjects, who 
by compact, either tacit or expressed, have transferred all 
their rights to the state: a subject is said to have com
mitted this crime when he has attempted, for whatever 
reason, to seize the sovereign power, or to place it in diffe
rent hands. I say, has attempted, for if punishment were 
not to overtake him till he had succeeded, it would often 
come too late, the sovereign rights would have been ac
quired or transferred already. 

I also say, has attempted, for whatever reason, to seize the 
sovereign power, and I recognize no difference whether such 
an attempt should be followed by public loss or public 
gain. Whatever be his reason for acting, the crime is 
treason, and he is rightly condemned: in war, everyone 
would admit the justice of his sentence. If a man does 
not keep to his post, but approaches the enemy without the 
knowledge of his commander, whatever may be his motive, 
so long as he acts on his own motion, even if he advances 
with the design of defeating the enemy, he is rightly put 
to death, because he has violated his oath, and infringed 
the rights of his commander. That all citizens are equally 
bound by these rights in time of peace, is not so generally 
recognized, but the reasons for obedience are in both cases, 
identical. The state must be preserved and directed by 
the sole authority of the sovereign, and such authority and 
right have been accorded by universal consent to him alone: 
if, therefore, anyone else attempts, without his consent, to 
execute any public enterprise, even though the state might 
(as we said) reap benefit therefrom, such person has none 
the less infringed the sovereign's right, and would be rightly 
punished for treason. 

In order that every scruple may be removed, we may 
now answer the inquiry, whether our former assertion that 



210 A. THEOLOGICO-POLITICAL TREATISE. [CHAP. XVI, 

everyone who has not the practice of reason, may, in the 
state of nature, live by sovereign natural right, according 
to the laws of his desires, is not in direct opposition to 
the law and right of God as revealed. For as all men abso
lutely (whether they be less endowed with reason or more) 
are equally bound by the Divine command to love their 
n~ighbour as thems~l~es , it may be said that they cannot, 
without wrong, do mJury to anyone, or live according to 
their desires. 

This obj_ection, so far as the stat e of nature is concern ed, 
can be easily answered, for the state of nature is, both in 
nature and in time, prior to religion. No one knows by 
nature that he owes any obedience to God,1 nor can he 
attain ~hereto by any ex~rcise of his reason , but solely by 
revelat10n confirmed by signs. Therefor e, pr evious to reve
lation, no one is bound by a Divine law and right of which 
he is necessarily in ignoran ce. The state of nature must 
by no means be confound ed with a state of religion, but 
must be conceived as without either religion or law, and 
consequently without sin or wrong: this is how we have 
described it, and we are confirmed by the authority of Paul. 
It is not only in respect of ignorance that we conceive the 
state of nature as prior to, and lacking the Divine revealed 

I 
law and right; but in respect of freedom also, wherewith all 
men are born endowed. 

r If men were naturally bound by the Divine law and 
\ right, or if the Divine law and right were a natural necessity, 

there would have heen no need for God to make a covenant 
with mankind, and to bind them thereto with an oath and 
agreement. 

We must, then, fully grant that the Divine law and right 
originated at the time when men by express covenant agreed 
to obey God in all things, and ceded, as it were, their natural 
freedom, transferring their rights to God in the manner 
described in speaking of the formation of a state. 

However, I will treat of these matt ers more at length 
presently. 

It may be insist ed that sovereigns are as much bound by 
the Divine law as subjects: whereas we hav e asserted that 
t~ey retain their natural rights, and may do whatever they 
hke. 

1 See Note 28 . 
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In order to clear up the whole difficulty, which arises 
rather concerning the natural right than the natural state, 
I maintain that everyone is bound, in the state of nature, 
to live according to Divine law, in the same way as he is 
bound to live according to the dictates of sound reason ; 
namely, inasmuch as it is to his advantage, and necessary 
for his salvation; but, if he will not so live, he may do 
otherwise at his own risk. He is thus bound to live accord
ing to his own laws, not according to anyone else's, and to 
recognize no man as a judge, or as a superior in religion. 
Such, in my opinion, is the position of a sovereign, for he 
may take advice from his fellow-men, but he is not bound 
to recognize any as a judge, nor anyone besides himself as 
an arbitrator on any g_uestion of right, unless it be a prophet 
sent expressly by God. and attesting his mission by indis
putable signs. Even then he does not recognize a man, but 
God Himself as His judge. 

If a sovereign refuses to obey God as revealed in His 
law, he does so at his own risk and loss, but without vio
lating any civil or natural right. For the civil right is 
dependent on his own decree ; and natural right is depen
dent on the laws of nature, which latter are not adapted to 
religion, whose sole aim is the good of humanity, but to the 
order of nature-that is, to God's eternal decree unknown 
to us. 

This truth seems to be adumbrated in a somewhat ob
scurer form by those who maintain that men can sin against 
God's revelation, but not against the eternal decree by 
whioh He has ordained all things. 

We may be asked, what should we do if the sovereign 
commands anything contrary to religion, and the obedience 
which we have expressly vowed to God? should we obey 
the Divine law or the human law? I shall treat of this 
question at length hereafter, and will therefore merely say 
now, that God should be obeyed before all else, when we 
have a certain and indisputable revelation of His will: but 
men are very prone to error on religious subjects , and, 
according to the diversity of their dispositions, are wont 
with considerable stir to put forward their own inventions, 
as experience more than sufficiently attests, so that if no 
one were bound to obey the state in matters which, in his 
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own opinion concern religion, the rights of the state would 
be dependent on every man's judgment and passions. No 
one would consider himself bound to obey laws framed 
against his faith or superstition; and on this pretext he 
might assume unbounded license. In this way, the rights 
of the civil authorities would be utterly set at nought, so 
that we must conclude that the sovereign power, which 
alone is bound both by Divine and natural right to preserve 
and guard the laws of the state, should have supreme 
authority for making any laws about religion which it 
thinks fit; all are bound to obey its behests on the subject 
m accordance with their promise which God bids them to 
keep. 

However, if the sovereign power be heathen, we should 
either enter into no engagements therewith, and yield up 
our lives sooner than transfer to it any of our rights; or, if 
the engagement be made, and our rights transferred, we 
should (inasmuch as we should have ourselves transferred 
the right of defending ourselves and our religion) be bound 
to obey them, and to keep our word: we might even rightly 
be bound so to do, except in those cases where God, by in
disputable revelation, has promised His special aid against 
tyranny, or given us special exemption from obedience. 
Thus we see that, of all the Jews in Babylon, there were 
only three youths who were certain of the help of God, and, 
therefore, refused to obey Nebuchadnezzar. All the rest, 
with the sole exception of Daniel, who was beloved by the 
king, were doubtless compelled by right to obey, perhaps 
thinking that they had been delivered up by God into the 
hands of the king, and that the king had obtained and pre
served his dominion by God's design. On the other hand, 
Eleazar, before his country had utterly fallen, wished to 
give a proof of his constancy to his compatriots, in order 
that they might follow in his footsteps, and go to any 
lengths, rather than allow their right and power to be 
transferred to the Greeks, or brave any torture rather than 
swear allegiance to the heathen. Instances are occurring 
every day in confirmation of what I here advance. The 
rulers of Christian kingdoms do not hesitate, with a view to 
strengthening their dominion, to make treaties with Turks 
and heathen, and to give orders to their subjects who 
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CHAPTER XVII. 

IT IS SHOWN THAT NO ONE CAN, OR NEED, TRANSFER ALL 
HIS RIGHTS TO THE SOVEREIGN POWER. OF THE HEBREW 

REPUBLIC, AS IT WAS DURING THE LIFETIME OF MOSES, 

A.ND AFTER HIS DEA.TH, TILL THE FOUNDATION OF THE 

MONARCHY; A.ND OF ITS EXCELLENCE. LASTLY, OF THE 

CA.USES WHY THE THEOCRATIC REPUBLIC FELL, A.ND 

WHY IT COULD HARDLY HA.VE CONTINUED WITHOUT 

DISSENSION. 

THE theory put forward in_the last chapter, of the uni
versal rights of the sovereign power, and of the _natural 

rights of the individual tra~sferred thereto,_though it corre
sponds in many respects with actual practice, _and though 
practice may be so arranged as to con~or~ to it more and 
more, must nevertheless always remam m many respects 
p:urely ideal. No one can ever so :utt~rly transfer to 
another his power and, consequently, his rights, as to ce~se 
to be a man; nor can there ever be 3: power so _sovereign 
that it can carry out every possible wish. It_will al':'ays 
be vain to order a subject to hate what he believes brmgs 
him advantage, or to love what bri:1-gs him loss, or not to 
be offended at insults, or not to wish to be !ree from fe~r, 
or a hundred other things of the sort, which necessa_nly 
follow from the laws of human nature. So much, I thmk, 
is abundantly shown by experience: for men _have never so 
far ceded their power as to cease to be an ?bJect of fear t_o 
the rulers who received such power and right; and _domi
nions have always been in as much danger from their own 
subjects as from external enemies. ~ it were re'.3'lly the 
case that men could be deprived of th~ir natural right~ s~ 
utterly as never to have any further mfl.uence on affai~s, 
except with the permission of the holders ?f ~overei_gn 
right, it would then be possible to maintain with impumty 

1 See Note 29. 
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the most violent tyranny, which, I suppose, no one would 
for an instant admit. 

We must, therefore, grant that every man retains some 
part of his right, in dependence on his own decision, and no 
one else's. 

However, in order correctly to understand the extent 
of the sovereign's right and power, we must take notice 
that it does not cover only those actions to which it can 
compel men by fear, but absolutely every action which it 
can induce men to perform: for it is the fact of obedience, 
not the motive for obedience, which makes a man a subject. 

Whatever be the cause which leads a man to obey the 
commands of the sovereign, whether it be fear or hope, or 
love of his country, or any other emotion-the fact remains 
that the man takes counsel with himself, and nevertheless 
acts as his sovereign orders. We must not, therefore, 
assert that all actions resulting from a man's deliberation 
with himself are done in obedience to the rights of the in
dividual rather than the sovereign: as a matter of fact, all 
actions spring from a man's deliberation with himself, 
whether the determining motive be love or fear of punish
ment ; therefore, either dominion does not exist, and has 
no rights over its subjects, or else it extends over every in
stance in which it can prevail on men to decide to obey it. 
Consequently, every action which a subject performs in ac
cordance with the commands of the sovereign, whether such 
action springs from love, or fear, or (as is more frequently 
the case) from hope and fear together, or from reverence 
compounded of fear and admiration, or, indeed, any motive 
whatever, is performed in virtue of his submission to the 
sovereign, and not in virtue of his owi1 authority. 

This point is made still more clear by the fact that obe
dience does not consist so much in the outward act as in 
the mental state of the person obeying; so that be is most 
under the dominion of another who with his whole heart 
determines to obey another's commands; and consequently l 
the firmest dominion belongs to the sovereign who has most 
influence over the minds of his subjects; if those who are 
most feared possessed the firmest dominion, the firmest 
dominion would belong to the subjects of a tyrant, for they 
are always greatly feared by their ruler. Furthermore, 
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though it is impossible to govern the mind as completely 
as the tongue, nevertheless minds are, to a certain extent, 
under the control of the sovereign, for he can in many ways 
bring about that the greatest part of his subjects should 
follow his wishes in their beliefs, their loves, and their 
hates. Though such emotions do not arise at the express 
command of the sovereign they often result ( as experience 
shows) from the authority of his power, and from his direc
tion; in other words, in virtue of his right; we may, there
fore, without doing violence to our understanding, conceive 
men who follow the instigation of their sovereign in their 
beliefs, their loves, their hates, their contempt, and all other 
emotions whatsoever. 

Though the powers of government, as thus conceived, are 
sufficiently ample, they can never become large enough to 
execute every possible wish of their possessors. This, I 
think, I have already shown clearly enough. The method 
of forming a dominion which should prove lasting I do not, 
as I have said, intend to discuss, but in order to arrive at 
the object I have in view, I will touch on the teaching of 
Divine revelation to Moses in this respect, and we will con
sider the history and the success of the Jews, gathering 
therefrom what should be the chief concessions made by 
sovereigns to their subjects with a view to the security and 
increase of their dominion. 

That the preservation of a state chiefly depends on the 
subjects' :fidelity and constancy in carrying out the orders 
they receive, is most clearly taught both by reason and ex
perience ; how subjects ought to be guided so as best to 
preserve their :fidelity and virtue is not so obvious. All, 
both rulers and ruled, are men, and prone to follow after 

l their lusts. The :fickle disposition of the multitude almost 
reduces those who have experience of it to despair, for it is 

1 governed solely by emotions, not by reason: it rushes head-
long into every enterprise, and is easily corrupted either by 
avarice or luxury: everyone thinks himself omniscient and 
wishes to fashion all things to his liking, judging a thing 
to be just or unjust, lawful or unlawful, according as he 
thinks it will bring him profit or loss : vanity leads him 
to despise his equals, and refuse their guidance: envy of 
superior fame or fortune (for such gifts are never equally 
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distributed) leads him to desire and rejoice in his neigh
bour's downfall. I need not go through the whole list, 
everyone knows already how much crime. results from dis-1 
gust at the present-desire for change, headlong anger, and 
contempt for poverty-and how men's minds are engrossed 
and kept in turmoil thereby. 

To guard against all these evils, and form a dominion 
where no room is left for deceit; to frame our institutions 
so tl!at. every ma_n, whatever his di_sp?sition, may prefer 
pubhc right to private advantage, this 1s the task and this 
the toil. Necessity is often the mother of invention, but 
she has never yet succeeded in framing a dominion that 
was in less danger from its own citizens than from open 
enemies, or whose rulers did not fear the latter less than 
the former. Witness the state of Rome, invincible by her 
enemies, but many times conquered and sorely oppressed 
by her own citizens, especially in the war between Ves
pasian and Vitellius. (See Tacitus, Hist. bk. iv. for a de
scription of the pitiable state of the city.) 

Alexand~r thought prestige ab~oad more easy to acquire 
than prestige at home, and believed that his greatness 
c~uld be destroyed by his own followers. Fearing such a 
d1sast~r, he thus addressed his friends : "Keep me safe 
from n:~ternal treachery and domestic plots, and I will 
front without fear the dangers of battle and of war. Philip 
was more secure in the battle array than in the theatre: 
he often escaped ~rom the h1;tnds of the enemy, he could 
not escape from lus own subJects. If you think over the 
deaths of _kings, you will count up more who have died by 
the assassm than by the open foe." (Q. Curtius, chap. vi.) 

_For the sake of making themselves secure, kings who 
~e1zed the throne in ancient times used to try to spread the 
1d~a ~hat the:r wer~ des~ended from the immortal gods, 
thmkmg that 1f their subJects and the rest of. mankind did 
not look on th_eJ:?-as equal~, but believed them to be gods, 
they would willingly submit to their rule, and obey their 
commands. Thus Augustus persuaded the Romans that 
he was descended from .lEneas, who was the son of Venus, 
and numbered among the gods. "He wished himself to 
be worshipped in temples, like the o-ods, with fl.amens and 
priests." (Tacitus, Ann. i. 10.) 

0 
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Alexander wished to be saluted as the son of Jupiter, 
not from motives of pride but of policy, as he showed by 
his answer to the invective of Hermolaus: "It is almost 
laughable," said he, "that Hermolaus ask~d me to contra
dict Jupiter, by whose oracle I am recognized. Am I re
sponsible for the answers of the gods? It offer~d me the 
name of son ; acquiescence was by no means foreign to my 

1 
present designs. Would that the In~ians also would be
lieve me to be a god ! Wars are earned through by pres
tige, falsehoods that are believed often gain the force of 
truth." (Curtius, viii; § 8.) In these few words he cleverly 
contrives to palm off a :fiction on the ignorant, and at the 
same time hints at the motive for the deception. 

Cleon, in his speech persuading the Macedoni_ans to obey 
their king, adopted a simila: device: fo_r after gomg t~roug_h 
the praises of Alexander with 3:dmiration, and rec3:llmg his 
merits, he proceeds, " the Persians are not only p10:1s, h1;1t 
prudent in worshipping their kings as gods: for kmgship 
is the shield of public safety," and he ends thus," I, myself, 
when the king enters a banquet hall, should prostrate my 
body on the ground; ?th~,r men _shou~~ do the like, espe
cially those who are wise (Curtms, v_m. § 6~) .. However, 
the Macedonians were more prudent-mdeed, it is only com
plete barbarians who can be so openly cajoled, and can 
suffer themselves to be turned from subjects into slaves 
without interests of their own. Others, notwithstanding, 
have been able more easily to spread the belief that king
ship is sacred, and plays the part of God on the earth, that 
it has been instituted by God, not by the suffrage and con
sent of men · and that it is preserved and guarded by 
Divine speciai providence and aid. Similar :fictions have been 
promulgated by monarchs, with the _object of strengthe~
ing their dominion, but these I wil~ pass over, and m 
order to arrive at my main pur~ose, will.~erely reca~l and 
discuss the teaching on the subJect of Divme revelat10n to 
Moses in ancient times. 

We have said in Chap. V. that after the Hebrews came 
up out of Egypt they were not bou~d by the ~aw ~nd right 
of any other nation, but were at liberty to mstitute an;r 
new rites at their pleasure, and to occupy whatever terri
tory they chose. After their liberation from the intolerable 

' 
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bondage of the Egyptians, they were bound by no covenant 
to any man; and, therefore, every man entered into his 
natural right, and was free to retain it or to give it up, and 
transfer it to another. Being, then, in the state of nature, 
they followed the advice of Moses, in whom they chiefly 
trusted, and decided to transfer their right to no human 
b~ing, but ?nly to God; without further delay they all, 
with one voice, promised to obey all the commands of the \ 
De~ty, and to acknowledge no right that He did not pro
claim as S"Q.ch by prophetic revelation. This promise, or 
transference of right to God, was effected in the same 
ma~n~r as we have conceived it to have been in ordinary 
societies, when men agree to divest themselves of their 
natural rights. It is, in fact, in virtue of a set covenant, 
and an oath (see E~od. xxxiv. 7), that the Jews freely, and 
not under compulsion or threats, surrendered their rights 
and transferred them to God. Moreover, in order that this 
covenant might be ratified and settled, and might be free 
from all suspicion of deceit, God did not enter into it till 
the_ Jews had had experience of His wonderful power by 
which alone they had been, or could be, preserved in a state 
of prosperity (Exod. xix. 4, 5). It is because they believed 
that nothing but God's power could preserve them that 
they surrendered to God the natural power of self-preser
vation, which they formerly, perhaps, thought they pos
sessed, and consequently they surrendered at the same 
time all their natural right. 

God alone, therefore, held dominion over the He brews 
whose state was in virtue of the covenant called God'~ 
kingdom, _and God was said to be their king; consequently 
the enemies of the Jews were said to be the enemies of 
God, and the citizens who tried to seize the dominion were 
guilty of treason against God; and, lastly, the laws of 
the state were called the laws and commandments of 
God. _Thus in the ~e~rew state the civil and religious 
authority, each consistmg solely of obedience to God, 
were one and the same. The dogmas of religion were 
not precepts, but laws and ordinances; piety was re,. 
garded as the same as loyalty, impiety as the same as dis
affection. Everyone who fell away from religion ceased to 
be a citizen, and was, on that ground alone, accounted an 
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enemy: those who died for the sake of religion, were held 
to have died for their country; in fact, between civil and 
religious law and right there was no distinction whatever. 
For this reason the government could be called a Theocracy, 
inasmuch as the citizens were not bound by anything save 
the revelations of God. 

However, this state of things existed rather in theory 
than in practice, for it will appear from what we are about 
to say, that the Hebrews, as a matter of fact, retained 
absolutely in their own hands the right of sovereignty: 
this is shown by the method and plan by which the govern
ment was carried on, as I will now explain. 

Inasmuch as the Hebrews did not transfer their rights 
to any other person but, a:s in a democracy, all surrendered 
their rights equally, and cried out with one voice, "What
soever God shall speak (no mediator or mouthpiece being 
named) that will we do," it follows that all were equally 
bound by the covenant, and that all had an equal right to 
consult the Deity, to accept and to interpret His laws, so 
that all had an exactly equal share in the government. Thus 
at first they all approached God together, so that they 
might learn His commands, but in this first salutation, 
they were so thoroughly terrified and so astounded to hear 
God speaking, that they thought their last hour was at 
hand : full of fear, therefore, they went afresh to Moses, 
and said, "Lo, we have heard God speaking in the fire, 
and there is no cause why we should wish to die: surely 
this great fire will consume us : if we hear again the voice 
of God, we shall surely die. Thou, therefore, go near, and 
hear all the words of our God, and thou (not God) shalt 
speak with us: all that God shall tell us, that will we 
hearken to and perform." 

They thus clearly abrogated their former covenant, and 
absolutely transferred to Moses their right to consult God 
and interpret His commands : for they do not here promise 
obedience to all that God shall tell them, but to all that 
God shall tell Moses (see Deut. v. after the Decalogue, and 
chap. xviii. v. 15, 16). Moses, therefore, remained the sole 
promulgator and interpreter of the Divine laws, and con
sequently also the sovereign judge, who could not be ar
raigned himself, and who acted among the Hebrews the 
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but, as we have said, Theocratic. The reasons for applying 
this name are : 

I. Because the royal seat of government was the Temple, 
and in respect to it alone, as we have shown, all the tribes 
were fellow-citizens, · 

II. Because all the people owed allegiance to God, their 
supreme Judge, to whom only they had promised implicit 
obedience in all things. 

III. Because the general-in-chief or dictator, when there 
was need of such, was elected by none save God alone. 
This was expressly commanded by Moses in the name of 
God (Deut. xix. 15), and witnessed by the actual choice of 
Gideon, of Samson, and of Samuel; wherefrom we may 
conclude that the other faithful leaders were chosen in the 
same manner, though it is not expressly told us. 

These preliminaries being stated, it is now time to in
quire the effects of forming a dominion on this plan, and 
to see whether it so effectually kept within bounds both 
rulers and ruled, that the former were never tyrannical 
and the latter never rebellious. 

Those who administer or possess governing power, always 
try to surround their high-handed actions with a cloak of 
legality, and to persuade the people that they act from 
good motives; this they are easily able to effect when they 
are the sole interpreters of the law; for it is evident that 
they are thus able to assume a far greater freedom to carry 
out their wishes and desires than if the interpretation of 
the law is vested in someone else, or if the laws were so 
self-evident that no one could be in doubt as to their mean
ing. We thus see that the power of evil-doing was greatly 
curtailed for the Hebrew captains by the fact that the 
whole interpretation of the law was vested in the Levites 
(Deut. xxi. 5), who, on their part, had no share in the 
government, a:nd depended for all their support and con
sideration on a correct interpretation of the laws entrusted 
to them. Moreover, the whole people was commanded to 
come together at a certain place every seven years and be 

I 
instructed in the law by the high-priest; further, each in
dividual was bidden to read the book of the law through 
and through continually with scrupulous care. (Deut. xxxi. 
9, and vi. 7.) 
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prophet arising, for if a man of unblemished life could show 
by certain signs that he was really a prophet, he ipso facto 
obtained the sovereign right to rule, which was given to 
him, as to Moses formerly, in the name of God, as revealed 
to himself alone ; not merely through the high priest, as in 
the case of the captains. There is no doubt that such an 
one would easily be able to enlist an oppressed people in 
his cause, and by trifling signs persuade them of anything 
he wished : on the other hand, if affairs were well ordered', 
the captain would be able to make provision in time; that 
the prophet should be submitted to his approval, and be 
examined whether he were really of unblemished life, and 
possessed indisputable signs of his mission: also, whether 
the teaching he proposed to set forth in the name of the 
Lord agreed with received doctrines, and the general laws 
of the country ; if his credentials were insufficient, or his 
doctrines new, he could lawfully be put to death, or else 
received on the captain's sole responsibility and authority. 

Again, the captains were not superior to the others in 
nobility or birth, but only administered the government in 
virtue of their age and personal qualities. Lastly, neither 

1 
captains nor army had any reason for preferring war to 

/

peace. The army, as we have stated, consisted entirely of 
citizens, so that affairs were managed by the same persons 
both in peace and war. The man who was a soldier in the 
camp was a citizen in the market-place, he who was a leader 
in the camp was a judge in the law courts, he who was a 
general in the camp was a ruler in the state. Thus no one 
could desire war for its own sake, but only for the sake of 
preserving peace and liberty; possibly the captains avoided 
change as far as possible, so as not to be obliged to consult 
the high priest and submit to the indignity of standing in 
his presence. 

So much for the precautions for keeping the captains 
within bounds. We must now look for the restraints upon 
the people: these, however, are very clearly indicated in the 
very groundwork of the social fabric. 

Anyone who gives the subject the slightest attention, 
will see that the state was so ordered as to inspire the most 
ardent patriotism in the hearts of the citizens, so that the 
.ratter would be very hard to persuade to betray their country, 
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and be ready to endure anything rather than submit to a 
foreign yoke. Mter they had transferred their right to 
God, they thought that their kingdom belonged to God, 
and that they themselves were God's children. Other 
nations they looked upon as God's enemies, and regarded 
with intense hatred (which they took to be piety, see Psalm 
cxxxix. 21, 22) : nothing would have been more abhorrent 
to them than swearing allegiance to a foreigner, and pro
mising him obedience: nor could they conceive any greater 
or more execrable crime than the betrayal of their country, 
the kingdom of the God whom they adored. 

It was considered wicked for anyone to settle outside of 
the country, inasmuch as the worship of God by which 
they were bound could not be carried on elsewhere: their 
own land alone was considered holy, the rest of the earth 
unclean and profane. 

David, who was forced to live in exile, complained before 
Saul as follows: "But if they be the children of men who 
have stirred thee up against me, cursed be they before the 
Lord; for they have driven me out this day from abiding 
in the inheritance of the Lord, saying, Go, serv.e other gods." 
(1 Sam. xxvi. 19.) For the same reason no citizen, as we 
should especially remark, was ever sent into exile: he who 
sinned was liable to punishment, but not to disgrace. 

Thus the love of the Hebrews for their country was not 
only patriotism, but also piety, and was cherished and 
nurtured by daily rites till, like their hatred of other nations, 
it must have passed into their nature. Their daily worship 
was not only different from that of other nations (as it 
might well be, considering that they were a peculiar people 
and entirely apart from the rest), it was absolutely con
trary. Such daily reprobation naturally gave rise to a 
lasting hatred, deeply implanted in the heart: for of all 
hatreds none is more deep and tenacious than that which 
springs from extreme devoutness or piety, and is itself 
cherished as pious. Nor was a general cause lacking for 
inflaming such hatred more and more, inasmuch as it was 
reciprocated; the surrounding nations regarding the Jews 
with a hatred just as intense. 

How great was the effect of all these causes, namely, 
freedom from man's dominion; devotion to their country; 
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the firstborn were rejected and defiled, and the Levites 
chosen in their stead (Deut. x. 8). When I reflect on this 
change, I feel disposed to break forth with the words of 
Tacitus. God's object at that time was not the safety of 
the Jews, but vengeance. I am greatly astonished that the 
celestial mind was so inflamed with anger that it ordained 
laws, which always are supposed to promote the honour, 
well-being, and security of a people, with the purpose of 
vengeance, for the sake of punishment; so that the laws do 
not seem so much laws-that is, the safeguard of the / 
people-as pains and penalties. 

The gifts which the people were obliged to bestow on the 
Levites and priests-the redemption of the :firstborn, the 
poll-tax due to the Levites, the privilege possessed by the 
latter of the sole performance of sacred rites-all these, I 
say, were a continual reproach to the people, a continual 
reminder of their defilement and rejection. Moreover, we 
may be sure that the Levites were for ever heaping re
proaches upon them : for among so many thousands there 
must have been many importunate dabblers in theology. 
Hence the people got into the way of watching the acts of 
the Levites, who were but human; of accusing the whole body 
of the faults of one member, and continually murmuring. 

Besides this, there was the obligation to keep in idleness 
men hateful to them, and connected by no ties of blood. 
Especially would this seem grievous when provisions were 
dear. What wonder, then, if in times of peace, when 
striking miracles had ceased, and no men of paramount 
authority were forthcoming, the irritable and greedy temper 
of the people began to wax cold, and at length to fall away 
from a worship, which, though Divine, was also humilia
ting, and even hostile, and to seek after something fresh ; 
or can we be surprised that the captains, who always adopt 
the popular course, in order to gain the sovereign power for 
themselves by enlisting the sympathies of the people, and 
alienating tb:e high priest, should have yielded to their de
mands, and introduced a new worship? If the state had 
been formed according to the original intention, the rights 
and honour of all the tribes would have been equal, and 
everything would have rested on a firm basis. Who is 
there who would willingly violate the religious rights of his 
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CHAPTER xvm. 
FROM THE COMMONWEALTH OF THE HEBREWS, .AND THEIR 

HISTORY, CERTAIN POLITICAL DOCTRINES ARE DEDUCED, 

ALTHOUGH the commonwealth of the Hebrews, as we 
have conceived it, might have lasted for ever, it would 

be impossible to imitate it at the present day, nor would it 
be advisable so to do. If a people wished to transfer their 
rights to God it would be necessary to make an express 
covenant with Him, and for this would be needed not only 
the consent of those transferring their rights, but also the 
consent of God. God, however, has revealed through his 
Apostles that the covenant of God is no longer written in 
ink, or on tables of stone, but with the Spirit of God in the • 
fleshy tables of the heart. 

Furthermore, such a form of government would only be 
available for those who desire to have no foreign relations, 
but to shut themselves up within their own frontiers, and 
to live apart from the rest of the world ; it would be use
less to men who must have dealings with other nations; 
so that the cases where it could be adopted are very few 
indeed. 

Nevertheless, though it could not be copied in its en
tirety, it possessed many excellent features which might 
be brought to our notice, and perhaps imitated with ad
vantage. My intention, however, is not to write a trea
tise on forms of government, so I will pass over most of 
such points in silence, and will only touch on those which 
bear upon my purpose. 

God's kingdom is not infringed upon by the choice of an 
earthly ruler endowed with sovereign rights ; for after the 
Hebrews had transferred their rights to God, they con
ferred the sovereign right of ruling on Moses, investing 
him with the sole power of instituting and abrogating la,ws 
in the name of God, of choosing priests, of judging, of 
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uncorrupted and were studiously observed. Before the 
monarchy there were very few prophets to admonish the 
people, but after the establishment of kings there were a 
great number at the same time. Obadiah saved a hundred 
from death and hid them away, lest they should be slain 
with the rest. The people, so far as we can see, were never 
deceived by false prophets till after the power had been 
vested in kings, whose creatures many of the prophets were . 
.A.gain, the people, whose heart was generally proud or 
humble according to its circumstances, easily corrected 'it
self under misfortune, turned again to God, restored His 
laws, and so freed itself from all peril; but the kings, 
whose hearts were always equally puffed up, and who could 
not be corrected without humiliation, clung pertinaciously 
to their vices, even till the last overthrow of the city. 

We may now clearly see from what I have said:-
I. How hurtful to religion and the state is the concession to 

ministers of religion of any power of issuing decrees or trans
acting the business of government: how, on the contrary, 
far greater stability is afforded, if the said ministers are 
only allowed to give answers to questions duly put to them, 
and are, as a rule, obliged to preach and practise the re
oeived and accepted doctrines. 

II. How dangerous it is to refer to Divine right matters 
merely speculative and subject or liable to dispute. The l 
most tyrannical governments are those which make crimes 
of opinions, for everyone has an inalienable right over his 
thoughts-nay, such a state of things leads to the rule of 
popular passion. 

Pontius Pilate made concession to the passion of the 
Pharisees in consenting to the crucifixion of Christ, whom 
he knew to be innocent. .A.gain, the Pharisees, in order to 
shake the position of men richer than themselves, began to 
set on foot questions of religion, and accused the Sadducees 
of impiety, and, following their example, the vilest hypo
crites, stirred, as they pretended, by the same holy wrath 
which they called zeal for the Lord, persecuted men whose 
unblemished character and distinguished virtue had excited 
the popular hatred, publicly denounced their opinions, and 
inflamed the :fierce passions of the people against them. 

This wanton licence being cloaked with the specious garb 
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dawn upon us what is justice and what is injustice, what is 
equity and what is iniquity. 

Justice, therefore, and absolutely all the precepts of 
reason, including love towards one's neighbour, receive the 
force of laws and ordinances solely through the rights of 
dominion, that is ( as we showed in the same chapter) solely 
on the decree of those who possess the right to rule. 
Inasmuch as the kingdom of God consists entirely in rights 
applied to justice and charity or to true religion, it follows 
that (as we asserted) the kingdom of God can only exist 
among men through the means of the sovereign powers ; 
nor does it make any difference whether religion be appre
hended by our natural faculties or by revelation: the argu
ment is sound in both cases, inasmuch as religion is one 
and the same, and is equally revealed by God, whatever be 
the manner in which it becomes known to men. 

Thus, in order that the religion revealed by the prophets 
might have the force of law among the Jews, it was ne
cessary that every man of them should yield up his 
natural right, and that all should, with one accord, agree 
that they would only obey such commands as God should 
reveal to them through the prophets. Just as we have 
shown to take place in a democracy, where men with one 
consent agree to live according to the dictates of reason. 
Although the Hebrews furthermore transferred their right 
to God, they were able to do so rather in theory than in 
practice, for, as a matter of fact (as we pointed out above) 
they absolutely retained the right of dominion till they 
transferred it to Moses, who in his turn became absolute 
king, so that it was only through him that God reigned 
over the Hebrews. For this reason (namely, that religion 
only acquires the force of law by means of the sovereign 
power) Moses was not able to punish those who, before the 
covenant, and consequently while still in possession of their 
rights, violated the Sabbath (Exod. xvi. 27), but was able 
to do so after the covenant (Numb. xv. 36), because every
one had then yielded up his natural rights, and the ordi
nance of the Sabbath had received the force of law. 

Lastly, for the same reason, after the destruction of the 
Hebrew dominion, revealed religion ceased to have the force 
of law; for we cannot doubt that as soon as the Jews 
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transferred their right to the king of Babylon, the king
dom of God and the Divine right forthwith ceased. For 
the covenant wherewith they promised to obey all the 
utterance:, of God was abrogated; God's kingdom, which 
was based thereupon, also ceased. The Hebrews could no 
longer abide thereby, inasmuch as their rights no longer 
belonged to them but to the king of Babylon, whom (as we 
showed in Chapter XVI.) they were bound to obey in all 
things. Jeremiah (chap. xxix. verse 7) expressly admo
nishes them of this fact: "And seek the peace of the city, 
whither I have caused you to be carried away captives, and 
pray unto the Lord for it; for in the peace thereof shall 
ye have peace." Now, they could not seek the peace of the 
city as having a share in its government, but only as slaves, 
being, as they were, captives; by obedience in all things, 
with a view to avoiding seditions, a!!-d by observing all the 
laws of the country, however different from their own. It 
is thus abundantly evident that religion among the 
Hebrews only acquired the form of law through the right 
of the sovereign rule; when that rule was destroyed, it could 
no longer be received as the law of a particular kingdom, 
but only as the universal precept of reason. I say of 
reason, for the universal religion had not yet become known 
by_ revelation. We may therefore draw the general conclu
sion that religion, whether revealed through our natural 
faculties or through prophets, repeives the force of a com-

f: mand solely through the decrees of the holders of sovereign 
power ; and, further, that God has no special kingdom 

I among men, except in so far as He reigns through earthly 
potentates. 

We may now see in a clearer light what was stated in 
Chapter IV., namely, that all the decrees of God involve 
eternal truth and necessity, so that we cannot conceive 
God as a prince or legislator giving laws to mankind. For 
this reason the Divine precepts, whether revealed through 
our natural faculties, or through prophets, do not receive 
immediately from God the force of a command, but only 
from those, or through the mediation of those, who possess 
the right of ruling and legislating. It is only through 
these latter means that God rules among men, and directs 
human affairs with justice and equity. 
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This conclusion is supported by experience, for we find 
traces of Divine justice only in places where just men bear 
sway; elsewhere the same lot (to repeat.again Solomon's 
words) befalls the just and the unjust, the pure and the 
impure: a state of things which causes Divine Providence 
to be doubted by many who think that God immediately 
reigns among men, and directs all nature for their 
benefit. 

As, then, both reason and experience tell us that the l 
Divine right is entirely dependent on the decrees of secular 
rulers, it follows that secular rulers are its proper inter
preters. How this is so we shall now see, for it is time to 
show that the outward observances of religion, and all the 
external practices of piety should be brought into accor
dance with the public peace and well-being if we would 
obey God rightly. When this has been shown we shall 
easily understand how the sovereign rulers are the proper 
interpreters of religion and piety. 

It is certain that duties towards one's country are the \ 
highest that man can fulfil ; for, if government be taken 
away, no good thing can last, all falls into dispute, anger 
and anarchy reign unchecked amid universal fear. Conse
quently there can be no duty towards our neighbour which 
would not become an offence if it involved injury to the 
whole state, nor can there be any offence against our duty 
towards our neighbour, or anything but loyalty in what we 
do for the sake of preserving the state. For instance : it 
is in the abstract my duty when my neighbour quarrels 
with me and wishes to take my cloak, to give him my coat 
also ; but if it be thought that such conduct is hurtful to 
the maintenance of the state, I ought to bring him to trial, 
even at the risk of his being condemned to death. 

For this reason Manlius Torquatus is held up to honour, 
inasmuch 1=LS the public welfare outw eighed with him his 
duty towards his children. This being so, it follows that 
the ..E.ll!2..lic welfare is the sovereign law to which all otlier's, 
:ffivine ana'Iium iik..,.shoula 6e made to conform. 

ow, 1 1s e function of tlre -sovereign only to decide 
what is necesssary for the public welfare and the safety of 
the state, and to give orders accordingly; therefore it is also 
the function of the sovereign only to decide the limits of 
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our duty towards our neighbour-in other words, to deter
mine how we should obey God. We can now clearly under
stand how the sovereign is the interpreter of religion, and 
further, that no one can obey God rightly, if the practices 
of his piety .do not conform to the public welfare; or, con
sequently, if he does not implicitly obey all the commands 
of the sovereign. For as by God's command we are bound 
to do our duty to all men without exception, and to do no 
man an injury, we are also bound not to help one man at 
another's loss, still less at a loss to the whole state. Now, 
no private citizen can know what is good for the state, ex
cept he learn it through the sovereign power, who alone 
has the right to transact public business: therefore no one 
can rightly practise piety or obedience to God, unless he 
obey the sovereign power's commands in all things. This 
proposition is confirmed by the facts of experience. For if 
the sovereign adjudge a man to be worthy of death or an 
enemy, whether he be a citizen or a foreigner, a private 
individual or a separate ruler, no subject is allowed to give 
him assistance. So also though the Jews were bidden to 
love their fellow-citizens as themselves (Levit. xix. 17, 18), 
they were nevertheless bound, if a man offended against 
the law, to point him out to the judge (Levit. v. 1, and 
Deut. xiii. 8, 9), and, if he should be condemned to death, 
to slay him (Deut. xvii. 7). 

Further, in order that the Hebrews might preserve the 
liberty they had gained, and might retain absolute sway 
over the territory they had conquered, it was necessary, as 
we showed in Chapter XVII., that their religion should be 
adapted to their particular government, and that they 
should separate themselves from the rest of the nations: 
wherefore it was commanded to them, "Love thy neigh
bour and hate thine enemy" (Matt. v. 43), but after they 
had lost their dominion and had gone into captivity in 
Babylon, Jeremiah bid them take thought for the safety of 
the state into which they had been led captive ; and Christ 
when He saw that they would be spread over the whole 
world, told them to do their duty by all men without ex
ception; all of which instances show that religion has always 
been made to conform to the public welfare. Perhaps 
someone will ask : By what right, then, did the disciples 
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of Christ, being private citizens, preach a new religion? I 
answer that they did so by the right of the power which 
they had received from Christ against unclean spirits (see 
Matt. x. 1). I have already stated in Chapter XVI. that all 
are bound to obey a tyrant, unless they have received from 
God through undoubted revelation a promise of aid against 
him; so let no one take example from the Apostles unless 
he too has the power of working miracles. The point is 
brought out more clearly by Christ's command to His 
disciples, "Fear not those who kill the body" (Matt. x. 28). 
If this command were imposed on everyone, governments 
would be founded in vain, and Solomon's words (Prov. xxiv. 
21), "My son, fear God and the king," would be impious, 
which they certainly are not; we must therefore admit that l l ') 
the authority which Christ gave to His disciples was given L 
to them only, and must not be taken as an example for ' ' • 
others. 

I do not pause to consider the arguments of those who 
wish to separate secular rights from spiritual rights, 
placing the former under the control of the sovereign, and 
the latter under the control of the universal -Church; such 
pretensions are too frivolous to merit refutation. I cannot, 
however, pass over in silence the fact that such persons are 
woefully deceived when they seek to support their seditious 
opinions (I ask pardon for the somewhat harsh epithet) by 
the example of the Jewish high priest, who, in ancient 
times, had the right of administering the sacred offices. 
Did not the high priests receive their right by the decree of 
Moses (who, as I have shown, retained the sole right to rule), 
and could they not by the same means be deprived of it? 
Moses himself chose not only Aaron, but also his son 
Eleazar, and his grandson Phineas, and bestowed on them 
the right of administering the office of high priest. This 
right was retained by the high priests afterwards, but 
none the less were they delegates of Moses-that is, of the 
sovereign power. Moses, as we have shown, left no successor 
to his dominion, but so distributed his prerogatives, that 
those who came after him seemed, as it were, regents who 
administer the government when a king is absent but not 
dead. 

In the second commonwealth the high priests held their 
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whole state, spiritual and secular, will go to ruin, and it will 
go much faster if private citizens seditiously assume the 
championship of the Divine rights. 

Thu~ we see that n~t only is nothing gained by denying 
such rights to sovereigns, but on the contrary, great evil 
ensues. For (as ~appened with th~ Jewish kings who did 
:iot possess such nghts absolutely) rulers are thus driven 
mto wickedness, and the injury and loss to the state be
come certain and inevitable, instead of uncertain and 
possible. Whether we look to the abstract truth or the 
securi~y o~ states, or th~ ~crea:se of piety, we are co~pelled 
to mamtarn that the Divrne right, or the right of control 
over spiritual matters, depends absolutely on the decree of 
the sovereign, who is its legitimate interpreter and champion. 
Therefore the true ministers of God's word are those who 
teach piet:y to the people in obedience to the authority of 
~he sovereigll: rule.rs by whose decree it has been brought 
rnto conformity with the public welfare. 

There remains for me to point out the cause for the 
frequent disputes on the subject of these spiritual rights in 
Christian states; whereas the Hebrews, so far as I know, 
n,ever had any doubts about the matter. It seems mon
s·trous that a question so plain and sovitallyimportantshould 
thus have remained undecided, and that the secular rulers 
could neve~ obtain the prerogative without controversy, 
na:y, . nor without great dan&"er of sedition and injury to 
reli~10n. If no ca~se for this state of things were forth
commg, I could easily persuade myself that all I have said 
in this_ chapt~r is mere theorizing, or a kind of speculative 
reasomng which can never be of any practical use. How
ever, when we reflect on the ?eginnings of Christianity the 
cause at once becomes mamfest. The Christian religion 
was not _taught at_ first by kings, but by private persons, 
who, agamst the wishes of those in power, whose subjects 
they were, were for a long time accustomed to hold meet
i~gs in secret c~urches, to ins~itute and perform sacred 
ntes, and on their own authority to settle and decide on 
their affairs without regard to the state, When, after the 
lapse ~f. many years,. th~ religion was taken up by the 
authorities, the ecclesiastics were obliged to teach it to the 
emperors themselves as they had defined it: wherefore 
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they easily gained recognition as its teachers and inter
preters, and the church pastors were looked upon as vicars 
of God. The ecclesiastics took good care that the Christian 
kings should not assume their authority, by prohibiting 
marriage to the chief ministers of religion and to its 
highest interpreter. They furthermore effected their pur
pose by multiplying the dogmas of religion to such an 
extent and so blending them with philosophy that their 
chief interpreter was bound to be a skilled philosopher aud 
theologian, and to have leisure for a host of idle specula
tions : conditions which could only be fulfilled by a private 
individual with much time on his hands. 

Among the Hebrews things were very differently ar
ranged: for their Church began at the same time as their 
dominion, and Moses, their absolute ruler, taught religion 
to the people, arranged their sacred rites, and chose their 
spiritual ministers. Thus the royal authority carried very 
great weight with the people, and the kings kept a firm 
hold on their spiritual prerogatives. 

Although, after the death of Moses, no one held absolute 
sway, yet the power of deciding both in matters spiritual and 
matters temporal was in the hands of the secular chief, as I 
have already pointed out. Further, in order that it might 
be taught religion and piety, the people was bound to con
sult the supreme judge no less than the high priest (Deut. 
xvii. 9, 11). Lastly, though the kings had not as much 
power as Moses, nearly the whole arrangement and choice 
of the sacred ministry depended on their decision. Thus 
David arranged the whole service of the Temple (see 
1 Chron. xxviii. 11, 12, &c.); from all the Levites he chose 
twenty-four thousand for the sacred psalms; six thou
sand of these formed the body from which were chosen the 
judges and prootors, four thousand were porters, and four 
thousand to play on instruments (see 1 Chron. xxiii. 4, 5). 
He further divided them into companies ( of whom he chose 
the chiefs), so that each in rotation, at the allotted time, 
might perform the sacred rites. The priests he also divided 
into as many companies; I will not go through the whole 
catalogue, but refer the reader to 2 Chron. viii. 13, where 
it is stated, " Then Solomon offered burnt offerings to the 
Lord .... after a certain rate every day, offering acoord-
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CHAPTER XX. 

THAT IN A. FREE STA.TE EVERY MAN MAY THINK WHAT 

HE LIKES, A.ND SA.Y WHAT HE THINKS. 

IF men's minru___w:.ere-~ controlled a~~ir tongues, 
every king wQuld....§it safel on s t rone, and govern

ment by compulsion would cease; for every subject would 
shape his life according to the intentions of his rulers, and 
would esteem a thing true or false, good or evil, just or 
unjust, in obedience to their dictates. However, we have 
shown already (Chapter XVII.) tha no man's mind can .,2.s
sibl lie wholl at the disposition of anot er, or no one can 
w~ly. transfer -his natural right of free reason and judg
~• or be compe led so to do. For ihis reason govern
ment which attempts to control minds is accounted tyran
nical, and it is considered an abuse of sovereignty and a 
usurpation of the rights of subjects, to seek to prescribe 
what shall be accepted as true, or rejected as false, or what 
opinions should actuate men in their worship of God. All 
these questions fall within a man's natural right, which he 
cannot abdicate even with 1s own consent. 

I admit that the judgment can be biassed in many ways, 
and to an almost incredible degree, so that while exempt 
from direct external control it may be so dependent on . 
another man's words, that it may :fitly be said to be ruled 
by him ; but although this influence is carried to great 
lengths, it has never gone so far as to invalidate the state
ment, that every man's understandingjs..his _o.wn~ an<Lthat -t 
brains are as dive!"se as palates. 

Moses, not by fraud, but by Divine virtue, gained such a 
hold over the popular judgment that he was accounted 
superhuman, and believed to speak and act through the in
spiration of the Deity ; nevertheless, even he could not 
escape murmurs and evil interpretations. How much less 
then can other monarchs avoid them! Yet such unlimited 
power, if it exists at all, must belong to a monarch, and 
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least of all to a democr.acy, where the whole or a great part 
of the people wield authority collectively. This is a fact 
which I think everyone can explain for himself. 

However unlimited, therefore, the power of a sovereign 
may be, however implicitly it is trusted as the exponent of 
law and religion, it can never prevent men from forming 
judgments according to their intellect, or being influenced 
by any given emotion. It is true that it has the right to 
treat as enemies all men whose opinions do not, on all sub
jects, entirely coincide with its own; but we are not dis
cussing its strict rights, but its proper course of action. 
I grant that it has the right to rule in the most violent 
manner, and to put citizens to death for very trivial causes,_ 
but no one supposes it can do this with the approval of 
sound judgment. Nay, inasmuch as such things cannot be 
done without extreme peril to itself, we may even deny 
that it has the absolute power to do them, or, consequently, 
the absolute right ; for the rights of the sovereign are 
limited by his power. 

Since, therefore, no one can abdicate his freedom of judg
ment and feeling; since every man is by indefeasible natu
ral right the master o_f his own thoughts, it follows that 
men thinking in iverse and contradictory fashions, cannot, 
without disastrous results, be compelled to speak only 
according to the dictates of the supreme power. Not even 
the most experienced, to say nothing of the multitude, know 
how to keep silence. Men's common failm,g_.is to c de 
their plans to others, though there be need for secrecy, so 
that a govermrrent would be most harsh which deprived 
the individual of his freedom of saying and teaching what 
he thought ; and would be moderate if such freedom were 
granted. Still we cannot deny that authority may be as 
much injured by words as by actions ; hence, although the 
freedom we are discussing cannot be entirely denied to sub
jects, its unlimited concession would be most baneful; we 
must, therefore, now inquire, how far such freedom can and 
®ghj; to _ be conceded without danger to the peace of the 
state, or tb.e power of the rulers; and this, as I said at the 
beginning of Chapter XVI., is my principal object. 

It follows, plainly, from tlie explanation given above, of 
the foundations of a state, that the ultimate aim of govern-
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CHAP. xx.] FREEDOM . 

. b fear nor to exact o be
ment is not to rul~, ?r restra:~• ev!r m~n from fear, that 
dience, but contranwise, ~o fr . t y. in other words, tq 
he may live _in all pori? 1!/:U:~tst and work without 
strengthen his natura ng 
injury to himself or others. t . s not to change men from \ 

No ~ject of gov.er.nm.en i ts but to enable them 
ratio~al beings ~to ~easts ordp~~;ITes, in security, and to 
to develope _gi~<ls~clrrr.- -neither showing hatred, 
em lo the· :r.easo uns h d e ·th the eyes of jealousy and I 
anger or deceit, nor watc e ~ f government is liberty. 
injustice. In fact, th:htrt~ a~:n:ing a state the power of 

Now w~ have seen. a mb t d in the body of the 
. 1 st either e ves e Fo making aw~ mu . f them or in one man. r, 

citizens, or m a po~tion o nts ar~ very diverse, each one 
although men's free ]Ud~ verything and although 
thinking that ~e . alon; fee~:s !nd speech is out of ~h~ \ 
complete ~a~ity o . tog reserve peace, unless n~
question, it is imposs_ible_ t ~f acting entirely on their 
dividuals abdicate the1f ng~h individual justly cedes the 
own judgment. :rhere oreh :ot o free =rea.aoP.. and judg
right of free aGtion, th,.Q.u~ t th authorities without dan- \ 
ment; no one can act ~g=~ee~gs and jud~ment may b~ 
ger to the state, t~oug en speak agamst them, pro 
at variance therewith; he may e:. al conviction, not from 
vided that he does so from la ion . ded that he does not 
fraud, anger, or hatred, an p:~: his private authority. 
attempt to introduce a~y chang sh.ows that a law is re~ 

For instance 1 su osmg a min d t 10refore be repealed ; 
~nani to _sou~d r~a~on, an~: -:~ ment of the authorities 
i e submits his opnuo~ tot f ] akitg and repealing laws), 
(who alone, have the nght _o m trary to that law, he has 

' ·1 t . nowis con and meanwhi _ e ac s m . d h behave as a good c1 zen 
.deserved,.l'lel _of.the.state, an a\horities of injustice, :i,nd 
·should. but if he accuses the au if he seditiously strives 

' l inst them, or . 1/ stirs up the peop e aga "th ut their consent, he is~ m~re 
to abrogate the law wi o 
agitator and rebel. . di 'd al may declare and teac)!_ 

Tlius we see how _an m .vi. u to the authority of ~ 8 

what he believes, without m]ury 1 by leaving in their 
rulers, or to -th~ public pet~; ?f~i:!• as it affects action, 
hands the entire power o egis 
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1 and by doing nothing against th . I 
pelled often to act in contradi t" err t awt though he be com-
openly feels, to be best. c ion ° w at he believes, and 

Such a course can be t k • th 
and dutifulness, nay, it is\:: WI o~t tetr!ment to justice 
man would adopt We h one w c a Just and dutiful 
dent on the laws· of the ::~hsh?;n that justice is depen
contravenes their accepted d on ies, so th~t no one who 
highest regard for duty as w:c~ees ca?- be Just, while the 
ceding chapter, is exer~ised in ave po11:t~d out in _the pre-

I 
and tranquillity; these could not :amtammg public peace 
'!ere to live as he pleased . therefo e :P[~serveld if every man 
tiful for a man to act codtra t r~ l is no e~s than undu

J the practice became univer~l ~hhis c?untry s laws, for if 
necessarily follow. e rum of states would 

Hence, so long as a man act . b di 
his rulers, he in nowise contras m O ~ ence to the laws of 
dience to reason he tra~.rrecl!~es ~treason, for in obe
actions from s own hand t e 1;-g t of ~ontroliiiig , . s 
can confirm from ac ua c::Sts o th~1rs. This doctrine we 
and small powers, schemes a;~ei~::: a co_nierence of great 
yet all unite in carrying out what . d _came unanimously, 
voted for or against. But I ret:U :i1ded on, wh~t!ier they 

From the fundamental t. f my propos1t10n. 
covered how a man m no io~s o a state, we have dis-
detriment to the supre~ ;xerc1~e f free judgment without 
we can no less easil dete= · rom th~ ~ame premises 
sedi~ious. Evident!/ those wJc:\at op~ons would be 
nullify the compact by which th . / their very nature 
ceded. For instance a e ng t of free action was 
power has no rights o~er :::-:un ;~~ ~olds t~at the supreme 
be kept, or that eve one 'h a promises ought not to 
other doctrines of thi1I° natu:e o~d ~ve as he _p_Ieases, or 
above-mentioned contract . dit?irect oppos1t10n to the 
his actual opinions and . ' is se ious, not so much from 
they involve; for hewht~~~n~, as from the_deeds which 
the contract which tacit! ams srch theones abrogates 
rulers. Other opinions wfu.' {1 open !, he made with his 
the contract, such as reven c e o not mvolve acts violating 

{
seditious unless 1·t be • g ' anger, and the like, are not 

. . ' 111 some corrupt t t h 
stitious and ambitious pers · bl s a e, w ere super.

ons, una e to endure men of 
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learning, are so popular with the multitude that their word I 
is more valued than the law. 

However, I do not deny that there are some doctrines 
which, while they are apparently only conoorned with ab
stract truths and falsehoods, are yet propounded and pub
lished with unworthy motives. This question we have 
discussed in Chapter XV., and shown that reason sho11kl 
nevertheless remain unshaDd, If we hold to the prin- \ 
ciple that a man's loyalty to the state should be judged, 
like his loyalty to God, from his actions only-namely, 
from his charity towards his neighbours; we cannot doubt 
that the best government will allow freedom of hiloso hi-
cal speculation no less than of religious belief. confess I 
that from such freedom inconveniences may sometimes 
arise, but what question was ever settled so wisely that no 
abuses could possibly spring therefrom? He who seeks to 
regulate everything by law, is more lik~ly to arouse vices 
than to reform them. It is best to grant what cannot pe .X 
ab()lished,. even thoughit be in itself harmful. How r ::•~·1y 
evils spring from luxury, envy, avarice, drunkenness, and 
the like, yet these are tolerated-vices as they are-because 
they cannot be p evented by legal enactments. How much 
more then shoul free tho ght be granted, seeing that it is in 
itseJ.fJllirlue..and that it cannotie m:.ush,ed ! Besides, the evil 
results can easily be checked, as I will show, by the secular 
authorities, not to mention that such freedom is absolutely 
necessa1:Jt ;erogress in science and the liberal art!): for 
~ man_ o ows sucnpursuits to act vantage unless his judg
mentbe entirely free and unhampered. 

But let it be granted that freedom may be crushed, and 
men be so bo®d dQwn., that they do not dare to utter a 
whis.r>e , save at the bidding of their rulers; nevertheless 
this can nev _ha.carried to the pitch of making them hin~ ---- -accordin to a }lori y, so that the necessary consequences 
wou d be that men WJJld daily be thinking one thing and 
s~ng anoth,er, to the corruption of good faith, that main
stay of government, an to the fostering of hateful :flattery 
and perfidy, whence spring stratagems, and the corruption 
of every good art. 

It is far from possible to impose uniformity of speech, 
for the more rulers strive to curtail freedom of speech, the 
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mor~ _obstinately are they resisted; not indeed by the 
(a vancious, the flatterers, and other numskulls, who think 
f supreme salvation consists in filling their stomachs and gloat

' ing over their money-bags, but by those whom good educa-
tion, sound morality, and virtue have rendered more free. 
Men, as generally constituted, are most prone to resent the 
branding as criminal of opinions which they believe to be 
true, and the proscription as wicked of that which inspires 
them with piety towards God and man; hence they are 
r~~dy to _for~wea:r the laws and conspire against the autho
nti~s! thinking it not shameful but honourable to stir up 
s~dit10ns and perpetuate any sort of crime with this end in 
view. Such bein the constitution of human nature we see 
that laws directed agains opinions affect the - g;nerous
mind~d rat_he~ than the wic~e~, and are adapted less for 
coercrng crnrunals _tha~ for i_rntating the upright; so that 
they cannot be mamtamed without great peril to the state. 

Moreover, such laws are almost always useless, for those 
who. hold that the opinions proscribed are sound, cannot 
possibly obe;r the law; whereas those who already reject 
them as false, accept the law as a kind of privilege, and 
~ake su_ch boast of it, that authority is powerless to repeal 
it, even if such a course be subsequently desired. 

To these considerations may be added what we said in 
Chapter XVITI. in treating of the history of the Hebrews. 
.And, lastly, how many schisms have arisen in the Church 
from the attempt of the authorities to decide by law the 
intricacies of theological controversy ! If men were not 

. allured by the hope of getting the law and the authorities on 
their side, of t:iumphi°:g over their adversaries in the sight 
o~ a!1 applauding multitude, and of acquiring honourable 
distmct10ns, they would not strive so maliciously, nor would 

/ such fury sway t~eir minds. This is taught not only by 
rea_so_n but by daily examples, for laws of this kind pre
scribmg what every man shall believe and forbidding any
one to speak or write to the contrary, have often been 
passed, as sops or concessions to the anger of those who 
cannot tolerate men of enlightenment, and who, by such 
harsh and croo_ e enac ments, can easily turn the devotion 

\
o~ the masses mto fury and direct it against whom they 
will. 
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How much better would it be to restrain popular anger 
and fury, instead of passing useless laws, w~ch can only be 
broken by those who lo~e ~tue and the-liberal arts, thus 
paring down the state till it 1s too small to harbour men of 
talent. What greater misfortune for a state can be C?n
ceived than that honourable men should be sent like 
criminals into exi e, ecause the x_ hold diverse opinions 
which they: cannot disguise? Wliat, I _say, can b~ more ""-

urtful than t at men who have committed no cnme or 
wickedness should, simply because they are enlightened, 
be treated as enemies and put to death, and that the 
scaffold the terror of evil-doers, should become the arena. 
where the highest examples of tolerance and :virtue_ are dis
played to the people with all the marks of 1gnommy that / 
authority can devise? 

He that knows himself to be upright does not fear the 
deatb.o a criminal, and shrinks from no punishm.ent ; his 
mind is not wrung with remorse for _any disgr:i,ceful deed : 
he holds that death in a good cause 1s no purushment, but / 
an honour, and that death for freedom is glory. 

What purpose tlien is served by the aeat o~ such me~, 
what example is proclaimed? the cause for which they die 
is unknown to the idle and the foolish, hateful to the tur
bulent, loved by the upright. The only lesson. we can 
draw from such scenes is to flatter the persecutor, or else 
to imitate the victim. 

If formal assent is not to be esteemed above conviction, 
and if governments are to retain a :firm hold of authority 
and not be compelled to yield to agitators, it is imperative 
that freedom of judgment should be grante~, so that men 
~ ether in harmony, ~ ve.x diverse, or even 
openly contradictory eir opinions may be. e cannot 
doubt that such is the ~st ~~:~overnme1;1-t and open 
to the fewest objections, since i e one most m harmony 
with human nature. In a democracy (the most natural 
form of govem~t. as . e ve shown in C~apter XY.l) 

"everyone - submits to t~e _control of authonty over ~s 
actions~ but not over . his Judgment an~ reasQn; th~t _is, seem that a 1 annot think alike, th.e voi.ce of..the_maJonty 

s the force of la subject to repeal if circumstances 
rmg a;bou a change of opinion. In proportion as the 
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power of free judgment is withheld we depart from the 
natural condition of mankind, and consequently the govern
ment becomes more tyrannical. 

In order to prove that from such freedom no incon
venience arises, which cannot easily be checked by the exer
cise of the sovereign power, and that men's actions can 
easil "he kept in bounii.s though .their-opm10ns e a open 

y arianc.e, it will be well to cite an example. Such an one 
IS not very far to seek. The city of AI!!..§terdaJ;P. reaps the 
fruit of this freedom in itS()wn great prosperity and in the 
admiration of all other people. For in this most :flourishing 
state, and ~..Pl@d.i_d city, J!Wll of every nation and 
religiQn live_together in the greatest harmony, and ask no 

questions before trusting their ' goods to a fellow-citizen, 
save whether he be rich or poor, and whether he generally 
acts honestly, or the reverse. His religion and sect is con
sidered of no importance : for it has no effect before the 
judges in gaining or losing a cause, and there is no sect so 

\ 
despised that its followers, provided that they harm no one, 
pay every man his due, and live uprightly, are deprived of 
the protection of the magisterial authority. 

On the other hand, when the religj.o.11s controversy be
tween &monstrants and Counter-Remonstrants began to 
'be taken up by politicians and the States~ it grew into a 
schism, and abundantly showed that laws dealing with 
religion and seeking to settle its controversies are much 
more calculated to irritate than to reform, and that they 
give rise to extreme licence: further, it was seen that 
schisms do not originate in a love of truth, which is a source 
of courtesy and gentleness, but rather in an inordinate 
desire for supremacv, From all these considerations it is 
clearer than the sun at noonday, that the true ~smatics 
are tho~e who cond~mn other men's writings, and sedi-

t.. c' .... tiously stir up the quarrelsome masses against their authors, 
~ 1 /J f rather than iho.se authors the_m~es,...:w.ho....ge rally write 
7,.,,f ~nly_f~r the learned, and appeal solely to reason .. In fact, 

• the real disturbers of the peace are those who, m a free 
state, seek to curtail the liberty of judgment which they 
are unable to tyrannize over. 

I have thus shown :-I. That it is impossible to deprive 
men of the liberty of saying what they think. II. That 
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such liberty can be conceded to every man without injury 
to the rights and authority of the sovereign power, and 
that every man may retain it without injury to such rights, 
provided that he does not presume upon it to the extent 
of introducing any new rights into the state, or acting in 
any way contrary to the existing laws. ill. That every 
man may enjoy this liberty without detriment to the public 
peace, and that no inconveniences arise therefrom which 
cannot easily be checked. IV. That every man may enjoy 
it without injury to his allegiance. V. That laws dealing f 
with speculative problems are entirely useless. VI. Lastly, 
that not only may such liberty be granted without preju
dice to the public peace, to loyalty, and to the rights of 
rulers, but that it is even necessary for their preservation. 
For when people try to take it away, and bring to trial, 
not only the acts which alone are capable of offending, but 
also the opinions of mankind, they only succeed in sur
rounding their victims with an appearance of martyrdom, 
and raise feelings of pity and revenge rather than of terror. 
Uprightness and good faith are thus corrupted, :flatterers 
and traitors are encouraged, and sectarians triumph, inas
much as concessions have been made to their animosity, 
and they have gained the state sanction for the doctrines of 
which they are the interpreters. Hence they arrogate to 
themselves the state authority and rights, and do not scruple 
to assert that they have been directly chosen by God, and 
that their laws are Divine, whereas the laws of the state are \ 
human, and should therefore yield obedience to the laws of 
God-in other words, to their own laws. Everyone must 
see that this is not a state of affairs conducive to public 
welfare. Wherefore, as we have shown in Chapter XVID., 
the safest way for a state is to lay down the rule that reli
gion is comprised solely in the exercise of charity and jus
tice, and that the rights of rulers in sacred, no less than in \ 
secular matters, should merely have to do with actioi;i.s, but 
that every man should think what he likes and say what he 
thinlrs. · 
- lb.ave thus fulfilled the task I set myself in this treatise. 
It remains only to call attention to the fact that I have 
written nothing which I do not most willingly submit to 
the examination and approval of my country's rulers; and 
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thaE I am willing to retract anything which they shall de
cide to be repugnant to thelaws, or pr1l-udicial to_tbe public 

ood. know that I am a man, an as a man liable to 
error, but against error I have ta en scrupulous care, and 

ave striven to keep in entire accordance with the laws of 
my country, with loyalty, and with morality. 
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just as pertinent to it, as are heat, cold, storm, thunder, 
and the like to the nature of the atmosphere, which phe
nomena, though inconvenient, are yet necessary, and have 
fixed causes, by means of which we endeavour to under
stand their nature, and the mind has just as much pleasure 
in viewing them aright, as in knowing such things as :flatter 
the senses. 

5. For this is certain, and we have proved its truth in 
our Ethics, 1 that men are of necessity liable to passions, 
and so constituted as to...Jill;.I_ those who are ill, and env 
those who are well off; and to be prone to vengeance more 
than to mercy : and moreover, that every individual wishes 
the rest to live after his own mind, and to approve what he 
approves, and reject what he rejects. And so it comes to 
pass, that, as all are equally eager to be first, they fall to 
strife, and do heir utmost mutually to oppress one an
other ; and he who comes out conqueror is more proud of 
the harni. he has done to the other, than of the good he has 
done to himself. And although all are persuaded, that re
ligion, on the contrary, teaches every man to love his neigh
bour as himself, that is to defend another's right just as 
much as his own, yet we showed that this persuasion has 
too little power over the passions. It avails, indeed, in the 
hour of death, when disease has subdued the very passions, 
and man lies inert, or in temples, where men hold no 
traffic, but least of all, where it is most needed, in the 
law-court or the palace. We showed too, that reason 
can, indeed, do much to restrain and moderate the passions, 
but we saw at the same time, that the road, which reason 
herself points out, is very steep; ~ so that such as persuade 
themselves, that the multitude or men distracted by politics 
can ever be induced to live according to the bare dictate 
of reason, must be dreaming of the poetic golden age, or of 
a stage-play. 

6. A dominion then, whose well-being depends on any 
man's good faith, and whose affairs cannot be properly 
administered, unless those who are engaged in them will 
act honestly, will be very unstable. On the contrary, to 
insure its permanence, its public affairs should be so 

1 Ethics, iv. 4, Coroll. iii. 31, note; 32, note. 
2 Ibid., v. 42, note. 

----
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sidered to be absolutely free; it follows from this, that 
every natural thing has by nature as much right, as it has 
power to exist and operate ; since the natural power of 
every natural thing, whereby it exists and operates, is 
nothing else but the power of God, which is absolutely 

I free. 
4. And so by natural right I understand the very laws 

or rules of nature, in accordance with which everything 
takes place, in other words, the power of nature itself. And 
so the natural right of universal nature, and consequently 
of every individual thing, extends as far as its power: and 
accordingly, whatever any man does after the laws of his 
nature, he does by the highest natural right, and he has 
as much right over nature as he has power. 

5. If then human nature had been so constituted, that 
men should live according to the mere dictate of reason, 
and attempt nothing inconsistent therewith, in that case 
natural right, considered as special to mankind, would be 
determined by the power of reason only. But men are 
more led by blind desire, than by reason : and therefore 
the natural power or right of human beings should be 
limited, not by reason, but by every appetite, whereby they 
are determined to action, or seek their own preservation. 
I, for my part, admit, that those desires, which arise not 
from reason, are not so much actions as passive affections 
of man. But as we are treating here of the universal 
power or right of nature, we cannot here recognize any 
distinction between desires, which are engendered in us by 
reason, and those which are engendered by other causes ; 
since the latter, as much as the former, are effects of 
nature, and display the natural impulse, by which man 
strives to continue in existence. For man, be he learned 
or ignorant, is part of nature, and everything, by which 
any man is determined to action, ought to be referred to 
the power of nature, that is, to that power, as it is limited 
by the nature of this or that man. For man, whether 
guided by reason or mere desire, does nothing save in 
accordance with the laws and rules of nature, that is, by 
natural right. (Section 4.) 

6. But most people believe, that the ignorant rather dis
turb thari follow the course of nature, and conceive of 
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power to make a right use of reason, but that, like us, he 
was subject to passions. 

7. But that man, like other beings, as far as in him lies, 
strives to preserve his existence, no one can deny. For if 
any distinction could be conceived on this point, it must 
.arise from man's having a free will. But the freer we 
conceived man to be, the more we should be forced to 
maintain, that he must of necessity preserve his existence 
and be in possession of his senses; as anyone will easily 
grant me, that does not confound libertywithcontingency. 
For liberty is a virtue, or excellence. Whatever, therefore, 
convicts a man of weakness cannot be ascribed to his 
liberty. And so man can by no means be called free, be
cause he is able not to exist or not to use his reason, but only 
in so far as he preserves the power of existing and operat
ing according to the laws of human nature. The more, 
therefore, we consider man to be free, the less we can say, 
that he can neglect to use reason, or choose evil in prefe
rence to good; and, therefore, God, who exists in absolute 
liberty, also understands arid operates of necessity, that is, 
exists, understands, and operates according to the necessity 
of his own nature. For there is no doubt, that God 
operates by the same liberty whereby he exists. As then 
he exists by the necessity of his own nature, by the neces
sity of his own nature also he acts, that is, he acts with 
absolute liberty. 

8. So we conclude, that it is not in the power of any 
man always to use his reason, and be at the highest pitch 
of human liberty, and yet that everyone always, as far as 
in him lies, strives to preserve his own existence; and that 
(since each has as much right as he has power) whatever 
anyone, be he learned or ignorant, attempts and does, he 
attempts and does by supreme natural right. From which 
it follows that the law and ordinance of nature, under which 
all men are born, and for the most part live, forbids nothing 
but what no one wishes or is able to do, and is not opposed 
to strifes, hatred, anger, treachery, or, in general, anything 
that appetite suggests. For the bounds of nature are not 
the laws of human reason, which do but pursue the true 
interest and preservation of mankind, but other infinite 
laws, which regard the eternal order of universal nature, 



296 A POLITICAL TREATISE. [CHAP. II. 

(Sec. 7), does not take away the necessity of acting, but 
supposes it. 

12. The pledging of faith to any man, where one has but 
verbally promised to do this or that, which one might right
fully leave undone, or vice versa, remains so long valid as 
the will of him that gave his word remains unchanged. 
For be that has authority to break faith has, in fact, bated 
nothing of his own right, but only made a present of words. 
If, then, he, being by natural right judge in his own case, 
comes to the conclusion, rightly or wrongly (for "to err is 
human"), that more harm than profit will come of his 
promise, by the judgment of his own mind he decides that 
the promise should be broken, and by natural right 
(Sec. 9) he will break the same. 

13. If two come together and unite their strength, they 
have jointly more power, and consequently more right over 
nature than both of them separately, and the more there 
are that have so joined in alliance, the more right they all 
collectively will possess. 

14. In so far as men are tormented by anger, envy, or 
any passion implying hatred, they are drawn asunder and 
made contrary one to another, and therefore are so much 
the more to be feared, as they are more powerful, crafty, 
and cunning than the other animals. .And because men 
are in the highest degree liable to these passions (Chap. I, 
Sec. 5), therefore men are naturally enemies. For he is 
my greatest enemy, whom I must most fear and be on my 
guard against. 

15. But inasmuch as (Sec. 6) in the state of nature each 
is so long independent, as he can guard against oppression 
by another, and it is in vain for one man alone to try and 
guard against all, it follows hence that so long as the 
natural right of man is determined by the power of every 
individual, and belongs to everyone, so long it is a nonen
tity, existing in opinion rather than fact, as there is no 
assurance of making it good. .And it is certain that the 
greater cause of fear every individual has, the less power, 
and consequently the less right, he possesses. To this must 
be added, that without mutual help men can hardly sup
port life and cultivate the mind. .And so our conclusion is, 
that that natural right, which is special to the human race, 
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under dominion are not, therefore, using words so im
properly, when they call that wrong-doing which is done 
against the sentence of reason, because the laws of the best 
dominion ought to be framed according to that dictate 
(Sec. 18). But, as for my saying (Sec. 18) that man in a 
state of nature, if he does wrong at all, does it against him
self, see, on this point, Uhap. IV., Secs. 4, 5, where is 
shown, in what sense we can say, that he who holds 
dominion and possesses natural right, is bound by laws and 
can do wrong. 

22. As far as religion is concerned, it is further clear, 
that a man is most free and most obedient to himself when 
he most loves God, and worships him in sincerity. But so 
far as we regard, not the course of nature, which we do 
not understand, but the dictates of reason only, which 
respect religion, and likewise reflect that these dictates are 
revealed to us by God, speaking, as it were, within our
selves, or else were revealed to prophets as laws; so far, 
speaking in human fashion, we say that man obeys God 
when he worships him in sincerity, and, on the contrary, 
does wrong when he is led by blind desire. But, at the 
same time, we should remember that we are subject to 
God's authority, as clay to that of the potter, who of the 
same lump makes some vessels unto honour, and others 
unto dishonour. 1 And thus man can, indeed, act contrarily 
to the decrees of God, as far as they have been written like 
laws in the minds of ourselves or the prophets, but against 
that eternal decree of God, which is written in universal 
nature, and has regard to the course of nature as a whole, he 
can do nothing. 

23. As, then, wrong-doing and obedience, in their strict 
sense, so also justice and injustice cannot be conceived o~, 
except under dominion. For nature offers nothing that 
can be called this man's rather than another's; but under 
nature everything belongs to all-that is, they have autho
rity to claim it for themselves. But under dominion, where 
it is by common law determined what belongs to this man, 
and what to that, he is called just who has a constant will 
to render to every man his own, but he unjust who strives, 

1 Romans ix. 21. 
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to him, to whom it has given such authority. But if_ it 
has given this authority to two or more, I mean aut~onty 
to live each after his own mind, by_ that v_ery ac~ 1t has 
divided the dominion, and if, lastly, it has given this.same 
authority to every citizen, it has thereby destroyed itself, 
and there remains no more a commonwealth, 1;>ut _every
thing returns to the state of nature; all of which 1s very 
manifest from what goes before. And thus it fo1:]-?ws, 
that it can by no means be conceived, that every-citizen 
should by the ordinance ?f the c?mmonwea~th live af~er 
his own inind, and accordingly this natural right of bemg 
one's own judge ceases in the civil state.,, I sa7 expres_sly 
"by the -0rdinance of the comm~mwealth, for, if we weigh 
the matter aright, the natural right <;>f e~ery man does not 
cease in the civil state. For man, alike m the nat~al and 
in the civil state, acts according to the laws of h~s own 
nature, and consults his own interest. Man, I say, m ~ach 
state is led by fear or hope to do or leave undone this ~r 
that ; but the main difference between the t:"o states 1s 
this, that in the civil state all fear the same thing~, and all 
have the same ground of securitJ:, and 1?-all:n~r of ~e ; and 
this certainly does not do away with the mdividual s faculty 
of judgment. For he that is minded to obe:f all the 
commonwealth's orders, whether through fear of its.power 
or through love of quiet, . certainly consults after his own 
heart his own safety and mterest. . . 

4. Moreover, we cannot even conceive, that eve;Y citizen 
should be allowed to interpret the commonwealth s decrees 
or laws. For were every citizen allowed this, he :"ould 
thereby be his own jud~e, becaus~ each would ea~ily be 
able to give a colour of right to his own deeds, which by 
the last section is absurd. . 

5. We see then, that every citizen depends not on hi~-f self, but on the commonwealth, all whose colD:mands he ~s 
bound to execute, and has no right to decide, what 1s 
equitable or iniquitous, just or unjust. But, on the con
trary, as the body of the dominion should, so to. speak, be 
guided by one mind, and consequently ~he will of the 
commonwealth must be taken to be the will of all; what 
the state decides to be just and good must be ~el_d t_o be 
80 decided by every individual. And so, however miqmtous 
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the subject may think the commonwealth's decisions, he is I 
none the less bound to execute them. 

6. But (it may be objected) is it not contrary to the 
dictate of reason to subject one's self wholly to the judgment 
of another, and consequently, is not the civil state repug
nant to reason? Whence it would follow, that the civil 
state is irrational, and could only be created by men desti
tute of reason, not at all by such as are led by it. But \ 
since reason teaches nothing contrary to nature, sound 
reason cannot therefore dictate, that every one should. } 
remain independent, so long as men are liable to passions 
(Chap. II. Sec. 15), that is, reason pronounces against such 
independence (Chap. I. Sec. 5). Besides, reason altogether 
teaches to seek peace, and peace cannot be maintained, 
unless the commonwealth's general laws be kept unbroken. 
And so, the more a man is guided by reason, that is 
(Chap. II. Sec.11), the more he is free, the more constantly 
he will keep the laws of the commonwealth, and execute the 
commands of the supreme authority, whose subject he is. 
Furthermore, the civil state is naturally ordained to remove -1 

general fear, and prevent general sufferings, and therefore 
pursues above everything the very end, after which every
-0ne, who is led by reason, strives, but in the natural state \ 
strives vainly (Chap. II. Sec. 15). Wherefore, if a man, 
who is led by reason, has sometimes to do by the common- 1. 
wealth's order what he knows to be repugnant to reason, 
that harm is far compensated by the good, which he de
rives from the existence o a civil state. For it is reason's 
own law, to choose the less of two evils; and accordingly 
we may conclude, that no one is acting against the dictate 
of his own reason, so far as he does what by the law of the 
commonwealth is to be done. And this anyone will more 
easily grant us, after we have explained, how far the power 
and consequently the right of the commonwealth extends. 

7. For, first of all, it must be considered, that, as in the 
state of nature the man who is led by reason is most 
powerful and most independent, so too that commonwealth 
will be most powerful and most independent, which ilil 
founded and guided by reason. For the right of the 
commonwealth is determined by the power of the multi
tude, which is led, as it were, by one mind. But this 
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unity of mind can in no wise be conceived, unless the 
commonwealth pursues chiefly the very end, which sound 
reason teaches is to the interest of all men. 

8. In the second place it comes to be considered, that 
subjects are so far dependent not on themselves, but on 
the commonwealth, as they fear its power or threats, or 
as they love the civil state (Chap. II. Sect. 10). Whence it 
follows, that such things, as no one can be induced to do 
by rewards or threats, do not fall within the rights of the 
commonwealth. For instance, by reason of his faculty of 
judgment, it is in no man's power to believe. For by what 
rewards or threats can a man be brought to believe, that 
the whole is not greater than its part, or that God does 
not exist, or that that is an infinite being, which he sees to 
be finite, or generally anything contrary to his sense or 
thought? So, too, by what rewards or threats can a man 
be brought to love one, whom he hates, or to hate one, 
whom he loves? And to this head must likewise be 
referred such things as are so abhorrent to human nature, 
that it regards them as actually worse than any evil, as 
that a man should be witness against himself, or torture 
himself, or kill his parents, or not strive to avoid death, 
and the like, to which no one can be induced by rewards 
or threats. But if we still choose to say, that the common
wealth has the right or authority to order such things, we 
can conceive of it in no other sense, than that in which one 
might say, that a man has the right fo be mad or delirious. 
For what but a delirious fancy would such a right be, as 
could bind no one? And here I am speaking expressly of 
such things as cannot be subject to the right of a com
monwealth and are abhorrent to human nature in general. 
For the fact, that a fool or madman can by no rewards or 
threats be induced to execute orders, or that this or that 
person, because he is attached to this or that religion, 
judges the laws of a dominion worse than any possible 
evil, in no wise makes void the laws of the commonwealth, 
since by them most of the citizens are restrained. And 
so, as those who are without fear or hope are so far in
dependent (Chap. II. Sec. 10), they are, therefore, enemies 
of the dominion (Chap. II. Sec. 14), and may lawfully be 
coerced by force. 
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9. T~rdly and lastly, it comes to be considered, that 
t~ose things are not so much within the commonwealth's 
right~ which cause indi~nation in the majority. For it is 
certam, ~hat by the gmdance of nature men conspire to
gether, either through common fear, or with the desire to 
avenge some common hurt; and as the right of the com
momyealth . is. determ_ined by the common power of the 
multitude, it 1s certam that the power and rio-ht of the 
commonwealth are_ so far diminished, as it givis occasion 
for ~any to conspire together. There are certainly some 
subJe~t~ of fea~ for a commonwealth, and as every sepa
rate citizen or m the state of nature every man so a com
monwealth is the less independent, the greate; reason it 
has to fe:1r. So much for the right of supreme authorities 
over subJects. Now before I treat of the right of the said 
a:uthorities as against others, we had better resolve a ques
tion commonly mooted about religion. 

10. For it 1:Ilay be objected to us, Do not the civil state, 
and ~he <?bed1en~e. of subjects, such as we have shown is 
reqmred m the civil stat~, do away with religion, whereby 
we are bound to worship God? But if we consider the 
matter, as it really is, we shall find nothing that can sug
gest a s~ruple. For the mind, so far as it makes use of 
rea~on, 1s dependent, not on the supreme authorities, but 
on itself (Chap. II. Sec. 11). And so the true knowledge 
and the love of God ~annot be subject to the dominion of 
any, ~or yet can chanty towards one's neighbour (Sec. 8). 
And_ if. we furth~r reflect, that the highest exercise of 
ch~r1ty 1s that which aims at keeping peace and joining in 
umty, we shall not doubt that he does his duty, who helps 
every?ne, so far_as the commonwealth's laws, that is so far 
as umty and qmet allow. As for external rites, it is certain, 
that they can do no good or harm at all in respect of the 
true knowledge of God, and the love which necessarily re
~ults from it ; an~ so they ought not to be held of such 
importance, that 1t should be thought worth while on their 
acco~nt to disturb public peace and quiet. Moreover it is 
certam, that~ am not a champion of religion by the law oi 
nature, that 1s (Chap._ II. Sec. 3), by the divine decree. 
For I have no authority, :i,~ once the disciples of Christ 
had, to cast out unclean sp1nts and work miracles; which 
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authority is yet so necessary to the propagating of religion 
in places where it is forbidden, that without it one not only, 
as they say, wastes one's time 1 and trouble, but causes be
sides very many inconveniences, whereof all ages have seen 
most mournful examples. Everyone therefore, wherever 

I 
he may be, can worship God with true religion, and mind 
bis own business, which is the duty of a private man. But 
the care of propagating religion should be left to God, or 
the supreme authorities, upon whom alone £_alls the charge 
of affairs of state. But I return to my subJect. 

11. After explaining the right of supreme authorities 
over citizens and the duty of subjects, it remains to con
sider the right of such authorities against the world at 
large, which is now easily intelligible from what has been 
said. For since (Sec. 2) the right of the supreme autho
rities is nothing else but simple natural right, it follows 
that two dominions stand towards each other in the same 
relation as do two men in the state of nature, with this 
exception, that a commonwealth can provide against being 
oppressed by another ; which a man in the state of nature 
c,annot do, seeing that he is overcome daily by sleep, often 
by disease. or m_ental infirmitJ:, and in.the end by old_ age, 
and is besides liable to other mconvemences, from which a 
commonwealth can secure itself. 

12. A commonwealth then is so far independent, as it 
can plan and provide against oppression by another 
(Chap. II. Secs. 9, 15), and so far dependent on another 
commonwealth, as it fears that other's power, or is hin
dered by it from executing its own wishes, or lastly, as it 
needs its help for its own preservation or increase (Chap. 
II. Secs. 10, 15). For we cannot at all doubt, that if two 
commonwealths are willing to offer each other mutual help, 
both together are more powerful, and therefore have more 
right, than either alone (Chap. II. Sec. 13). 

13. But this will be more clearly intelligible, if we 
reflect that two commonwealths are naturally enemies. 
For ~en in the state of nature are enemies (Chap. II. 
Sec. 14). Those, then, who stand outside a commonwealth, 
and retain their natural rights, continue enemies. Accord-

1 Literally," oil and trouble "-a common proverbial expression in 
La.tin, 
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ingly, if one commonwealth wishes to make war on another 
and emp!oy ex~reme measures to make that other depen
dent on itself, it may lawfully make the attempt, since it 
needs but the bare will of the commonwealth for war 
to be ~aged. But concerning peace it can decide nothing, 
save with the concurrence of another commonwealth's will. 
Whence it follows, that laws of war regard every common
wealth by itself, but laws of peace regard not one, but at 
the least two commonwealths, which are therefore called 
" contracting powers." 

14. This "contract" remains so long unmoved as the I 
m~tive fo~ entering into it, that is, fear of hurt or hope of 
gam, subsists. But take away from either commonwealth 
this hope or fear, and it is left independent (Chap. II. 
Sec. 10), and the link, whereby the commonwealths were 
mutually bound, breaks of itself. And therefore every 
?ommonwealth has the right to break its contract, whenever 
it ~hooses,. and caTI?ot ?e said to act treacherously or per
fidiously m breaking its word, as soon as the motive of 
hope or fear is removed. For every contracting party was 
on equal terms in this respect, that whichever could first 
free itself of fear should be independent, and make use of 
its independence after its own mind ; and, besides, no one 
makes a contract respecting the future, but on the hypo
thesis of certain precedent circumstances. But when 1 
these circumstances change, the reason of policy applicable 
to the whole position changes with them; and therefore 
every one of the contracting commonwealths retains the 
right of consulting its own interest, and consequently en
deavours, as far as possible, to be free from fear and 
thereby independent, and to prevent another from coming 
out of the contract with greater power. If then a common
wealth complains that it has been deceived, it cannot pro
perly blame the bad faith of another contracting common
wealth, but only its own folly in having entrusted its own 
:welf~re to another party, that was independent, and had for 
its highest law the welfare of its own dominion. 

15. To commonwealths, which have contracted a treaty 
of peace, it belongs to decide the questions, which may be 
mooted about the terms or rules of peace, whereby they 
have mutually bound themselves, inasmuch as laws of 

I z 
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peace regard not one commonwealth, but the commo1:
wealths which contract taken together (Sec. 13). But 1f 
they cannot agree together about the conditions, they by 
that very fact return to a state of war. 

16. The more commonwealths there are, that have con
tracted a joint treaty of peace, the le~s each of them b_y 
itself is an object of fear to the remau~de:, or the less it 
has the authority to make war .. ~ut 1t 1s so much t~e 
more bound to observe the conditions of peace ; that 1s 
(Sec. 13), the less independent, and ~he more bound to :ic
commodate itself to the general will of the contractmg 
parties. 

17. But the good faith, incul?ated by s?und reason and 
religion, is not hereby made v01d; ,for ne1th_er reason nor 
Scripture teaches ~ne to keep on~ s word m every case. 
For if I have promised a man, for mstance, to keep safe a 
sum of money he has secretly deposited with me, I am not 
bound to keep my word, from the time that I know or 
believe the deposit to have been stolen,. but ~ shall act 
more rightly in endeavouring to ~estore 1t to. its owners. 
So likewise, if the supreme authonty has pro1;msed another 
to do something, which subsequently occas10n or reas?n 
shows or seems to show is contrary to the welfare of its 
subjects, it is surely bound to break its W?rd. As then 
Scripture only teaches us to keep our word m g~neral, and 
leaves to every individual's judgment the special cases of 
exception, it teaches nothing repugnant to what we have 
just proved. 

18. But that I may not have so often to ~re?'k the 
thread of my discourse, and to resolve her~after s1nnlar ?b
jections, I would have it known t~at all this demo.nstration 
of mine proceeds from the necessity of human natur~, con-

) sidered in what light you will-I mean, from~ 
effort ot-a,IL.wen a.fter self-preservation, an effort inherent 

: inalh'nen, whether learned or unlearned. And the:r:efore, 
however one considers men are led, whether by pass10~ or 
by reason, it will be the same thing; _for _the demonstration, 
as we have said, is of universal application. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

OF THE FUNCTIONS OF SUPREME AUTHORITIES. 

THA~ the right of the supreme authorities is limited by 
their pow:er, we showed in the last chapter, and saw l 

th3:t the most rmportant part of that right is, that they are, 
as it ~ere, the mind of ~he dominion, whereby all ought to ) 
be gmded; and accordmgly, that such authorities alone 
~3:ve ~he right o~ deciding what is good, evil, equitable, or 
1mqmtous, that ·1s, what must be done or left undone by 
the subjects severally or collectively. And, accordingly, we 
sa-w:-that th~y have the sole right of laying down laws, and 
of mterpretmg th~ _same, whenever their meaning is dis
puted, and of deciding whether a given case is in confor
mity with or viol?-tion of the law (Chap. III. Secs. 3-5) ; 
and, la_s~ly, of wagmg war, and of drawing up and offering 
propos1t10ns for peace, or of accepting such when offered 
(Chap. III. Secs. 12, 13). 

2. As all these functions, and also the means required 
to execute ~h_em, are 1?-atters which regard the whole body 
of t~e domm10n, that 1s, are affairs of state, it follows, that 
affairs of state dep~Il:d on the direction of him only, who 
hold~ supreme domnnon. And hence it follows, that it is 
the nght_ of _t~e supreme authority alone to judge the deeds 
of every md1v1dual, and demand of him an account of the 
same; to p~nish crimina~s, a~d decide questions of law 
be~w~en citizens, or 3:p:pomt Jurists acquainted with the 
existmg laws, to adm1mster these matters on its behalf. 
and, further, to use ?-nd ?~der all means to war and peace: 
as to found and fortif:f cities, levy soldiers, assign military 
posts, and order what 1t would have done, and, with a view 
to peace, to send and give audience to ambassadors• and 
finally, to levy the costs of all this. ' ' 

3. Since, then, it is the right of the supreme authority 
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alone to handle public matters, or choose officials to do so, 
it follows, that that subject is a pretender to the dominion, 
who, without the supreme council's knowledge, enters upon 
any public matter, although he believe that his design will 
be to the best interest of the commonwealth. 

4. But it is often asked, whether the supreme a.uthority 
is bound by laws, and, consequently, whether it can do 
wrong. Now as the words." law" and "wrong-doing" 
often refer not merely to the laws of a commonwealth, but 
also to the general rules which concern all natural things, 
and especially to the general rules of reason, we cannot, 
without qualification, say that the commonwealth is bound 
by no laws, or can do no wrong. For were the common
wealth bound by no laws or rules, which removed, the 
commonwealth were no commonwealth, we should have to 
regard it not as a natural thing, but as a chimera. A 
commonwealth then does wrong, when it does, or suffers to 
be done, things which may be the cause of its own ruin; 
and we can say that it then does wrong, in the sense in 
which philosophers or doctors say that nature does wrong; 
and in this sense we can say, that a commonwealth does 
wrong, when it acts against the dictate of reason. For a 
commonwealth is most independent when it acts according 
to the dictate of reason (Chap. ill. Sec. i') ; so far, then, 
as it acts against reason, it fails itself, or does wrong. And 
we shall be able more easily to understand this if we re
flect, that when we sav, that a man can do what he will 
with his own, this authority must be limited not only by 
the power of the agent, but by the capacity of the object. 
If, for instance, I say that I can rightfully do what I will 
with this table, I do not certainly mean, that I have the 
right to make it eat grass. So, too, though we say, that 
men depend not on themselves, but on the commonwealth, 
we do not mean, that men lose their human nature and put 
on another ; nor yet that the commonwealth has the right 
to make men wish for this or that, or (what is just as im
possible) regard with honour things which excite ridicule 
or disgust. But it is implied, that there are certain inter
vening circumstances, which supposed, one likewise sup
poses the reverence and fear of the subjects towards the 
commonwealth, and which abstracted, one makes abstrac-



BECS. 1, 2.] OF THE BEST STA.TE OF A. DOMINION. 313 

CHAPTER V. 

OF THE BEST STA.TE OF A. DOMINION. 

IN Chap. II. Sec. 2, we showed, that man is then most 
independent, when he is most led by reason, and, in 

consequence (Chap. ill. Sec. 7), that that commonwealth 
is most powerful and most independent, which is founded 
and guided by reason. But,.as the best plan of living, so 
as to assure to the utmost self-preservation, is that which 
is framed according to the dictate of reason, therefore it 
follows, that that in every kind is best done, which a man or 
commonwealth does, so far as he or it is in the highest 
degree independent. For it is one thing to till a field by 
right, and another to till it in the best way. One thing, I 
say, to defend or preserve one's self, and to pass judgment 
by right, and another to defend or preserve one's self in the 
best way, and to pass the best judgment; and, conse
quently, it is one thing to have dominion and care of 
affairs of state by right, and another to exercise dominion 
and direct affairs of state in the best way. And so, as we 
have treated of the right of every commonwealth in general, 
it is time to treat of the best state of every dominion. 

2. Now the quality of the state of any dominion is easily 
perceived from the end of the civil state, which end is 1 
nothing else but peace and security of life. And therefore 
that dominion is the best, where men pass their lives in 
unity, and the laws are kept unbroken. For it is certain, 
that seditions, wars, and contempt or breach of the laws 
are not so much to be imputed to the wickedness of the 
subjects, as to the bad state of a dominion. For men are 
not born fit for citizenship, but must be made so. Besides, 
men's natural passions are everywhere the same; and if 
wickedness more prevails, and more offences are committed 
in one commonwealth than in another, it is certain that the 
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former has not enough pursued the end of unity, nor 
framed its laws with sufficient fo~ethough~; ~nd that, 
therefore, it has failed in making qmte good its l'lght as a 
commonwealth. For a civil state, which has !lot done away 
with the causes of seditions, where war 1s a perpetual 

f 
object of fear, and where, lastly, the laws are ofte11; brok~n, 
differs but little from the mere state of nature: m whic:11 
everyone lives after his own mind at the great risk of his 

life. Ii d t 3. But as the vices and inordinate cence an con umacy 
of subjects must be imputed to the commonw~alth, so, on 
the other hand, their virtue and ~onstant O?edience to the 
laws are to be ascribed in the mam to the virtue and per
fect right of the commonwealth, as is clear from ~}hap. II. 
Sec. 15. And so it is deservedly reckoned to Halllllbal as an 

I extraordinary virtue, that in his army there never arose a 
sedition. 1 . . 

4. Of a commonwealth, whose subJects are but _hindere?
by terror from taking arms, it should rather be said, t:11-at it 

, is free from war, than that it has peace. ~or peace 1s not 
I mere absence of war, but is a virtue that sprmgs ~rom force 

of character: for obedience (Chap. II. Sec. 19) 1s the con
stant will to execute what, by the general decree of the 
commonwealth, ought to be done. Besides ~hat comm~n
wealth whose peace depends on the sluggishness of its 
subjects that are led about like sheep, to learn but 
slavery, 'may more properly be called a desert than a 
commonwealth. 

5. When, then, we call that dominion best, whe~e men 
pass their lives in unity, I understand a human life, d~
fined not by mere circulation of the blood, and other quali
ties common to all animals, but above all by reason, the 
true excellence and life of the mind. . . . 

6. But be it remarked that, by the dom1mon whic~ I 
have said is established for this end, I intend that 'Yhic_h 
has been established by a free multitude, not that which 1s 
acquired over a multitude by right of war. For a free 

f multitude is guided more by hope than fear ; a conque;ed l one, more by fear than hope: inasmuch as the former aims 

1 Justin, Histories, xxxii. iv. 12, 
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at making use of life, the latter but at escaping death. I 
The f?rmer, I say, aims at living for its own ends, the 
latter 1s forced to belong to the conqueror• and so we say 
that this is enslaved, but that free. .And therefore the 
end of a dominion, which one gets by right ~f war, is to be 
master, and have ~a~her slaves than subjects. And although 
be~ween th~ dom1mon created by a free multitude, and that 
gamed by right of war, if w? reg_ar~ ge_nerally the right of 
each, we can make no essential d1stmct10n; yet their ends, 
as we ha~e already shown, and further the means to the 
preservation of each are very different. 

7. But what means a prince, whose sole motive is lust of 
mastery, ~houl~ use to establish ana maintain his dominion, 
the most mgemous Machiavelli has set forth at large I but 
with what design o~e can hardly be sure. If, howev~r, he 
had s?me good design, as one should believe of a learned 
~an, it seems to ·have been to show, with how little fore
sight man! attempt to rem?ve a tyrant, though thereby the 
causes wh10h make the pnnce a tyrant can in no wise be 
remov_ed, but, on the contrary, are so much the more 
established, as the prince is given more cause to fear which 
happens when ~he _multitude _h:1s made an example' of its 
pnnce, and glories m th~ parricide as in a thing well done. 
Mor~over, he perhaps wished to show how cautious a free 
multitude should be o~ en~rust~g its welfare absolutely to \ 
one man, who, unless m his vamty he thinks he can please 
everybody_, must be~ daily fear of plots, and so is forced 
to look chiefly after his own interest, and, as for the multi
tude, rather to plot against it than consult its good. .And 
I a~ the more led to this opinion concerning that most far
s_eemg man, because it is known that he was favourable to 
liberty, for the maintenance of which he has besides given 
the most wholesome advice. 

1 
In his book called " TI Principe," or "The Prince." 
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9. One or more cities must be founded and fortified, 
whose citizens, whether they live within the walls, or out
side for purposes of agriculture, are all to enjoy the same 
right in the commonwealth ; yet on this condition, that 
every city provide an ascertained number of citizens for its 
-Own and the general defence. But a city, which cannot 
s-upply this, must be held in subjection on other terms. 

10. The militia must be formed out of citizens alone, 
none being exempt, and of no others. And, therefore, all 
are to be bound to have arms, and no one to be admitted 
into the number of the citizens, till he has learnt his drill, 
and promised to practise it at stated times in the year. 
Next, the militia of each clan is to be divided into bat
talions and regiments, and no captain of a battalion chosen, 
that is not acquainted with military engineering. More
over, though the commanders of battalions and regiments 
are to be chosen for life, yet the commander of the militia 
of a whole clan is to be chosen only in time of war, to hold 
command for a year at most, without power of being con
tinued or afterwards re-appointed. And these last are to 
be selected out of the king's counsellors, of whom we shall 
speak in the fifteenth and following sections, or out of 
those who have :filled the post of counsellor. 

11. The townsmen and countrymen of every city, 
that is, the whole of the citizens, are to be divided into 
clans, distinguished by some name and badge, and all 
persons born of any of these clans are to be received into 
the number of citizens, and their names inscribed on the 
roll of their clan, as soon as they have reached the age, 
when they can carry arms and know their duty; with the 
exception of those, who are infamous from some crime, or 
dumb, or mad, or menials supporting life by some servile 
office. 

12. The fields, and the whole soil, and, if it can be 
managed, the houses should be public property, that is, the 
property of him, who holds the right of the commonwealth: 
and let him let them at a yearly rent to the citizens, whether 
townsmen or countrymen, and with this exception let them 
all be free or exempt from every kind of taxation in time of 
peace. And oft.his rent a part is to be applied to the de-/ 
fences of the state, a part to the king's private use. For 
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only, who support their lives by daily labour. But the 
commanders and other officers of the battalions are to 
expect no other advantage from war but the spoil of the 
enemy. 

32. H a foreigner takes to wife the daughter of a citizen, 
his children are to be counted citizens, and put on the roll 
of their mother's clan. But those who are born and bred 
within the dominion of foreign parents should be allowed 
to purchase at a fixed price the right of citizenship from 
the captains of thousands of any clan, and to be enrolled in 
that clan. For no harm can arise thence to the dominion, 
even though the captains of thousands, for a bribe, admit 
a foreigner into the number of their citizens for less than 
the fixed price; but, on the contrary, means should be de
vised for more easily increasing the number of citizens, and 
producing a large confluence of men. As for those who 
are not enrolled as citizens, it is but fair that, at least in 
war-time, they should pay for their exemption from service 
by some forced labour or tax. 

33. The envoys to be sent in time of peace to other 
commonwealths must be chosen out of the nobles only, and 
their expenses met by the state treasury, and not the king's 
privy purse. 

34. Those that attend the court, and are the king's ser
vants, and are paid out of his privy purse, must be excluded 
from every appointment and office in the commonwealth. 
I say expressly, "and are paid out of the king's privy 
purse," to except the body-guard. For there should be no ' 
other body-guard, but the citizens of the king's city, who 
should take turns to keep guard at court before the king's 
door. 

35. War is only to be made for the sake of peace, so 
that, at its end, one may be rid of arms. And so, when 
cities have been taken by right of war, and terms of peace 
are to be made after the enemies are subdued, the captured 
cities must not be garrisoned and kept ; but either the 
enemy, on accepting the terms of peace, should be allowed 
to redeem them at a price, or, if by following that policy, 
there would, by reason of the danger of the position, remain 
a constant lurking anxiety, they must be utterly destroyed, 
and the inhabitants removed elsewhere. 
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I 
36. The king must not be allowed to contract a foreign 

marriage, but only to take to wife one of his kindred, or of 
the citizens; yet, on condition that, if he marries a citizen, 
her near relations become incapable of holding office in the 
commonweath. 

37. The dominion must be indivisible. And so, if the king 
leaves more than one child, let the eldest one succeed; but 
by no means be it allowed to divide the dominion between 
them, or to give it undivided to all or several of them, 
much less to give a part of it as a daughter's dowry. For 
that daughters should be admitted to the inheritance of a 
dominion is in no wise to be allowed. 

38. If the king die leaving no male issue, let the next to 
him in blood be held the heir to the domimon, unless he 
chance to have married a foreign wife, whom he will not 
put away. 

39. As for the citizens, it is manifest (Chap. ill. Sec. 5) 
that every one of them ought to obey all the commands of 
the king, and the decrees published by the great council, 
although he believe them to be most absurd, and other
wise he may rightfully be forced to obey. And these are 
the foundations of a monarchical dominion, on which it 
must be built, if it is to be stable, as we shall show in the 
next chapter. 

40. As for religion, no temples whatever ought to be 
built at the public expense; nor ought laws to be esta
blished about opinions, unless they be seditious and over
throw the foundations of the commonwealth. And so let 

f 
such as are allowed the public exercise of their religion 
build a temple at their own expense. But the king may 
have in his palace a chapel of his own, that he may practise 
the religion to which he belongs. 

t 

I 

• 
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to know the state of affairs, and help the king with their 
advice, and frequently supply his place; and that so it 
come to pass, that the dominion or commonwealth mn.y 
continue always in one and the same mind. 

4. But as human nature is so constituted, that everyone 
seeks with the utmost passion his own advantage, and 
judges those laws to be most equitable, which he thinks 
necessary to preserve and increase his substance, and 
defends another's cause so far only as he thinks he is 
thereby establishing his own; it follows hence, that the l 
counsellors chosen must be such, that their private affairs 
and their own interests depend on the general welfare and 
peace of all. And so it is evident, that if from every sort 
or class of citizens a certain number be chosen, what has 
most votes in such a council will be to the interest of 
the greater part of the subjects. And though this council, 
because it is composed of so large a number of citizens, 
must of necessity be attended by many of very simple 
intellect, yet this is certain, that everyone is pretty clever 
and sagacious in business which he has long and eagerly 
practised. And, therefore, if none be chosen but such as 
have till their :fiftieth year practised their own business 
without disgrace, they will be :fit enough to give their 
advice about their own affairs, especially if, in matters of 
considerable importance, a time be allowed for considera
tion. Besides, it is far from being the fact, that a council 
composed of a few is not frequented by this kind of men. 
For, on the contrary, its greatest part must consist of such, 
since everyone, in that case, tries hard to have dullards for 
colleagues, that they may hang on his words, for which 
there is no opportunity in large councils. 

5. Furthermore, it is certain, that everyone would rather 
rule than be ruled. " For no one of his own will yields 
up dominion to another," as Sallust has it in his :first 
speech to Cresar.1 And, therefore, it is clear, that a whole 
multitude will never transfer its right to a few or to one, 
if it can come to an agreement with itself, without proceed
ing from the controversies, which generally arise in large 
councils, to seditions. And so the multitude does not, if _ 

1 Chap. I. Sec. 4 of the speech, or rather letter, which is not now 
admitted to be a genuine work of Sallust. 
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it is free, transfer to the king anything but that, which it 
cannot itself have absolutely within its authority, namely, 
the ending of controversies and the using despatch in 
decisions. For as to the case which often arises, where a 
king is chosen on account of war, that is, because war is 
much more happily conducted by kings, it is manifest 
folly, I say, that men should choose slavery in time of 
peace for the sake of better fortune in war ; if, indeed, 
peace can be conceived of in a dominion, where merely for 
the sake of war the highest authority is transferred to one 

\ man, who is, therefore, best able to show his worth and the 
importance to everyone of his single self in time of war; 
whereas, on the contrary, democracy has this advantage, 
that its excellence is greater in peace than in war. How
ever, for whatever reason a king is chosen, he cannot by 
himself, as we said just now, know what will be to the 
interest of the dominion: but for this purpose, as we 
showed in the last section, will need many citizens for his 
counsellors. .And as we cannot at all suppose, that any 
opinion can be conceived about a matter proposed for dis
cussion, whi ch can have escaped the notice of so large a 
number of men, it follows, that no opinion can be conceived 
tending to the people's welfare, besides all the opinions of 
this council, whi ch are submitted to the king. And so, 
since the people's welfare is the highest law, or the king's 
utmost right, it follows, that the king's utmost right is but 
to choose one of the opinions offered by the council, not to 
decree anything, or offer any opinion contrary to the mind 
of all the council at once (Chap. VI. Sec. 25). But if all 
the opinions offered in the council were to be submitted to 
the king, th en it might happ en that the king would always 
favour the small cities, which have the fewest votes. For 
though by the constitution of the council it be ordained, 
that the opinions should be submitted to the king without 
mention of their supporters, yet they wiU never be able to 
take such good care, but that some opinion will get 
divulged. And, therefor e, it must of necessity be provided, 
that that opinion, which has not gained at least a hundred 
votes, shall be held void; and this law the larger cities 
will be sure to defend with all their might. 

6 . .And here, did I not study brevity, I would show 
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18. I said that the citizens were to be divided into clans,1 
and an equal number of counsellors chosen from each, in 
order that the larger towns might have, in proportion to 
the number of their citizens, a greater number of coun
sellors, and be able, as is equitable, to contribute more 
votes. For the power and, therefore, the right of a 
dominion is to be estimated by the number of its citizens ; 
and I do not believe that any fitter means can be devised 
for maintaining this equality between citizens, who are 
all by nature so constituted, that everyone wishes to be 
attributed to his own stock, and be distinguished by race 
from the rest. 

19. Furthermore, in the state of nature, there is nothing 
which any man can less claim for himself, and make his 
own, than the soil, and whatever so adheres to the soil, that 
he cannot hide it anywhere, nor carry it whither he pleases. 
The soil, therefore, and whatever adheres to it in the way 
we have mentioned, must be quite common property of the 
commonwealth-that is, of all those who, by their united 
force, can vindicate their claim to it, or of him to whom all 
have given authority to vindicate his claim. And therefore 
the soil, and all that adheres to it, ought to have a value 
with the citizens proportionate to the necessity there is, 
that they may be able to set their feet thereon, and defend 
their common right or liberty. But in the eighth section 
of this chapter we have shown the advantages that the 
commonwealth must necessarily derive hence. 

20. In order that the citizens may be as far as possible 
equal, which is of the first necessity in a commonwealth, 
none but the descendants of a king are to be thought noble. 
But if all the descendants of kings were allowed to marry 
wives, or beget children, they would grow, in process of 
time, to a very large number, and would be, not only-
burdensome, but also a .l;l<tuse of very great fear, to king 

l
and all. For men who nave too much leisure generally 
meditate crime. And hence it is that kings are, on account 
of their nobles, very much induced to make war, because 
kings surrounded with nobles find more quiet and safety in 
war than in peace. But I pass by this as notorious enough, 

1 Chap. VI. Secs. 11, 15, 16. 
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was the seed of a fresh war. 1 And, besides these, very many 
instances may be read in history. 

25. The form of the dominion ought to be kept one and 
the same, and, consequently, there should be but one king, 
and that of the same sex, and the dominion should be in
divisible.2 But as to my saying that the king's eldest son 
should succeed his father by right, or (if there be no issue) 
the nearest to him in blood, it is clear as well from Chap. 
VI. Sec. 13, as because the election of the king made by 
the multitude should, if possible, last for ever. Otherwise 
it will necessarily happen, that the supreme authority of 
the dominion will frequently pass to the multitude, which 
is an extreme and, therefore, exceedingly dangerous change. 
But those who, from the fact that the king is master of 
the dominion, and holds it by absolute right, infer that he 
can hand it over to whom he pleases, and that, therefore, 
the king's son is by right heir to the dominion, are greatly 
mistaken. For the king's will has so long the force of law, 
as he holds the sword of the commonwealth; for the right 
of dominion is limited by power only. Therefore, a king 
may indeed abdicate, but cannot hand the dominion over 
to another, unless with the concurrence of the multitude or 
its stronger part. And that this may be more clearly 
understood, we must remark, that children are heirs to their 
parents, not by natural, but by civil law. For by the 
power of the commonwealth alone is anyone master of 
definite property. And, therefore, by the same power or v 
right, whereby the will of any man concerning his property 
is held good, by the same also his will remains good after 
his own death, as long as the commonwealth endures. 
And this is the reason, why everyone in the civil state main
tains after death the same right as he had in his lifetime, I 
because, as we said, it is not by his own power, but by that 
of the commonwealth, which is everlasting, that he can 
decide anything about his property. But the king's case 
is quite different. For the king's will is the civil law it
self, and the king the commonwealth itself. Therefore, by 
the death of the king, the commonwealth is in a manner 

1 The war between France and Spain, terminated by the first peaco 
of Aix-la-Chapelle, .1665. 

~ Chap. VI. Sec. 37. 
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tend to the general good; and, lastly, that the power of the 
patri cians or council exceed the power of the multitude, yet 
so that the multitude suffer no harm thereby. 

12. But jealousy causes a great difficulty in maintaining 
our first point. For men are, as we have said, by nature \ 
enemies, so that however they be associated, and bound 
together by laws, they still retain their nature. And hence 
I think it is, that democracies change into aristocracies, and 
these at length into monarchies. For I am fully persuaded 
that most aristocracies were formerly democracies. For 
when a given multitude, in search of fresh territories, has 
found and cultivated them, it retains, as a whole, its equal 
right of dominion, because no man gives dominion to 
another spontaneously. But although every one of them 
thinks it fair, that he should have the same right against 
another that that other has against him, he yet thinks it 
unfair, that the foreigners that join them should have equal 
right in the dominion with themselves, who sought it by 
their own toil, and won it at the price of their own blood. 
And this not even the foreigners themselves deny, for, of 
course, they migrate thither, not to hold dominion, but for 
the benefit of their own private business, and are quite 
satisfied if they are but allowed the liberty of transacting 
that business in safety. But meanwhile the multitude is 
augmented by the influx of foreigners, who gradually ac
quire the national manners, until at last they are distin
guished by no other difference than that of incapacity to 
get office; and while their number daily increases, that of 
the citizens, on the contrary, is by many causes diminished. 
For families often die out, and some persons are disquali
fied for their crimes, and a great many are driven by 
domestic poverty to neglect affairs of state, and meanwhile 
the more powerful aim at nothing else, but to govern 
alone; and thus the dominion is gradually limited to a few, 
and at length by faction to one. And here we might add 
other causes that destroy dominions of this sort ; but as 
they are well known, I pass them by, and proceed now to 
state the laws by which this dominion, of which we are 
treating, ought to be maintained. 

13. The primary law of this dominion ought to be that 
which determines the proportionate numbers of patricians 
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tions in security, some portion of the soldiery must be 
assigned to it, and be subject to its orders. 

24. The syndics and other ministers of state are to have 
no salary, but such emoluments, that they cannot malad
minster affairs of state without great loss to themselves. 
For we cannot doubt that it is fair, that the ministers of 
this kind of dominion should be awarded a recompense for 
their time, since the commons are the majority in this 
dominion, and the patricians look after their safety, while 
they themselves have no trouble with affairs of state, but 
only with their own private ones. But since, on the other { 
hand, no man (Chap. VII. Sec. 4) defends another's 
cause, save in so far as he thereby hopes to establish his \ l 
own interest, things must, of necessity, be so ordered that • 
the ministers, who have charge of affairs of state, should 
most pursue their own interest, when they are most watch-
ful for the general good. 

25. To the syndics then, whose duty, as we said, it is to 
see that the constitution is kept unbroken, the following 
emoluments are to be awarded: namely, that every house
holder that inhabits any place in the dominion, be bound 
to pay every year a coin of small value, say a quarter of 
an ounce of silver, to the syndics, that thus they may 
know the number of inhabitants, and so observe what 
proportion of them the patricians constitute ; and next 
that every new patrician on his election must pay the 
syndics some large sum, for instance, twentyortwenty-five 
pounds of silver. Moreover, that money, in which the 
absent patricians (I mean those who have failed to attend 
the meeting of the council) are condemned, is also to be 
awarded to the syndics; and a part, too, of the goods of 
defaulting ministers, who are bound to abide their judg
ment, and who are fined a certain sum of money, or have 
their goods confiscated, should be devoted to them, not to 
all indeed, but to those only who sit daily, and whose duty 
it is to summon the council of syndics, concerning whom 
see Sec. 28. But, in order that the council of syndics may 
always be maintained at its full number, before all other 
business in the supreme council, when it is assembled at 
the usual time, inquiry is to be made about this. Which, 
if the syndics neglect, let it then devolve upon the presi-
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of senator or syndic, and yet notwithstanding, the same 
patricians, at only short intervals, will always hold sena
torial rank, and (according to what we _said, Sec. 2) there 
will never be wanting in the senate distinguished men, ex
celling in counsel a,nd skill. And because this law cannot 
be broken without exciting great jealousy on the part of 
many patricians, it needs no other safeguard for its con
stant validity, than that every patrician who has reached 
the age we mentioned, should offer the proof thereof to the 
syndics, who shall put his name on the list of candidates 
for the senatorial duties, and read the name before the 
supreme council, so that he may occupy, with the rest of 
the same rank, a place set apart in this supreme council 
for his fellows, next to the place of the senators. 

31. The emoluments of the senators should be of such a 
kind, that their profit is greater from peace than from 
war. And therefore let there be awarded to them a hun
dredth or a :fiftieth part of the merchandise exported 
abroad from the dominion, or imported into it from abroa.d. 
For we cannot doubt, that by this means they will, as far 
as they can, preserve peace, and never desire to protract / 
war. And from this duty not even the senators themselves, 
if any of them are merchants, ought to be exempt ; for such 
an immunity cannot be granted without great risk to trade, 
as I think no one is ignorant. Nay, on the contrary, it 
must be by law ordained, that no senator or ex~senator 
may fill any military post; and further, that no one may 
be declared general or prretor, which officers we said 
(Sec. 9) were to be only appointed in time of war, whose 
father or grandfather is a senator, or has held the dignity 
of senator within two years. Which laws we cannot doubt, 
that the patricians outside the senate will defend with all 
their might: and so it will be the case, that the senators 
will always have more profit from peace than from war, 
and will, therefore, never advise war, except the utmost 
need of the dominion compels them. But it may be ob
jected to us, that on this system, if, that is, syndics and 
senators are to be allowed so great profits, an aristocra.cy 
will be as burdensome to the subjects as any monarchy. 
But not to mention that royal courts require larger expen
diture, and are yet not provided in order to secure peace, 
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